INFORMATION TO USERS

This manuscript has been reproduced from the microfilm master. UMI
films the text directly from the original or copy submitted. Thus, some
thesis and dissertation copies are in typewriter face, while others may be
from any type of computer printer.

The quality of this reproduction is dependent upon the quality of the

copy submitted. Broken or indistinct print, colored or poor quality

illustrations and photographs, print bleedthrough, substandard margins,
' and improper alignment can adversely affect reproduction.

In the unlikely event that the author did not send UMI a complete
manuscript and there are missing pages, these will be noted. Also, if
unauthorized copyright material had to be removed, a note will indicate
the deletion.

Oversize materials (e.g., maps, drawings, charts) are reproduced by
sectioning the original, beginning at the upper left-hand corner and
continuing from left to right in equal sections with small overlaps. Each
original is also photographed in one exposure and is included in reduced
form at the back of the book.

Photographs included in the original manuscript have been reproduced
xerographically in this copy. Higher quality 6” x 9” black and white
photographic prints are available for any photographs or illustrations
appearing in this copy for an additional charge. Contact UMI directly to

order.

UMI

A Bell & Howell Information Company
300 North Zeeb Road, Ann Arbor MI 48106-1346 USA
313/761-4700 800/521-0600

i
i

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



NOTE TO USERS

' The original manuscript received by UMI contains pages with
print exceeding margin guidelines. Pages were microfiimed
| as received.

This reproduction is the best copy available

UMI

i
Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Cognitive Processes in Acquaintance Rape Judgments:

An Information Processing Perspective

Jennifer McFarlane @

Lakehead University

A thesis submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for the

Master's Degree in Clinical Psychology

Reprodu.ced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



l*l National Library
of Canada
Acquisitions and
Bibliographic Services

385 Wellington Street
Ottawa ON K1A ON4

Bibliothéque nationale
du Canada

Acquisitions et
services bibliographiques

395, rue Wellington
Ottawa ON K1A ON4

Canada Canada
Your fle Votre référence
Our fle Notre réldrence
The author has granted a non- L’auteur a accordé une licence non
exclusive licence allowing the exclusive permettant a la
National Library of Canada to Bibliothéque nationale du Canada de
reproduce, loan, distribute or sell reproduire, préter, distribuer ou
copies of this thesis in microform, vendre des copies de cette thése sous
paper or electronic formats. la forme de microfiche/film, de
reproduction sur papier ou sur format
électronique.
The author retains ownership of the L’auteur conserve la propriété du

copyright in this thesis. Neither the droit d’auteur qui protége cette thése.
thesis nor substantial extracts from it  Ni la thése ni des extraits substantiels

may be printed or otherwise de celle-ci ne doivent étre imprimés
reproduced without the author’s ou autrement reproduits sans son
permission. autorisation.

Canadi

0-612-33414-7

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Acknowledgments

[ would like to thank Dr. Josephine Tan for her continued partnership, support, patience,
and invaluable teachings throughout this research. [ would also like to thank Dr. Leslie
McDonald-Miszczak for her insightful comments concerning both the theoretical and
statistical aspects of this study. [ would like to express my gratitude to Dr. Tay Wilson,
who's encouragement and good advise directed me to graduate school, and who's high
standards for research set a precedent for what I would accept from myself. Finally, [
would like to thank my family for their extreme support and assistance throughout the

course of this research. Mom, Dad, Ruth, and Josh, thank you.

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Abstract
Acquaintance rape has been considered society's "hidden crime", often being seen as
wrong, but not criminal (Bechhofer & Parrot, 1991). In comparison to other violent
crimes, rape has the highest rate of acquittal and the lowest rate of conviction (Weiner &
Vodanovich, 1986). In many instances victims of rape are held accountable for their
victimization (Abbey, 1987). This study investigated the cognitive processes involved in
the development of rape judgments and sanctioning decisions. Cognitive structures, namely
observer attitudes (rape myth acceptance, sex-role beliefs, hostility towards women), were
found to have a mediating role between ambiguous information and the development of
inferences (regarding the victim and offender). In turn, the mediational relationship between
inferences and consequent rape judgments (perception of rape, victim and offender
responsibility and blame) was established. Sanctioning judgments (conviction and
punishments) were found to succeed rape judgments. Individuals who had more
conventional attitudes (higher rape myth acceptance, traditional sex-role beliefs, more
hostility towards women) tended to develop less negative offender inferences (e.g.,
perceived him as less violent), and more negative victim inferences (e.g., perceived her as
more desiring of sex). In tum, they also tended to attribute more responsibility to the
victim, and were more reluctant to identify the situation as "rape”. Furthermore, these
individuals were less willing to convict, and assigned less punishment to the offender. The
inverse pattern of inference development, and rape and sanctioning judgments was found
for those with more progressive attitudes (less rape myth acceptance, more egalitarian sex-
role beliefs, less hostility towards women). Based on hierarchical multiple regression

analyses, a model of information processing was proposed.
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Rape Judgments 2

Introduction

Acquaintance rape may be considered society's hidden crime (Bechhofer & Parrot,
1991), as it is often seen as wrong, but not criminal (Fischer, 1991). Failure to recognize
the criminal nature of acquaintance rape is well demonstrated in the Uniform Crime Reports
(1981) statistic that shows rape, in comparison to other violent crimes, has the highest rate
of acquittal and the lowest rate of conviction (Weiner & Vodanovich, 1986).

Contrary to popular belief, acquaintance rape occurs much more frequently than
does rape perpetrated by a stranger (Koss, Dinero, Seibel, & Cox, 1988; Russell, 1984).
For instance, Koss et al. (1988) surveyed a large sarﬁple of female college students and
found that of those who disclosed they had been raped, 85% indicated they were acquainted
with their perpetrator. Furthermore, research has determined that the vast majority of rape
victims who have been assaulted by an acquaintance never report their victimization to the
authorities (Williams, 1984), with reporting rates speculated by some to be as low as 1%
(Burkhart, 1983).

This serious under-reporting is most likely due to the rape victim's awareness that
she may be held accountable for her assault (Dowd, 1983; Seligman, 1984). Of the few
victims who do report the assault to the authorities, most find themselves and their
behaviors which preceded the rape under scrutiny (Brownmiller, 1975). Research indicates
that victims of rape, as opposed to all other forms of victimization, are required to prove
their non-consent in a court of law (Spencer, 1987), and are more likely to be held

accountable for their victimization (Abbey, 1987; Acock & Ireland, 1983; Krahe, 1988).
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Rape Judgments 3

Jurors, judges, lawyers, police officers, medical personnel, mental health
professionals, and significant others in a rape victim's life make attributional judgments
about rape, especially rape victims (Dye & Roth, 1990; Field, 1978; Holmstrom & Burgess,
1979). Résearch has demonstrated that these judgments are often inaccurate, and often
result in the attribution of responsibility to the victim and the mitigation of blame to the
rapist. For example, Holmstrom and Burgess (1979) found that husbands and boyfriends
of rape victims tended to assign some responsibility to the victim. Jurors, in assessing a
rape trial, must decide whether a rape occurred, and make complex decisions concerning
offender guilt and punishment. Pugh (1983) states "éurpdsingly, one of the greatest
barriers to an understanding of what happens in rape trials is the lack of an adequate
theoretical model” (p. 239).

Previous research has provided us with a plethora of factors that affect rape
judgments. Weiner and Vodanovich (1986) refer to this literature as having identified "a
large, if unorganized, catalogue of information cues that shape judgments of culpability” (p.
490). These factors include victim characteristics such as respectability (e.g., Jones &
Aronson, 1973), physical attractiveness (e.g., Jacobson & Popovich, 1983), and history of
previous sexual activity (e.g., L'Armand & Pepitone, 1982), offender characteristics such
as level of force used (e.g., Krulewitz & Payne, 1978), and race (e.g., Field, 1979) and
situational variables such as alcohol use (e.g., Norris & Cubbins, 1992). Characteristics of
the individual making the judgment, referred to as observer characteristics, have not

benefited from significant investigation to date. However, some studies have examined sex
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Rape Judgments 4

differences (e.g., Gilmartin-Zena, 1983; Kleinke & Meyer, 1990; Luginbuhl & Mullin,
1981), and rape-relevant attitudes (e.g., Burt, 1980; Fischer, 1991; Krahe, 1988; Willis,
1992; ). The copiousness of these research findings lends some understanding to the
process of arriving at attributional judgments concerning rape. However, a major
shortcoming of previous research is "the lack of an organized model that ties the findings
together” (Wiener & Vodanovich, 1986, p. 490). Overall, the plenitude of variables which
have been shown to affect rape judgments have been criticized for being too narrowly
focused (Weiner & Vodanovich, 1986), disorganized (Langley et al., 1991) and lacking a
systematic, cohesive theoretical model (Pugh, 1983). Langley et al., (1991) suggest that the
cognitive processes involved in making attributional judgments about rape have not been
adequately researched. Interesti.ngly, although jury members must make very important
decisions regarding guilt and punishment on the basis of the information that is presented to
them, their characteristics (e.g., their attitudes and beliefs) are often not considered.

In an attempt to bring some order to the multitude of variables which have been
demonstrated to affect rape judgments, some theoretical models have been developed (i.e.,
Pugh, 1983; Shotland & Goodstein, 1983; Weiner & Vodanovich, 1986). Common to
most of these models is the premise that how the observer processes the cause of a rape
situation is influenced by cognitive mediators (Langley et al., 1991).

Shotland and Goodstein (1983) proposed a model of rape judgment which sought to
explain the cognitive process of deciding whether a situation was considered rape or not.

They examined the effects of the onset of the victim's protest (early, middle, or late), the
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Rape Judgments 5

force employed by the offender (low or moderate), and the type of protest used by the
victim (verbal, or verbal and physical) on rape identification. Results indicated that the
identification of a situation as rape was more likely when the victim protested both verbally
and physically (as opposed to only verbally), when the victim resisted earlier in the
encounter, and when moderate (rather than low) force was used by the offender. Shotland
and Goodstein (1983) reasoned that the observer uses a combination of information to make
decisions about the woman's level of sexual desire and the man's level of violence. The
observer’s perception of desire and violence were found to mediate between the presented
information and the consequent rape judgment. Shoﬂand and Goodstein's (1983) study
demonstrated that the developmgnt of inferences (regarding the victim and offender) is an
important stage in the process of arriving at judgments concerning rape.
Rape Attribution Theory: A Cognitive Approach

Attribution theory is concerned with the type of information an observer selects, and
how this information is combined to arrive at judgments and causal explanations for
situations (Fiske & Taylor, 1991). To date, no theory has been found to adequately account
for the attributional judgments that consistently hold the victim partially, if not completely,
responsible for the rape. The theories most typically used for explaining victim-blaming for
rape are The Defensive Attribution Hypothesis (Shaver, 1970), and Lemer's (1970) Belief
in a Just World Theory. The basis of both theories is that the observers blame victims for

"selfish, self-protective reasons" (McCaul et al., 1990, p. 2).
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Rape Judgments 6

The Defensive Attributional Hypothesis posits that the level of blame assigned to a
victim is dependent upon whether one believes that he or she could be in a similar situation
to the victim and their perceived similarity to the victim. The theory holds that the observer
will assigﬁ less blame to the victim if they have personal similarities to them. This is
thought to serve to protect the observer from the belief that a similar outcome may befall him
or her in the future (Shaver, 1970).

Lemer’s Belief in a Just World Theory is based on the premise that people perceive
the world to be fair and just. The belief that the world is just provides a sense of control
over the outcome of our behavior. This theory posité that blame will be assigned to the rape
victim as a result of the belief th_at people get what they deserve, and this belief, in turn,
allows the observer to maintain a sense of control (McCaul et al., 1990). When observing
another person's misfortunes or victimization, individuals will tend to blame the persons
actions for the event. Moreover, if there is no clear action to blame, the observer will blame
the person's character, holding that they are deserving of the misfortune. The basis for
belief in a just world are people's defensive need to avoid threats to themselves (Lemer,
1970).

Although able to account for some differences in victim-blaming, the Defensive
Attribution Hypothesis (Shaver, 1970) and Lemer's (1970) Belief in a Just World Theory
have been found to have serious shortcomings in rape attribution research. McCaul et al.
(1990) state "each theory can explain some differences in victim blaming caused by the

circumstances surrounding a particular rape...however, neither theory handles the broad

i
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Rape Judgments 7

range of variables that apparently influence the blaming of rape victims" (p. 2). It may be
that these theories are too limited in their scope, and fail to acknowledge that observers are
selective in what they attend to or notice in a given situation. Observers do not attend to all
incomingistimuli, and they are unlikely to evaluate presented information in an impartial
manner (Markus & Zajonc, 1985).

Originally, social perceivers (observers) were considered naive scientists (Heider,
1944, 1958), who continually engaged in thought in an attempt to explain the cause of their
own or others' behavior. Although early attribution theorists believed that the observer
gathered all the relevant data from a scene, researchers have now determined that unlike the
scientist, the social perceiver does not attend to or collect all the relevant information present
in any given situation. On the contrary, social perceivers are selective in what they notice,
learn, remember, or infer (Markus & Zajonc, 1985). Selective processing of information
may result in errors and biases in attributional judgments, and is believed to result from
internal cognitive structures and mechanisms (Markus & Zajonc, 1985).
Cognitive Structures

Cognitive structures, defined as "organizations of conceptually related
representations of objects, situations, events, and of sequences of events and actions"
(Markus & Zajonc, 1985, p. 143). Cognitive structures result in non-random information
processing, and some researchers believe that they may be essential to perception (Neisser,
1976). For example, Neisser (1976) believed that only information which is congruent with

an individual's schema would be processed. Other theorists do not agree that only
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Rape Judgments 8

information which is congruent with one's schemas is processed (Markus & Zajonc, 1985);
however, it is generally accepted that internal cognitive structures serve as a framework to
organize and understand all incoming stimuli. By employing a social cognition approach to
rape attribﬁtion theory, the impact of the observers' cognitive structures (schemas and
attitudes) on inferences, attributions, and other judgments may significantly add to our
understanding of how observers make decisions about rape.
Schemas and Scripts

Schemas appear to be important cognitive variables involved in determining what
information is attended to, perceived, and used in making judgments (Markus & Zajonc,
198S5). A schema is defined as "a cognitive structure that represents knowledge about a
concept or type of stimulus, including its attributes and the relations among those attributes”
(Fiske & Taylor, 1991, p. 98). A script is a specific form of schema, one concerned
specifically with actions and the sequence of events (Ryan, 1988). This conceptual
structure includes the roles, objects, conditions and results that occur in a stereotyped
sequence (Markus & Zajonc, 1985). Individuals hold scripts for a wide range of events
(Bower, Black & Turner, 1979), including sexual behavior (Gagnon, 1977; Gagnon &
Simon, 1973; Laws & Schwartz, 1977), and more specifically, rape (Kahn, Mathie, &
Torgler, 1994; Ryan, 1988).

Schank and Abelson (1977) proposed that schematic structures, namely scripts,
function to help an individual to predict what will happen next in a sequence of events and

fill in information which is implicit. Scripts, ostensibly, result in and are necessary for the
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development of inferences about a situation (Eysenck & Keane, 1990). Rape attribution
research has ignored the possible importance of the observer's rape script in determining
attributional judgments.

Despite the fact that the majority of rapes are committed by a person known to the
victim (Koss, Gidycz, & Wisniewski, 1987; Parrot, 1985; Russell, 1982), a pervasive
stereotype of the violent, stranger rape exists (Gilmartin-Zena, 1983). The common
perception is "a rape by a stranger who uses a weapon - an assault done at night, outside
(in a dark alley), with a lot of violence, resistance by the victim, and hence severe wounds
and signs of struggle” (Burt, 1991, p.27).

In contrast to the stranger rape, acquaintance rape often occurs indoors (Parrot &
Link, 1983), its offenders more ot"ten use verbal or psychological coercion as opposed to a
weapon (Rapaport & Burkhart, 1984), and its victims often do not exhibit any signs of
physi.cal damage (such as cuts or bruises) (Bechhofer & Parrot, 1991). Because these
acquaintance rape details significantly deviate from the pervasive notion of what constitutes
rape, individuals may be reluctant to perceive and identify an acquaintance rape as rape.
Moreover, many victims of forced sexual intercourse by an acquaintance do not consider
their own circumstances rape (Koss & Burkhart, 1989; Wyatt, Notgrass & Newcomb,
1990), for reasons that are unclear. It has been suggested that victims may consider their
situation as something other than rape, such as extreme seduction (Kahn et al., 1994). Rape
victims who fail to acknowledge their situation as rape (yet meet the legal criteria for rape as

defined by Koss, 1985) may have personal rape scripts which do not match their rape
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experience (Kahn et al., 1994). Kahn et al. (1994) found that unacknowledged rape victims
more often bhad a stranger rape script (i.e., rape committed by a stranger was described as a
"typical" rape), whereas acknowledged victims predominantly held acquaintance rape scripts
(i.e., rape éommitted by an acquaintance was described as a "typical” rape). Therefore,
unacknowledged victims' experience of being raped in a less forceful manner by an
acquaintance was incongruent with their stranger rape script, leading to their unwillingness
to identify their experience as rape. Acknowledged rape victims, on the other hand, were
more likely to hold acquaintance rape scripts, resuiting in their experiences being congruent
with their rape script, and consequently leading to the i&entiﬁcation of their experience as
rape.

Research has not yet been extended to include the role of the observer’s type of rape
script in rape judgments. Given the results from the Kahn et al. (1994) study, which
identified the importance of a rape victim's rape script in determining whether she will
identify a sexual experience as rape or not, it is possible that an observer's rape script will
also influence his or her rape judgments about rape.

Attitudes

An attitudes is defined as a "categorization of a stimulus along an evaluative
dimension, based on cognitive, affective, and behavioral information" (Fiske & Taylor,
1991, p. 463). Attitudes may mediate a person’s interpretation of incoming stimuli, as well
as affect their recall of information when making attributional judgments (Fiske & Taylor,

1991). For example, when required to make an attributional judgment, evidence which is
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congruent with the observer’s attitudes is often recalled much more readily than inconsistent
information (Fiske & Taylor, 1991). According to social cognition theory people more
readily attend to information which is consistent with their attitudes, and are more likely to
selectiveliy interpret information on the basis of their attitudes (Fiske & Taylor, 1991).

Individuals may hold certain attitudes which are part of a pervasive ideology in our
society that condones rape, or denies the seriousness of it (Brownmiller, 1975; Weis &
Borges, 1973). Burt (1980) proposed that traditional gender role attitudes, acceptance of
interpersonal violence, and adversarial sexual beliefs form a "generalized cultural
background for attitudes focusing specifically on rapé and sexual violence" (p. 218). Burt
(1980) determined that these atti_tudes were strongly related to rape attitudes (or more
precisely, rape myth acceptance). Research documents that the acceptance of rape myths is
widespread (Field, 1978; Williams & Holmes, 1981), and functions to justify and excuse
rape (Burt, 1991; Weis & Borges, 1973). Rape myths have also been linked to low
reporting of rape (Russell, 1982), and negative treatment of rape victims who do report
(Williams, 1984; William & Holmes, 1981).

In many studies, the acceptance of rape myths (sometimes referred to as "rape
attitudes") has been found to be associated with traditional sex-role beliefs (Check &
Malamuth, 1983; Costin, 1985; Field, 1978). Research has demonstrated that whether one
is traditional or egalitarian in their sex-role beliefs significantly influences their rape
judgments (Acock & Ireland, 1983; Costin, 1985; Field, 1978; Shotland & Goodstein,

1983). For instance, Field (1978) concluded "...people who view women in traditional
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roles are likely to see rape as being a woman's fault” (p. 174). Willis (1992) found that
individuals with traditional sex-role stereotypes had a bias against rape victims. Similarly,
Acock and Ireland (1983) found that traditional participants blamed the victim more and
blamed the rapist less than egalitarian participants. Shotland and Goodstein (1983)
produced similar findings, With egalitarian participants being more likely to perceive a
situation as rape than individuals with more traditional views of women's social roles. Sex-
role beliefs may structure how an individual perceives behavior in a sexual encounter. For
instance, individuals who hold traditional sex-role beliefs may perceive a woman saying
"no" in a sexual situation as token resistance, thereby' leading them to believe that she is
meaning "yes". Furthermore, individuals with traditional sex-role beliefs are more likely to
assign responsibility to the victim than those who hold more liberal or egalitarian sex-role
beliefs (Acock & Ireland, 1983; Krulewitz & Payne, 1978; Shotland & Goodstein, 1983).
Check and Malamuth (1983) have considered rape to be "a logical extension of our sex-role
socialization processes that legitimize coercive sexuality” (p. 344). Individuals of both
sexes are socialized to develop certain sex-appropriate behaviors and expectation of
behaviors in accordance with their sex. Forinstance, men are socialized to be the aggressor
in sexual situations, while females are socialized to play a more passive role (Bridges,
1991). Check and Malamuth (1983) contend that instances of forced sexual intercourse
between acquaintances or dates may be perceived as "only one (extreme) point on a
continuum of in-role forced sexual behaviors rather than a discrete, deviant act committed by

only a few mentally ill men" (p. 344).

t
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Most attitudinal research to date has focused on sex-role beliefs, and rape myth
acceptance (Burt, 1980). Hostility towards women, although not investigated nearly as
extensively, is an attitude which may affect one's judgments concerning rape (Lonsway &
Fitzgerald; 1995). In an extensive critique of Burt's (1980) research, Lonsway and
Fitzgerald (1995) demonstrated that the Burt's Interpersonal Violence Scale and Adversarial
Sexual Beliefs Scale (Burt, 1980) may be more accurately assessing hostility towards
women than the concepts they purport to measure. They contend that the majority of items
in the Adversarial Sexual Beliefs Scale assess negative beliefs about women, rather than a
generic, gender-neutral measure of adversarial sexual beliefs. Similarly, Lonsway and
Fitzgerald argue that the Interpersonal Violence Scale developed by Burt (1980) more
specifically measures acceptance of violence against women , rather than of attitudes toward
violence in general. The researchers suggest that these scales may be assessing a basic
hostility toward women, as opposed to the constructs they purport to measure. Research
has yet to explore the effects of hostility towards women in the formulation of rape
judgments.

Inferences

In perceiving a social situation, an observer will develop inferences and
consequently make judgments and attributions about the situation and the individuals
involved (Fiske & Taylor, 1991). The process of inferring entails evaluating what
information should be gathered to reach a judgment, collecting that information, and

combining it in some way. The inference itself is the outcome of this reasoning process
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(Fiske & Taylor, 1991). Deciding what information is relevant in making judgments is not
completely objective as this process is often guided by pre-existing schema and attitudes,
especially when perceiving and developing inferences about people (Lingle & Ostrom,
1981; Ostram, Lingle, Pryor, & Geva, 1980). Inferences regarding the offender (e.g., his
behavior, character, and degree to which he is perceived as violent) and victim (e.g., her
character, behavior, desire, and consent) are believed to significantly affect rape judgments.
Shotland and Goodstein (1983) identified two variables (victim desire and offender
violence) as mediators between information concerning the rape (type of victim protest,
onset of victim protest, and level of offender force) and the judgment as to whether the
situation was considered rape or not. They found that to identify the situation as rape
observers appear to need confirr;nation that (a) the woman did not desire sex, and (b) the
man behaved violently. These findings shed light on the importance of inferences (referred
to as "perceptions” by Shotland and Goodstein) as mediating variables between information
concerning the rape and consequent rape judgments. Shotland and Goodstein (1983)
manipulated the information available to the observer by employing several different rape
vignettes. Research has yet to examine the role of observer inferences concerning victim
desire and offender violence when no manipulations of the information are provided. For
example, research has not yet examined the cognitive processes of individuals who are
exposed to only one type of vignette (no variable manipulation) and who are thereby forced

to develop inferences concerning information which is ambiguous or unclear.
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Observer inferences regarding the extent to which the victim consented to sexual
intercourse may also play a mediating role between attitudes and rape judgments; however
this variable has not been adequately investigated to date. Because acquaintance rape occurs
in a social context in which consensual sex is possible, decisions as to whether a situation is
rape are more difficult to make than in the case of strangerrape. The boundary between
"lovemaking" and "acquaintance rape" is often indistinct and obscured, thereby making
consent/non-consent distinctions unclear (Bechhofer & Parrot, 1991). Probably nowhere is
the issue of consent in rape judgment as consequential as it is in a court of law. It is one of
the four legal defenses to a charge of rape (Lafree, 1989), and the defense most likely to
succeed in acquaintance rape (Bohmer, 1991). Bohmer (1991) states: "The heart of the
legal issue in cases of acquainta;lce rape is consent and its proof™ (p. 319).

Legally and morally, consent is given in a sexual situation when a male or female
says "yes" and does not say "no" (Bechhofer & Parrot, 1991). However, the victim's
failure to say "no" is not consent in itself, primarily because she may be unable to say no
(i.e., if she is passed out due to alcohol consumption, or psychologically
intimidated/coerced). A situation can be considered rape only if the non-consenting person
"does not want to have sex" (Bechhofer & Parrot, 1991, p. 13). Therefore, rape is
precluded in "game playing” situations in which a person is saying "no", but is actually
desiring and willing to have sex. Bechhofer and Parrot (1991) warn that individuals must
consider the above criteria to reduce ambiguity regarding consent, because to "violate or

ignore these conditions is to enter the gray zone and take the risk of committing rape” (p.

'
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13). Research has yet to determine if inferences concerning consent mediate between
information about rape and consequent rape judgments.
Rape Judgments

An understanding of how observers uitimately make decisions regarding victim (and
to a lesser extent offender) responsibility, as well as an understanding of how individual
decide if a situation is considered rape or not has been the predominant focus of rape
research. Initial investigations have demonstrated that situational cues influence rape
judgments through cognitive mediators. Research is now needed to "map out cognitive
processes involved in making rape attributions” (Langley et al., 1991, p. 52). Cognitive
factors such as schemas and attitudes may serve as organizational structures in which to
understand and process incoming information regarding an acquaintance rape.

Studies examining rape judgments have relied on the manipulation of variables in
different vignettes, and based their conclusions on the emerging differences between groups
who received different vignettes. This paradigm, although useful in rape attribution
research and necessary for experimental manipulation of variables, may hold limited external
validity. In the real world, individuals are often faced with conflicting accounts of the
events that transpired between the alleged victim and alleged offender. This is particularly
true for jurors, who must consider both (victim and offender) accounts of what took place in
an alleged acquaintance rape. Research has yet to investigate how observers perceive and

interpret unclear or ambiguous information regarding rape.

'
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There are two types of rape judgments that are often investigated, attributional
Jjudgments of responsibility/blame and rape perception. The most commonly researched
rape judgment is the attribution of responsibility to the victim (often referred to as "victim-
blaming"). Research investigating attributions of victim responsibility has generally failed
to explain why so many disparate factors affect rape judgments (McCaul, Veltum,
Boyeciko, & Crawford, 1990) . From an information processing perspective, the process
of attribution commences with the observation of a scene by an observer and information
which is gathered from the scene is used to develop inferences, and to ultimately arrive at
causal explanations for the event (Fiske & Taylor, 1991). Therefore, it may be that the
inference process may be a key step in the formation of rape judgments. This research is
important to our understanding ;>f why rape victims, as opposed to all other victims of
crime, are often held (at least partially) accountable for their victimization (Abbey, 1987,
Krahe, 1988).

Of theoretical concern, the terms responsibility and blameworthiness have often been
used interchangeably in rape research. These concepts, however, are theoretically different,
and require clear conceptual distinction (Shaver & Drown, 1986). Attribution of
responsibility is assigned when an observer decides who or what is responsible for an
event, and is preceded by a judgment of causality. Similarly, attribution of blame entails the
judgment of causality and responsibility; however, it also presupposes a judgment of intent
and goal-directedness on the part of the actor in the situation. For instance, one may

perceive a victim as responsible for rape because she was hitchiking and wearing
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provocative clothing, but may feel she did not infend to be raped, and that she did not
partake in hitchiking or wear provocative clothing with the purpose of being raped. In this
case, the observer may assign responsibility to the victim but not assign blame .
Attributions of blame are typically made in instances where the causal agent is deemed
deserving of punishment for the negative event they caused (Fiske & Taylor, 1991).

The second type of rape judgments, often referred to as "rape perception"” or “rape
identification” is concerned with factors affecting an observer's decision as to whether a
situation is considered rape or not. This avenue of rape research has not benefited from the
same extensive investigation of victim responsibility/blame research. Forinstance, it has
been firmly established that observer attitudes (e.g., rape myth acceptance, sex-role beliefs)
affect victim responsibility assignment. The investigation of the effect attitudes have on rape
perception has not been as widely investigated. Interestingly, it has been suggested that
although the primary focus of rape research is on victim responsibility (e.g., Gilmartin-
Zena, 1983; Howard, 1984; Janoff-Bulman et al., 1985; Krahe, 1988; McCaul et al.,
1990), it is not a significant factor in considerations of whether or not rape occurred, and
other judgments such as punishment and restitution of the offender (Langley et al., 1991).
Sanctioning Judgments

Sanctioning judgments involve assigning a penalty to an individual who has
committed a violation. Despite the fact that acquaintance rape is a significant societal
problem (Bridges, 1991), it remains difficult to persuade jurors that acquaintance rape has

occurred (Warshaw, 1988). Bridges (1991) suggests that it is important to understand
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observers' perceptions of acquaintance rape. Rape research has, for the most part, focused
on rape perception/identification, and attributional judgments of responsibility and blame
for the rape. No study to date has attempted to incorporate variables such as attitudes,
victim and offender inferences, rape perception, and assignments of responsibility and
blame into a framework for understanding the process of arriving at sanctioning decisions.
What we do know is that often a victim's characteristics or conduct have been found to
affect legal decisions regarding rape (Pugh, 1983). Unfortunately, as Pugh states "one of
our greatest barriers to an understanding of what happens in rape trials is the lack of an
adequate theoretical model" and further points out "we lack basic understandings of the
ways in which people perceive and integrate information in making sanctioning judgments”
(p. 239).

The Present Study

The goal of this research is to establish relational patterns and sequential ordering of
observer attitudes, inferences, rape judgments, and sanctioning decisions in the processing
of information concerning an acquaintance rape. This research proposes that in the initial
stage of information processing (the information selection stage), information concerning an
acquaintance rape will be filtered through cognitive structures, namely observer attitudes and
rape script. Given that observer sex-roles (Bridges, 1991; Check & Malamuth, 1983;
Shotland & Goodstein, 1983), hostility toward women (Lonsway & Fitzgerald, 1995, p.
708), and rape myth acceptance (Burt, 1980) have been found to affect rape judgments, all

three attitudinal variables were assessed in this study. Although the type of rape script
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(stranger or acquaintance) held by rape victims has been found to be an important factor in
determining whether she will identify her experience as rape or not (Kahn et al., 1994), the
importance of observer rape script type on rape judgments has not been investigated to date.
Therefore, this study assessed the role of attitudes and observer rape script in the
development of inferences and consequent judgments concerning rape.

Once information has been filtered through these cognitive structures, itis then
combined and processed, resulting in the formation of inferences (Fiske & Taylor, 1991).
Impressions or inferences of the individuals invoived in an ambiguous rape situation (e.g.,
victim and offender character and behavior) will be explored for their role in rape
judgments, along with inferences regarding victim desire, victim consent, and offender
violence. This research propose; that, based on the information which has been selected in
the first stage of information processing, the observer will develop inferences concerning
information which was ambiguous or unclear. This stage of processing is referred to as the
inference development stage.

Once inferences have been formed, it is reasoned, they will be used in the formation
of judgments. Fiske and Taylor (1991) state "inference is the process of collecting and
combining often diverse and complex information into a judgment” (p. 404). This study
proposes that judgments about offender and victim responsibility and blame, and rape
identification will be made on the basis of inferences developed by the observer (this will be

referred to as the rape judgment stage).
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Finally, it is suggested that sanctioning decisions will follow rape judgments. This
final stage in the information processing paradigm will be referred to as the sanctioning
Judgment stage.

In summary, the overall objective of this study is to investigate the cognitive
processes involved in arriving at judgments concerning acquaintance rape. The cognitive
process of such judgments is hypothesized to begin with the selective processing of
information (Stage 1). The processing of information is considered selective because the
information is filtered through one's attitudes and scripts (Variable Set 1: Attitudes and Rape
Script). This study examined three rape-relevant observer attitudes, namely hostility toward
women, rape myth acceptance, and sex-role beliefs, as well as one's personal rape script. It
was reasoned that ambiguous ﬁonnaﬁon would be selectively filtered through one's
attitudes and personal rape script and then be used in the inference development stage (Stage
2), to develop inferences regarding the offender (Variable Set 2: Offender Inferences) and
victim (Variable Set 3: Victim Inferences). Offender inferences that were examined were
perceptions of character, behavior, and violence. Victim inferences of particular interest
were perceptions of character, behavior, desire, and consent. The next stage (Stage 3) in
the information processing involves the judgments one makes about whether the situation is
rape or not, and attributional judgments regarding the victim and offender (Variable Set 4:
Rape Judgments). It was reasoned that decisions as to whether a given situation is
considered rape or not, as well as attributional judgments regarding victim responsibility and

offender responsibility and blame would be influenced by the inferences one develops.
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Finally, in stage 4, consequent decisions concerning willingness to convict and punish the
offender (Variable Set 5: Sanctioning Judgments) will be examined. It was reasoned that
these sanctioning decisions would be influenced by one's rape judgments.
Hypotheses

Because this study seeks to investigate both (a) the relationships among the sets of
variables and (b) the sequential ordering of the stages in the model, the hypotheses have
been organized into two separate groups. The hypotheses in group 1 investigate the
relationships between sets of variables. The hypotheses in group 2 investigate the
sequential ordering of the sets of variables.

Hypotheses concerning Relational Patterns of Variables

The hypotheses regardiné the relational patterns among observer attitudes,
inferences, rape judgments, and sanctioning judgments are as follows:

1. Relationship between Set 1 (Attitudes and Rape Script) and Set 2 (Offender Inferences):
Individuals with more traditional sex-role beliefs, greater hostility towards women,
higher rape myth acceptance, and a stranger rape script would be less likely to perceive
the offender as having undesirable character traits, undesirable behavior, and to infer
less offender violence

2. Relationship between Set 1 (Attitudes and Rape Script) and Set 3 (Victim Inferences):

Individuals with more traditional sex-role beliefs, greater hostility towards women,
higher rape myth acceptance, and a stranger rape script would be more likely to perceive

the victim's character and behavior negatively, and to infer more victim desire, and more
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victim consent.

3. Relationship between Set 3 (Victim Inferences) and Set 4 (Rape Judgments): Those who
perceived the victim's character and behavior more negatively, and who inferred more
victim desire and more consent would attribute more responsibility to the victim, less
responsibility to the offender, and would be less likely to perceive the situation as rape.

4. Relationship between Set 2 (Offender Inferences) and Set 4 (Rape Judgments): Those
with less negative perceptions of the offender’s character and behavior, and who
inferred less offender violence would also attribute more responsibility to the victim,
less responsibility to the offender, and would be less likely to perceive the situation as
rape.

5. Relationship between Set 4 (Rape Judgments) and Set 5 (Sanctioning Judgments):
Those who attributed more responsibility to the victim, less responsibility to the
offender, and were less likely to perceive the situation as rape would be more willing to
convict the offender, and assign more severe punishment to him.

Hypotheses concerning Sequential Ordering of Stages

It is hypothesized that the stages in the information processing paradigm occur in the
following sequential order: stage 1 (information selection), stage 2 (inference
development), stage 3 (rape judgments), and stage 4 (sanctioning judgments) (see Figure

2). In other words, it is hypothesized that the following will occur:

1. Inferences (stage 2 in the information processing paradigm) will serve as mediating

variables between attitudes (the cognitive structures involved in stage 1) and rape
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judgments (stage 3), and there will be no direct relationship between attitudes (stage 1)

and rape judgments (stage 3).
2. Rape judgments will serve as mediators between inferences (stage 2) and sanctioning

judgments (stage 4), and there will be no direct relationship between inferences (stage 2)

and sanctioning judgments (stage 4).

Method
Participants
A total of 71 undergraduates participated in this study. Six participants responded
incorrectly to the validity question and were therefore excluded from analyses. Also
excluded were four participants with extensive missing data and four participants who
indicated suspiciousness as to the purpose of the study. The remaining sample was 57 (35
males and 22 females) introductory psychology students. Mean age in the sample was
20.46 (standard deviation of 3.28). Participants received one bonus point to their final mark
for their participation in this study.
Materials
Seduction Script Survey (SSS. Appendix 1). This questionnaire required

participants to provide a brief description of what they thought a typical seduction consisted
of. It was included primarily as a decoy as to the purpose of the study. It was presented
before the Rape Script Survey, as it was reasoned that if participants were asked only to
describe a typical rape, they would immediately become aware of the purpose of the study

(investigation about rape), which may have affected their responses (due to expectancy
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effects). This bias would have been particularly troublesome for the questionnaire which
assessed rape identification (i.e., whether the participants would identify the vignette as
rape). Therefore the Seduction Script Survey was included to add some doubt as to the
overall purpose of the study. The information collected in this survey was not used for
analysis.

Personal Rape Script Survey (PRSS. Appendix 2). This questionnaire, developed
for the present study, required participants to provide a brief description of what they
thought a typical rape consisted of. Participants were asked to describe events leading up
to, during, and following the rape. In order to avoid giving the participants leading
questions, no further instructions were given. Following their description of a rape
situation, participants were asked specific questions about their description of the rape.
These questions serve to clarify or provide additional pertinent information about the
participants’ rape description, such as the relationship between the victim and offender (i.e.
stranger vs. acquaintance), amount of violence used, amount of victim resistance, and the
amount of injury experienced by the victim. These variables have been found to distinguish
stranger from acquaintance rape scripts in previous works (Kahn et al., 1994). Participants
were categorized as having either a "stranger" rape script or an "acquaintance" rape script on
the basis of their description of a "typical" rape. In order to clarify the relationship between
victim and offender, they were asked "What was the relationship between the victim and the
offender?" and asked to check the appropriate category. The relationship categories include

relative, steady boyfriend, date, acquaintance and stranger. Responses were categorized

i
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into either stranger rape script (i.e., the relationship between the victim and offender was
defined as that between strangers), or acquaintance rape script (i.e., the offender’s
relationship to the victim was described as that of a relative, steady boyfriend, date, or
acquaintance).

Prior to its use in the present study, this survey was tested on 17 undergraduate
student volunteers in a pilot study to ensure that a proportionate number of individuals with
stranger and acquaintance rape scripts exists in the participant population, as well as to test
for the clarity of the survey. Results of the pilot study indicated that there was a
proportionate number of stranger and acquaintance scripts were held by the sample. No
difficulties with this survey were detected.

Acquaintance Rape Vi ona- ette (Appendix 3). The acquaintance rape vignette provided
a detailed description of a date rape. The use of the words rape, sexual assault, victim,
assailant, and offender were intentionally avoided to allow participants to make a judgment
about whether they perceived the situation as rape or otherwise. Conflicting information
was presented to allow the influence of participants' attitudes and personal rape script on the
development of participant inferences about the victim and offender in the vignette. The
information regarding the date was presented in a factual, chronological order until the point
of sexual contact. At this point both the victim and offender’s divergent interpretations of
what took place were given. Hence, the details about the date were given in very different
ways. For instance, the victim's version used phrases such as "grabbing my breasts”, and

"he kissed me very aggressively". In contrast, the offender’s account used phrases such as

Reproducevd with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Rape Judgments 27

"I touched her hair, her face, her breasts”, and "we made out for awhile". Different
interpretations of the same event by both the victim and offender were given to the
participants in order to maintain some of the real-life characteristics of a rape trial.

Character and Behavior Questionnaire (Appendix 4). Impressions of victim and
offender character and behavior (stimulus persons in the vignette) were measured by this
28-item questionnaire that was developed for the present study. Four main sections,
namely Victim Behavior (items 1-6), Offender Behavior (items 7-12), Victim Character
(items 13-20), and Offender Character (items 21-28) comprised this questionnaire. [tems
were scored on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from "strongly agree" to "strongly disagree".
Higher scores on these scales reflect more positive judgments about the victim or offender.
Items 1 and 7 were reverse scored. Question 29 was included as a validity check to ensure
the participants accurately perceived the relationship between victim and offender as
described in the rape scenario. The participants were required to check "acquaintance” in
response to the question "What was the relationship between Jim and Sarah?" in order for
their results to be valid. To prevent biases or leading questions about the characters in the
vignette, items on this questionnaire did not refer to the characters as "victim" and
"offender”, but rather by their first names ("Jim" for the offender, and "Sarah" for the rape
victim).

Offender and Victim Inferences Questionnaire (Appendix 5). This questionnaire,
which measured inferences regarding the stimulus persons in the vignette, consisted of two

sections. The first section was cdmposed of the Victim Desire subscale (items 1-7) and the

.
i
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Offender Violence subscale (items 8-10). The second section was the Victim Consent
subscale (items 11-20) .

The Victim Desire subscale comprised items believed to be important considerations
when making judgments about the victim's level of desire for sexual intercourse. Concepts
measured included desire, arousal, pleasure, and resistance. Scores were rated on a 7-point
Likert scale, ranging from "not at all"” to "extremely". Item 4 and 7 were reverse scored.
Higher scores indicated a greater perceived level of victim desire.

The Offender Violence subscale is composed of three items believed to be important
factors in judgments about offender violence, specifically, force, physical violence, and
physical harm. Scores were rated on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from "not at all" to
"extremely”. Higher scores indicate a greater perceived level of offender violence.

The Victim Consent subscale consisted of 10 items determined to be important in
inferences about consent. Items were rated on a 7-point Likert scale, ranging from
"strongly agree” to "strongly disagree". Items 11, 13, 19, and 20 are reverse scored.
Lower scores indicate a belief that the victim consented to sexual relations.

Rape Identification and Sanctioning Judgments Questionnaire (Appendix 6)

This questionnaire comprises three subscales: the Rape Identification scale, the
Conviction scale, and the Punishment scale, which assesses decisions concerning the
presented vignette. The Rape Identification scale (items 1-14) measure the extent to which
the participant perceives the observed scenario as an instance of rape. [tems are rated on a

7-point Likert scale, ranging from "strongly agree” to "strongly disagree". Items2,3,8,
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13, and 14 are reverse scored. A higher score indicates greater certainty that the situation
was "rape”.

The Conviction subscale measures willingness to convict the offender. It consists of
seven items, measured on a 7-point Likert scale. Item 15 is reverse scored. Higher scores
indicate more willingness to convict the offender. This scale may be useful for
conceptualizing the results in an applied setting, specifically jury decision making.

The Punishment scale consists of one item which assesses the severity of
punishment assigned to the offender. Higher scores indicate more severe punishment.

Attribution Questionnaire (Appendix 7). This questionnaire, comprises three

subscales: the Victim Responsibility Scale, the Offender Responsibility Scale, and the
Offender Blame Scale. The que;tionnaire items were drawn from attributional research.
All items were rated on a 6-point Likert Scale, ranging from "not at all” to "completely”.
This questionnaire assesses the assignment of responsibility and blame to the stimulus
persons in the vignette.

The Victim Responsibility subscale (items 2,3, 8, and 9), measures different facets
of responsibility (using the criteria outlined by Fiske & Taylor, 1991): cause of event (item
2), foreseeability (item 3), free will (item 8), and responsibility (item 9). Higher scores
indicate a higher degree of responsibility being assigned to the victim.

The Offender Responsibility subscale (items 1, 4, 5, 6, 7) measures responsibility
using the same criteria as mentioned above: cause of event (item 1), foreseeability (item 4),

unjustifiable action (item 5), free will (item 6), and responsibility (item 7). Item Sis
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reverse scored. Higher scores indicate a higher degree of responsibility being assigned to
the offender.

The Offender Blame scale is comprised of five items, and measures two constructs
of blame as outlined by Fiske and Taylor (1991), namely intent and goal-directedness.
Higher scores on this scale indicate higher degree of blame being assigned to the offender.

Hostility Toward Women Scale (HTWS. Appendix 8). This 30-item scale was

developed by Check, Malamuth, Elias, and Barton (1985). Thirty true or false items are
summed to produce a possible score of O to 30. Greater scores indicate more hostility
toward women. Internal consistency has yet to be established for this measure; however,
reliability analysis performed in this study produced a Cronbach's alpha of .72. Lonsway
and Fitzgerald (1995) modified the Hostility Towards Women Scale, and their reliability
analyses yielded a coefficient alpha of .83 (for the modified 10 item scale). The original
form of this scale was chosen for this study to preserve the integrity of the measure, as well
as to explore the internal consistency of the entire scale. Interpretation of this scale is
tentative, as the test developers caution "it is important to understand that our findings with
respect to hostility between the sexes are quite new and will have to be confirmed in
studies... we caution you not to overinterpret your score..." (p. 60).

It should be noted that this scale may be measuring "a milder construct than actual
hostility" (Lonsway & Fitzgerald, 1995, p. 710). Upon examining the individual items,
Lonsway and Fitzgerald (1995), propose that items such as "I believe that most women tell

the truth” or "I usually find myself agreeing with women" potentially "tap into dislike or
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mistrust of women, but are not likely to assess the true essence of hostility". A cursory
examination of the items seems to support Lonsway and Fitzgerald's contention that this
measure may be tapping a construct other than frue hostility. Overall, this measure appears
to be assessing what may be described as "adversarial feelings towards women" rather than
true hostility. In light of the fact that there are apparently no other existing psychometric
scales which measure the construct of hostility toward women, research is now needed to
investigate the validity of this measure, and to perhaps develop a more theoretically sound
scale.

Scale (RMS. Appendix 9). Rape myth acceptance was measured using
the Rape Myth Scale (RMS), developed by Lonsway and Fitzgerald (1995). This scale
measures the seven aspects (identified by Payne, 1993) of the rape myth construct
(Lonsway & Fitzgerald, 1995), including: victim precipitation, definition of rape, male
intention, victim desire-enjoyment, false charges, trivialization of the crime, and deviance of
the act (Lonsway & Fitzgerald, 1995). Internal consistency has been determined to be .89,
with item-to-total correlations ranging from .38 to .73 (Lonsway & Fitzgerald, 1995).
Internal reliability analysis conducted on this measure for the present study produced a
Cronbach'’s alpha of .91. Higher scores indicate more rape myth acceptance.

Sex-Role Egalitarianism Scale (SRES .Appendix 10). Sex-role beliefs were
measured using the Sex-Role Egalitarianism Scale (SRES) by King and King (1993). The
construct measured by this scale is sex-role egalitarianism, defined as "an attitude that

causes one to respond to another individual independently of the other individual's sex.
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Omne who possesses this attitude believes that the sex of an individual should not influence
the perception of an individual's abilities or the determination of an individual's rights,
obligations, and opportunities. Consequently, a sex-role egalitarian does not discriminate
against or relate differentially to another on the basis of the other’s sex" (Beere, King, Beere
& King, 1984, p. 19). This fneasure assesses beliefs bearing on the domains of marital
roles, parental roles, employment roles, social-interpersonal-heterosexual roles, and
educational roles.

The SRES short version Form BB was used. It consists of 25 items, scored on a
scale of 1 to 5, with 1 representing the least egalitariaxi attitude, and 5 representing the most
egalitarian attitude. The total score was computed by summating the 25 item responses,
yielding a possible range of scores from 25 to 125. Higher summative scores represent
more egalitarian attitudes, while lower scores indicate more traditional sex-role beliefs.

The SRES has been found to be a reliable instrument, with an internal consistency of
.94, and a three-week interval test-retest reliability of .88 (King & King, 1993). The short
version (BB) and the SRES full form have been found to be have correlations between .75
(after a six-week interval) and .95 (on the same occasion). Reliability studies suggest that
finding of the SRES short version are not a result of social desirability (Stith, 1986; Stith,
Crossman, & Bischof, 1991). Internal consistency analysis for this study indicated a
Cronbach's alpha of .96.

Post-Experimental Questionnaire (PEQ) (Appendix 11). The purpose of the PEQ

was twofold. First, it was used to identify participants who were deemed by two
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independent judges to be suspicious as to the purpose to the study or who feit their
expectations affected their responses. These participants were excluded from the data
analyses. The second purpose of the PEQ was to determine whether participants made
theoretical distinctions among cause, responsibility, and blame. This assessment has
implications for the data analysis and interpretation as the practical significance of these
theoretical distinctions has to be established.
Procedure

Participants were tested in small groups of 3 to 8. Seating arrangements were such
that physical distance and privacy for each parﬁcipaht were ensured. Prior to testing,
participants were presented with an abbreviated version of the objective of this study
(Appendix 12). The examiner verbally explained the confidentiality and the voluntary nature
of the study to the participants and instructed them to read the informed consent carefully
before signing. Participants then read and signed the informed consent form (Appendix
13), which was immediately collected by the examiner. Participants were next given a
questionnaire package containing four booklets, each with its own set of instructions. They
were instructed to complete the booklets in order, and to not refer back to any of the
previous booklets once they had completed them.

Booklet 1 (see Appendix 14 for instructions for this booklet) contained the
Seduction Script Survey (Appendix 1) and the Personal Rape Script Survey (Appendix 2).
The Seduction Script Survey preceded the Personal Rape Script Survey in order to disguise

the purpose of this study. Participants were aware only that the study involved their
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perceptions of sexual encounters, and were not informed that the focus of the study was on
perceptions of acquaintance rape. Responses to the Seduction Script Survey were not used
for analytic purposes. The Personal Rape Script Survey required participants to give an
account of a typical rape, and to answer questions on details of their account. Participants’
categorization of the relationship between the victim and offender in this script was the only
information used for the present study. Categorization could be either relative, boyfriend,
date, acquaintance, or stranger. For purposes of this study, relative, boyfriend, or date
were considered to be an acquaintance rape script.

Booklet 2 contained the Rape Vignette (Appendix 3), the Character and Behavior
Questionnaire (Appendix 4), the Offender and Victim [nferences Questionnaire (Appendix
5), the Rape Identification and Sanctioning Judgments Questionnaire (Appendix 6), and the
Attribution Questionnaire (Appendix 7). The Attribution Questionnaire had two forms
(Forms A and B), and participants were required to answer only one of the questionnaires.
Those who considered the scenario presented in the vignette to be rape were asked to
complete Form A (identified as Questionnaire 6 in Booklet 2). Those who did not perceive
the scenario as rape completed Form B (identified as Questionnaire 7 in Booklet 2).

Booklet 3 (Appendix 15) comprised the Hostility Toward Women Scale (Appendix
8), the Rape Myth Scale (Appendix 9), and the Sex-Role Egalitarianism Scale (Appendix
10). These questionnaires assessing observer attitudes were purposely given at the end of
the study to prevent suspiciousness as to the purpose of the study. Furthermore, if these

questionnaires, particularly the Rape Myth Scale, had preceded the Rape Identification
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Questionnaire, it may have contaminated participants' responses (participants may have
identified the vignette scenario as rape because of expectancy effects). Finally, Booklet 4
(Appendix 16) contained the Post-Experimental Questionnaire (PEQ) (Appendix 11).

Following the completion of the four booklets, participants were debriefed by the
examiner (Appendix 17), and were provided with an information sheet about rape and rape
services (Appendix 18). Participants who wished to have a copy of the results of this study
sent to them left their name and address on a mailing list.

Resuits

Qverview of Analy' ses

The goal of this research was to (a) investigate the relationships between sets of
variables, which represented the various stages in the cognitive process in arriving at
judgments concerning an acquaintance rape (Figure 1), and (b) explore the sequential
ordering of these variables (Figure 2).

The first stage (stage 1) is hypothesized to be information selection, in which
information is filtered through one's personal rape script (RSTYPE), and rape-relevant
attitudes, specifically hostility towards women (HTW), rape myth acceptance (RMA), and
sex-role beliefs (SRES). These four variables together constitute a set called Set 1
(attitudes and rape script). [nference development is the second stage (stage 2), where
inferences regarding the character and behavior of the victim (VCHAR, VBEH), and of the
offender (OFCHAR, OFBEH), offender violence (VIOLENCE), victim desire (DESIRE),

and victim consent (CONSENT) are developed. OFCHAR, OFBEH, and VIOLENCE
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constitute Set 2 (offender inferences). The remaining variables, VCHAR, VBEH,
DESIRE, and CONSENT are conceptualized as Set 3 (victim inferences). The next stage
(stage 3) is the rape judgments stage where one makes a decisions about whether the
situation is rape or not (PERCRAPE), as well as attributional judgments regarding victim
responsibility (VRESP), offender responsibility (OFRESP) and offender blame
(OFBLAME). Together, these four variables constitute Set 4 (rape judgments). The final
stage (stage 4) is the formation of sanctioning judgments. This set of variables (Set 5)
includes willingness to convict (CONVICT) and punish (PUNISH) the offender.

Two types of analyses were performed, conélational (zero-order correlations and
canonical correlation analyses),_ and sequential (hierarchical multiple regression). First,
correlational and canonical correlation analyses were conducted to investigate the patterns
of relationships among variables. Correlational analyses examined the relationships among
variables in (1) set 1: attitudes and rape script, (2) set 2: offender inferences, (3) set 3:
victim inferences, (4) set 4: rape judgments, and (5) set 5: sanctioning judgments.

Next, to understand the relationship among all possible combinations of different
sets of variables, canonical correlation analyses were conducted. In all, 10 analyses were
completed, which have been organized into two groups. The canonical correlation analyses
in group 1 specifically address the hypotheses set out earlier in this study, while the
remaining canonical correlation analyses in group 2 were carried out to provide a fuller
picture of the information processes involved. The following relationships among sets of

variables were explored:
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Group 1

1. set 2 (offender inferences) and set | (attitudes)

2. set3 (victim inferences) and set 1 (attitudes)

3. set 4 (rape judgments) and set 2 (offender inferences)

4. set 4 (rape judgments) and set 3 (victim inferences)

5. set 5 (sanctioning judgments) and set 4 (rape judgments)

Group 2

6. set4 (rape judgments) and set | (attitudes)

7. set 5 (sanctioning judgments) and set 1 (attitudes)

8. set 5 (sanctioning judgments) and set 2 (offender inferences)

9. set 5(sanctioning judgments) and set 3 (victim inferences)

10. set3 (victim inferences) and set 2 (offender inferences)

Finally, hierarchical multiple regression analyses were performed to determine the
sequential order of the stages of information processing:

1. Set 3 (rape judgments) was the criterion variable. The predictor variables were entered
hierarchically, beginning with set 2 (inferences), followed by set 1 (attitudes).

2. Set 4 (sanctioning judgments) was the criterion variable. The predictor variables were
entered hierarchically, beginning with set 3 (rape judgments), followed by set 2
(inferences), and finally set 1 (attitudes).

Before the main analyses were undertaken, preliminary data analyses were

performed, foliowed by internal reliability analyses for the variables in this study.

t
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Preliminary Data Analyses

Prior to the canonical correlation analyses and hierarchical multiple regression
analyses, a series of data screening techniques were performed. The manipulation check
(participant responses to the question regarding the nature of the relationship, stranger or
acquaintance, between the stimulus persons in the transcript) were inspected. Six
participants who inaccurately classified the relationship as "stranger” were excluded from
the data analyses. Next, the post-experimental questionnaire was examined for suspicious
subjects. Faur participants indicated that they were suspicious as to the purpose of the
study, and therefore were also dropped from the analyses. The data was then screened for
missing values. Four participants with extensive missing data (e.g., entire questionnaires
noi completed) were excluded from analyses. The remaining missing values were replaced
with the group mean for the specific item (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989), based on the sex of
participant.

The remaining data was examined for accuracy of data entry, and univariate and
multivariate outliers. Four univariate outliers, defined as cases with a standard score of + 3
z-score, were found for VCHAR (z-score below -.3), DESIRE (z-score above +.3),
OFBEH (z-score above +.3), and OFRESP (z-score below -.3). The influence of these
outliers was reduced by changing their raw scores to correspond to a standard score of + 3
while still preserving the deviancy of these cases (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989). No
multivariate outliers as identified through the Mahalanobis distance (Tabachnick & Fidell,

1989) were found.
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The assumptions for canonical correlation analyses and multiple regression were
investigated. The assumptions include multivariate normality, linearity, homoscedasticity,
multicollinearity and singularity. CCA assumptions of linearity and homoscedasticity were
examined through bivariate scatterplots of variables within each set. These assumptions
were generally satisfied except for mild to moderate skewness in the distributions of some
variables, namely OFRESP (negatively skewed), VRESP (positively skewed), OFBEH
(negatively skewed), CONSENT (negatively skewed), DESIRE (positively skewed), and
PERCRAPE (negatively skewed). This skewed distribution of scores is likely due to the
majority of subjects perceiving the scenario as rape, and assigning proportionately more
responsibility to the offender, and less to the victim. The multivariate assumptions form
multiple regression were determined by plotting residual scores (difference between
obtained and predicted DV scores) with the predicted DV score. These assumptions were
generally satisfied. The absence of multicollinearity, defined as correlations greater than
.90 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989), and singularity, defined as correlations greater than .99
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989) were established.

Before canonical correlation analyses and multiple regression analyses were
performed, an investigation into the internal consistency of the measures and zero-order
correlations among variables were employed.

Internal Consistency of Variables
Prior to the assessment of the internal consistency of variables, an examination of

the participants' responses on the post-experimental questionnaire was conducted. The
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purpose of this investigation was to check whether participants in practice made the
distinction among the different theoretical constructs underlying the attribution
questionnaire. The attribution questionnaire was designed to capture the theoretical
constructs which constitute responsibility (cause, free will, foreseeability, and unjustifiable
action) and blame (intentionality and goal-directedness). The post-experimental
questionnaire revealed that participants did not make a clear distinction between
responsibility and blame. In fact, their definitions of these two theoretically distinct
constructs was virtually identical. This has direct bearing on the variables measuring
offender responsibility (OFRESP) and offender blame (OFBLAME). To investigate the
underlying dimensions to the attribution questionnaire as perceived by the participants, a
logical course of action would be employ a data reduction technique such as principal
components analysis. However, the sample size (n=57) was too small for such an
undertaking (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989). The other strategy, which was employed here,
was to combine the items measuring responsibility and blame (which participants did not
distinguish) and assess their internal consistency to see whether they were measuring the
same construct.

Employing internal consistency analysis, the variable of offender blame
(OFBLAME) was initially investigated to determine if its constituent constructs of
intentionality and goal-directedness were conceptually related. [tems in the OFBLAME
variable were item 8 (offender intent to rape), item 15 (offender preplanned rape), item 9

(offender selfish motivation), and item 21 (extent offender is to blame). Cronbach's alpha
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for OFBLAME increased from .76 to .84 when item 9 was excluded. Therefore item 9,
was deleted from OFBLAME. A low item-to-total correlation of 39 was also found for
Item 21 (extent offender is to blame). Consequently, this item was removed from
OFBLAME and included in the variable OFRESP to determine if it might be more related to
the construct of offender responsibility. Ultimately, the revised variable of OFBLAME
consisted of two items: item 8 (offender intent to rape) and item 15 (offender preplanned
rape), which had a correlation of .72 with each other.

An internal consistency analysis was also performed on offender responsibility
(OFRESP). Items which were initially hypothesized to be conceptually related included ten
items 1,2, 5,6, 10, 11, 13, 14, 17, and 19. As previously mentioned, item 21 (extent
offender is to blame) was removed from OFBLLAME and included with this variable
OFRESP to determine if it had a higher item-to-total correlation than with OFBLAME.
These 11 items produced a Cronbach's alpha of .83. However two items (item 1 and 13)
had very low item-to-total correlations (.27 and -.16 , respectively), resulting in their
removal from OFRESP. With the removal of these two poor items, internal consistency
was increased to .89. Item 21 (extent offender is to blame) had a much stronger item-to-
total correlation with the items in OFRESP (.67) than OFBLLAME (39). This indicated that
the move of item 21 from OFBLAME to OFRESP was a statistically and conceptually
sound decision. The revised offender responsibility variable (OFRESP) was ultimately

composed of items 2, 5, 6, 10, 11, 14, 17, 19, and 21, and had a Cronbach's alpha of .89.
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Internal reliability analysis of victim responsibility (VRESP), consisting of items 3,
4,7, 12, 16, 18, and 20, revealed a Cronbach's alpha of .77. Internal consistency was not
improved with the deletion of any item. Participants did not appear to differentiate between
victim responsibility (item 18) and victim blame (item 20) as these two items had very high
item-to-item correlations. Therefore, these items were kept together within the VRESP
variable.

The variable offender behavior (OFBEH), composed of items 7,8, 9, 10, 11, and
12 was originally found to have low reliability (Cronbach's alpha of .57). The deletion of
one item (item 8), lead to an increase in the internal 'reliability of this variable to .71.
Therefore, the revised OFBEH consisted of items 7,9, 10, 11, and 12.

Internal consistency values for the variables HTW, RMA, SRES, OFCHAR,
OFBEH (revised), VIOLENCE, VCHAR, VBEH, DESIRE, CONSENT, PERCRAPE,
OFBLAME (revised), OFRESP (revised), VRESP, CONVICT, and PUNISH are
presented in Table 1. These variables were found to have adequate to high internal
consistency, with Cronbach's alphas ranging from .71 (OFBEH) to .95 (PERCRAPE).
Henceforth, the names OFBEH, OFBLLAME, and OFRESP, will be used to refer to the
revised versions of these respective variables.

Correlations Within Each Set of Variables (Zero-order Correlations

Once it was determined that the measures had at least adequate internal consistency
(minimum of .70 as defined by Kaplan & Saccuzzo, 1982), Pearson Product-Moment

Correlations were employed to determine whether variables proposed to comprise a set of
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theoretically related variables were, in fact, significantly correlated (p<.05) within each set.
The five sets of variables included attitudes and rape script (set 1), offender infecences (set
2), victim inferences (set 3), rape judgments (set 4), and sanctioning judgments (set 5).

Set 1: Attitudes and Rape Script

Correlations were performed among personal rape script type (RSTYPE), hostility
towards women (HT W), rape myth acceptance (RMA), and sex-role beliefs (SRES) to see
if these variables were related (Table 2). RSTYPE was not found to be significantly
correlated with the other three attitudinal variables. To determine whether RSTYPE
functioned independently of attitudes, correlations were performed between RSTYPE and
all other variables. RSTYPE was not correlated with any other variables (Table 3);
therefore, it was deleted from all further analyses.

HTW and SRES did not significantly correlate with one another; however, RMA
was found to correlate with both. A weak positive relationship was found between HTW
and RMA, indicating that individuals who had higher levels of hostility towards women
also tended to have higher rape myth acceptance. A strong negative correlation was found
between RMA and SRES, indicating that individuals with higher rape myth acceptance also
had more traditional sex-role beliefs.

Set 2: Offender Inference Variables

Correlations were performed in order to determine whether the variables of offender

character (OFCHAR), offender behavior (OFBEH), and violence (VIOLENCE) in the

offender inference set were relatéd (Table 4). All three variables were found to be
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moderately correlated. Individuals who perceived the offender’s character more positively
also tended to perceive his behavior more positively, and perceive him as less violent.

Set3: Victim Inference Variables

Correlational analyses showed moderate correlations among the four variables
victim character (VCHAR), victim behavior (VBEH), desire (DESIRE), and consent
(CONSENT), in the victim inferences set ( Table 5). Individuals who perceived the
victim's character more positively also tended to perceive her behavior more positively, see
her as less desiring of sex, and less consenting.

Set 4: Rape Judgment Variables

Correlations were performed between offender blame (OFBLAME), offender
responsibility (OFRESP), victim responsibility (VRESP), and rape perception
(PERCRAPE) to determine whether they were conceptuaily related ( Table 6). All four
variables were found to be significantly correlated with one another. The only pair of
variables which produced a non-significant correlation was OFBLAME and VRESP. A
moderate correlation between VRESP and OFRESP indicated that individuals who
assigned more responsibility to the victim tend to assign less responsibility to the offender.
Correlations among PERCRAPE, OFRESP, SARRESP, and OFBLLAME indicated that
individuals who were more certain that the situation was rape tend to assign more

responsibility and blame to the offender, and less responsibility to the victim.

|
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Set S: Sanctioning Judgment Variables

Correlations were performed between willingness to convict (CONVICT) and
severity of punishment (PUNISH) to determine whether they were related ( Table 7). A
moderate correlation between these two variables indicated that individuals who were more
willing to convict the offender also tended to assign a longer punishment.

Correlations Among Different Sets of Variables (Canonical Correlation Analyses)

As indicated in tables 8,9, 10, and 11 there were significant correlations among the
different sets of variables, as well as within the sets of variables. Overall, the correlational
results indicated that each variable within each set was si gnificantly correlated with every
other variable within all other sets. This finding was expected, as all variables were
hypothesized to be involved in the processing of information. In this study, variables are
organized into functional sets, in which categorization into sets is "for reasons of their
substantive content and the function they play in the logic of the research” (Cohen &
Cohen, 1983). Therefore, although higher correlations may exist between two variables in
different sets, this does not mean the variables belong in the same set, as it does not follow
the logic of the research (i.e., based on social cognitive theory, sets in this study are
comprised of attitudes, inferences, and judgments). Canonical correlation analyses will
facilitate the interpretation of these associations, as it is a statistical technique used to
analyze the relationship between two sets of variables (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989). The
two sets of variables may be conceptualized as dependent variables (DV's) and independent

variables (IV's), or they may not (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989). For ease of discussion, the
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two sets of variables in a CCA were conceptualized as DV's and [V's respectively. Itis
not critical which set is labeled as the DV or [V set. The naming is primarily for reference.

CCA is similar to multiple regression in that a linear combination of the [V's is
formed. However, with CCA, a linear combination of the DVs is also formed. As
Tabachnick and Fidell (1989) state, "sets of variables on each side are combined to
produce, for each side, a predicted value that has the highest correlation with the predicted
value on the other side”. CCA produces canonical variates, which are the actual linear
combinations of the variables, one for the DV set, and one for the [V set. Taken together,
these two canonical variates are referred to as pairs ofcanonical variates. There may be
more than one reliable pair of canonical variates.

The significance of the relationship between each pair of canonical variates was
assessed by the Pillais' criterion, at the level of .05. Pairs of canonical variates with a
canonical correlation in excess of +.30 were considered significant and therefore interpreted
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 1989, p. 216). Interpretation of a canonical variate was conducted
by examining the correlation between the canonical variate and the variables that comprise
it. The proportion of variance accounted for by a canonical variate within its own set of
variables determined how much variance in the original variables was captured by the
canonical variate. The redundancy index, which is the proportion of variance accounted for
by a canonical variate in the orher set of original variables was also noted to assess the

relationship between the canonical variate and the original variables in the other set.
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In all, 10 cancnical correlation analyses were performed to investigate the relationships
among all sets of variables. These analyses have been categorized in two groups: the first
group of analyses pertains to the hypotheses set out in this research, whereas the second
group of analyses serve to provide a more complete picture of the overall patterns of

relationships.

Canoncial Correlation Analyses Group 1
1. Set 2 (Offender Inferences) and Set 1 (Attitudes)

A canonical correlation analysis performed between attitudinal set (HTW, RMA,
SRES) and offender inferences set (OFCHAR, OFBEH, VIOLENCE) revealed a
significant relationship betweeq the two sets of variables, F(9, 159) = 3.45, p=.001. The
first two pairs of canonical variates accounted for the significant relationships between the
two sets of variables, F(9,124) = 3.53, p<.01 (for the first variate) and F(4,104) = 3.31,
p<.05 (for the second variate). The first canonical correlation was .52 (27% of the
variance) and the second was .43 (18% of the variance). The third canonical correlation
(.19) was not significantly different from zero.

Detailed data on the first two pairs of canonical variates are represented in Table 12
which shows the correlations between the canonical variates and the original variables,
standardized canonical variate coefficients, within-set variance accounted for by the
canonical variates, redundancies, and canonical correlations. Total proportion of variance
for the offender inference set indicated that the first two pairs of variates extracted a

considerable proportion of variance (.86) from the offender inference variables. In
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contrast, the total proportion of variance for the attitudinal set indicated that the first two
pairs of variates extracted a much smaller amount of variance (.15) from the attitudinal
variables. The total redundancy indices revealed that the first two canonical variates from
the offender inference set extracted a small proportion of variance (.18) from the attitudinal
set, while the first two pairs of canonical variates from the attitudinal set extracted a
considerable proportion of variance (.69) from the offender inference variables. The
canonical correlations indicated that the first pair, as well as the second pair, of canonical
variates were moderately related to each other.

Variables in the attitudinal set that had correlations in excess of +.30 with the first
canonical variate were SRES and HTW. Within the offender inference set, OFBEH
correlated with the first canonical variate. The first pair of canonical variates indicated that
participants with a more traditional sex role belief (-.75) and greater hostility towards
women (.41) tended to view the offender’s behavior more positively (.82).

The second canonical variate in the attitudinal set was composed of RMA and
SRES. In the offender inference set, the second canonical variate was related to
VIOLENCE, OFCHAR and OFBEH. Taken together, these two pairs of canonical variates
indicated that participants who had a higher rape myth acceptance {.94) and more traditional
sex-role beliefs (-.66) tended to see the situation as involving less violence (-.94), and to

rate the offender’s character (.82) and behavior (.57) more positively.
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2. Set 3 (Victim Inferences) and Set 1 (Attitudes)

A second canonical correlation analysis was performed between the attitudinal set
(HTW, RMA, SRES) and victim inferences set (VCHAR, VBEH, DESIRE, VIOLENCE),
revealing a significant relationship between the two sets of variables, F(12,156) = 3.70,
p<-001. The first pair of canonical variates which yielded a canonical correlation of .77
(60% of the variance) accounted for the significant relationship between the two sets of
variables, F(12, 133) = 4.95, p<.001. The remaining two canonical variates (canonical
correlations of .21 and .14 respectively) were not significant.

Detailed data on the first pair of canonical variates are represented in Table 13. Total
proportion of variance for the victim inferences set indicated that the first canonical variate
extracted a moderate amount of variance (.60) from the victim inference variables. The
total proportion of variance for the attitudinal set indicated that the first canonical variate
extracted a smaller amount of variance (.33) from the attitudinal variables. The total
redundancy indices revealed that the first canonical variate from the victim inferences set
extracted a small proportion of variance (.36) from the attitudinal set, while the first
canonical variate from the attitudinal set extracted a moderate proportion of variance (.54)
from the victim inference variables.

The variables in the attitudinal set that had a correlation in excess of +.30 with the
first canonical variate were RMA, SRES, and HTW. Among the victim inference set,
VCHAR, CONSENT, VBEH, and DESIRE correlated with the first canonical variate. The

first pair of canonical variates indicated that participants with higher rape myth acceptance
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(.99). more traditional sex-role beliefs (-.71), and more hostility towards women (.36)
tended to view the victim's character (-.91) and behavior (-.81) more negatively, see the
victim as more consenting (-.86), and more desiring of sex (.44).

3. Set 4 (Rape Judgments) and Set 2 (Offender Inferences)

A third canonical correlation analysis was performed between the rape judgment set
(PERCRAPE, VRESP, OFRESP, and OFBLLAME) and the offender inference set
(OFCHAR, OFBEH, VIOLENCE). This analysis showed a significant relationship
between the two sets of variables, F(12,135) = 3.67, p =.001. The first pair of canonical
variates accounted for the significant relationship between the two sets of variables, E(12,
114) = 4.32, p=.001. The first canonical correlation was .74 (55% of the variance). The
second (.35), and third (.27) canonical correlation were not significantly different from
zero.

Detailed data on the first pair of canonical variates are represented in Table 14.
Total proportion of variance indicated that the first pair of variates extracted a moderate
proportion of variance (.51) from the rape judgment variables and a small amount of
variance (.34) from the offender inference variables. The total redundancy indices revealed
that the first canonical variate from the rape judgment set extracted a small proportion of
variance (.28) from the offender inference set, while the first canonical variate from the
offender inference set extracted a moderate proportion of variance (.62) from the rape

judgment variables.
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The variables in the offender inference set that were correlated with the first
canonical variate were OFCHAR, VIOLENCE, and OFBEH. Among the rape judgment
set, PERCRAPE, OFRESP, OFBLAME, and VRESP correlated with the first canonical
variate. The first pair of canonical variates indicated that participants who perceived the
offender’s character (.87) and behavior (.66) more positively, saw the situation as
involving less violence (-.81), tended to be less certain that the situation was rape (-.94),
assigned less responsibility to the offender (-.72) , and more responsibility to the victim
(.45), and blame the offender less (-.66).

4. Set 4 (Rape Judgments) and Set 3 (Victim Inferenées)

A fourth canonical correljation analysis was performed between the rape judgment
set (PERCRAPE, VRESP, OFRESP, OFBLLAME) and the victim inference set (VCHAR,
VBEH, DESIRE, CONSENT). The canonical correlation analyses revealed a significant
relationship between the two sets of variables, F(16, 180) = 3.18, p< .001. The first pair
of canonical variates which yielded a canonical correlation of .88 (78% of the variance)
accounted for the significant relationship between the two sets of variables, F(16, 129) =
5.63, p<.001. The remaining three canonical variates with correlations of .26, .15, and
.10, respectively, were not significant.

Detailed data on the first pair of canonical variates are represented in Table 15.
Total proportion of variance for the rape judgment set indicated that the first canonical
variate extracted a moderate proportion of variance (.55) from the rape judgment variables.

The total proportion of variance for the victim inferences set indicated that the first

i
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canonical variate extracted a moderate amount of variance (.47) from the victim inference
variables. The total redundancy indices revealed that the first canonical variate from the
rape judgment set extracted a moderate proportion of variance (.43) from the victim
inference set, while the first canonical variate from the victim inference set extracted a
moderate proportion of varfance (.61) from the rape judgment variables.

Variables in the rape judgment set that were correlated with the first canonical
variate were PERCRAPE, VRESP, and OFRESP. Among the victim inference set,
CONSENT, VCHAR, VBEH, and DESIRE were correlated with the first canonical
variate. The first pair of canonical variates indicated that participants who perceived the
victim as more consenting (-.SQ, viewed her character (-.80) and behavior (-.76) more
negatively, and saw her as more desiring of sex (.67) tended to be less certain that the
situation was rape (.91), and assigned more responsibility to the victim (.85) and less to the
offender (-.75).

5. Set S (Sanctioning Judgments) and Set 4 (Rape Judgments)

A fifth canonical correlation analysis was performed between the sanctioning
judgments set (CONVICT, PUNISH), and rape judgments (PERCRAPE, VRESP,
OFRESP, OFBLAME). The canonical correlation analyses revealed a significant
relationship betweer the two sets of variables, F(8, 90) = 2.85, p=.007. The first pair of
canonical variates accounted for the significant relationship between the two sets of
variables, F(8, 90) = 2.85, p<.05. The first canonical correlation was .59 (35% of the

variance). The second canonical correlation (.24) was not significantly different from zero.
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Detailed data on the first pair of canonical variates are represented in Table 16.
Total proportion of variance for the sanctioning judgments set indicated that the first
canonical variate extracted a moderate proportion of variance (.62) from the sanctioning
Jjudgment variables. The total proportion of variance for the rape judgment set indicated
that the canonical variate exfracted only a small amount of variance (.17) from the rape
judgment variables. The total redundancy indices revealed that the first canonical variate
from the sanctioning judgments set extracted a small proportion of variance (.22) from the
rape judgment set, while the first canonical variate from the rape judgment set extracted a
moderate proportions of variance (.48) from the sanctfoning Jjudgment variables. The
canonical correlation indicated thz_at the first pair of canonical variates were moderately

related to each other.

Variables in the sanctioning judgments set that were correlated with the first
canonical variate were PUNISH and CONVICT. Among the rape judgment set,
OFBLAME, PERCRAPE, OFRESP, and VRESP were correlated with the first canonical
variate. The first pair of canonical variates indicated that participants who saw the rape as
intentional and preplanned (.89), who were more certain that the situation was rape (.74),
assigned more responsibility to the offender (.60) and less to the victim (-.45), were more

willing to convict the offender (.77), and assigned longer punishment to the offender (.80).
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Canonical Correlation Analyses Group 2

6._Set 4 (Rape Judgments) and Set 1 (Attitudes)

A sixth canonical correlation analysis was performed between the attitudinal set
(HTW, RMA, SRES), and rape judgments (PERCRAPE, VRESP, OFRESP,
OFBLAME). The canonical correlation analyses revealed a significant relationship between
the two sets of variables, F(12,135) = 2.97, p=.001. The first pair of canonical variates
accounted for the significant relationship between the two sets of variables, F(12, 114) =
3.56, p<.001. The first canonical correlation was .72 (52% of the variance). The second
canonical correlation (.32) was not significantly differént from zero.

Detailed data on the first pair of canonical variates are represented in Table 17.
Total proportion of variance for the rape judgment set indicated that the first canonical
variate extracted a moderate proportion of variance (.57) from the rape judgment variables.
The total proportion of variance for the attitudinal set indicated that the canonical variate
extracted a small amount of variance (.24) from the attitudinal variables. The total
redundancy indices revealed that the first canonical variate from the rape judgments set
extracted a small proportion of variance (.29) from the attitudinal set, while the first
canonical variate from the attitudinal set extracted a moderate proportions of variance (.48)
from the rape judgment variables. The canonical correlation indicated that the first pair of
canonical variates were strongly related to each other.

Variables in the rape judgments set that were correlated with the first canonical

variate were PERCRAPE, VRESP, OFRESP, and OFBLAME. Among the attitudinal set,

!
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RMA, and SRES were correlated with the first canonical variate. The first pair of canonical
variates indicated that participants who accepted more rape myths (.99), and who were
more traditional in their sex-role beliefs (-.63), tended to be less certain that the situation
was rape (-.91), assigned more responsibility to the victim (.80) and less to the offender (-
.73), and were less likely to see the rape as premeditated (-.51).

7. Set 5 (Sanctioning Judgments) and Set 1 (Attitudes)

A seventh canonical correlation analysis was performed between the sanctioning
judgments set (CONVICT, PUNISH), and the attitudinal set (HTW, RMA, SRES). The
canonical correlation analyses revealed a significant relationship between the two sets of
variables, F(6, 106) = 3.25, p=.006. The first pair of canonical variates accounted for the
significant relationship between.the two sets of variables, F(6, 104) = 3.53, p=.003. The
first canonical correlation was .55 (31% of the variance). The second canonical correlation
(.07) was not significantly different from zero.

Detailed data on the first pair of canonical variates are represented in Table 18.
Total proportion of variance for the sanctioning judgments set indicated that the first
canonical variate extracted only a moderate proportion of variance (.73) from the
sanctioning judgment variables. The total proportion of variance for the attitudinal set
indicated that the canonical variate extracted only a very small amount of variance (.10)
from the attitudinal variables. The total redundancy indices revealed that the first canonical

variate from the sanctioning judgments set extracted a small proportion of variance (.22)

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



Rape Judgments 56

from the attitudinal set, while the first canonical variate from the attitudinal set extracted a
small proportions of variance (.33) from the sanctioning judgment variables.

Variables in the sanctioning judgments set that were correlated with the first
canonical variate were CONVICT, and PUNISH. Among the attitudinal set, RMA,
SRES, and HTW were correlated with the first canonical variate. The first pair of
canonical variates indicated that participants who accepted less rape myths (-.89), were
more egalitarian in their sex-role beliefs (.32), and less hostile towards women (-.30)
tended to be more willing to convict (.86) and punish (.85) the offender.

8. Set 5 (Sanctioning Judgments) and Set 2 (Offender Inferences)

An eighth canonical correlation analysis was performed between the sanctioning
judgments set (CONVICT, PWSH), and offender inferences (OFCHAR, OFBEH,
VIOLENCE). The canonical correlation analyses revealed a significant relationship
between the two sets of variables, F(6, 106) = 4.87, p<.001. The first pair of canonical
variates accounted for the significant relationship between the two sets of variables, F(6,
104) = 5.19, p<.001. The first canonical correlation was .60 (37% of the variance). The
second canonical correlation (.26) was not significantly different from zero.

Detailed data on the first pair of canonical variates are represented in Table 19.
Total proportion of variance for the sanctioning judgments set indicated that the first
canonical variate extracted a sizable proportion of variance (.72) from the sanctioning
judgment variables. The total proportion of variance for the offender inferences set

indicated that the canonical variate extracted a small amount of variance (.20) from the
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offender inferences variables. The total redundancy indices revealed that the first canonical
variate from the sanctioning judgments set extracted a small proportion of variance (.26)
from the offender inferences set, while the first canonical variate from the offender
inferences set extracted a moderate proportions of variance (.56) from the sanctioning
judgment variables. The canonical correlation indicated that the first pair of canonical
variates were moderately related to each other.

Variables in the sanctioning judgments set that were correlated with the first
canonical variate were PUNISH and CONVICT. Among the offender inferences set,
VIOLENCE, OFCHAR, and OFBEH were correlated with the first canonical variate. The
first pair of canonical variates indicated that participants who saw the offender as violent
(.99), and perceived his character (-.73) and behavior (-.42) more negatively, were more
willing to convict the offender (.79), and assigned longer punishment to the offender (.91).
9. Set S (Sanctioning Judgments) and Set 3 (Victim Inferences)

A ninth canonical correlation analysis was performed between the sanctioning
judgments set (CONVICT, PUNISH), and victim inferences (VCHAR, VBEH, DESIRE,
CONSENT). The canonical correlation analyses revealed a significant relationship between
the two sets of variables, F(8, 104) = 5.06, p<.001. The first pair of canonical variates
accounted for the significant relationship between the two sets of variables, F(8, 102) =
5.48, p<.001. The first canonical correlation was .67 (45% of the variance). The second

canonical correlation (.33) was not significantly different from zero.
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Detailed data on the first pair of canonical variates are represented in Table 20.
Total proportion of variance for the sanctioning judgments set indicated that the first
canonical variate extracted a sizable proportion of variance (.73) from the sanctioning
Jjudgment variables. The total proportion of variance for the victim inferences set indicated
that the canonical variate exiracted a small amount of variance (.23) from the victim
inferences variables. The total redundancy indices revealed that the first canonical variate
from the sanctioning judgments set extracted a small proportion of variance (.33) from the
victim inferences set, while the first canonical variate from the victim inferences set
extracted a moderate proportions of variance (.52) from the sanctioning judgment variables.
The canonical correlation indicated that the first pair of canonical variates were moderately
related to each other.

Variables in the sanctioning judgments set that were correlated with the first
canonical variate were PUNISH and CONVICT. Among the victim inferences set,
DESIRE, CONSENT, VBEH, and VCHAR were correlated with the first canonical
variate. The first pair of canonical variates indicated that participants who saw the victim as
less desiring of sex (-.90), less consenting (.82), and perceived her behavior (.57) and
character (.52) more positively, were more willing to convict (.86), and punish (.85) the
offender.
10._Set 3 (Victim [nferences) and Set 2 (Offender [nferences)

Canonical correlation analysis was performed between the victim inferences set

(VCHAR, VBEH, DESIRE, CONSENT) and the offender inference set (OFCHAR,
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OFBEH, VIOLENCE). The analysis showed a significant relationship between the two
sets of variables, F(12, 156) = 3.66, p< .001. The first two pairs of canonical variates
accounted for the significant relationship between the two sets of variables, F(12, 133) =
3.91, p<.001 (for the first variate) and F(6,102) = 2.40, p<.05 (for the second variate).
The first canonical correlation was .65 (42% of the variance) and the second was .43 (18%
of the variance). The third canonical correlation (.25) was not significantly different from
zero.

Detailed data on the first two pairs of canonical variates are represented in Table 21.
Total proportion of variance for the offender inference set indicated that the first two pairs
of variates extracted a considerable proportion of variance (.83) from the offender inference
variables. In contrast, the total proportion of variance for the victim inference set indicated
that the first two pairs of variates extracted 2 much smaller amount of variance (.25) from
the victim inferences variables. The total redundancy indices revealed that the first two
canonical variates from the offender inferences set extracted a small proportion of variance
(.28) from the victim inference set, while the first two pairs of canonical variates from the
victim inferences set extracted a considerable proportion of variance (.71) from the offender
inference variables.

Variables in the victim inference set that were correlated with the first canonical
variate were VIOLENCE, OFCHAR, and OFBEH. Among the victim inference set,
DESIRE, CONSENT, VCHAR, and VBEH correlated with the first canonical variate. The

first pair of canonical variates indicated that participants who viewed the offender as more
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violent (.98), saw his character (-.71) and behavior (-.56) more negatively, viewed the
victim less desiring of sex (-.94), less consenting (.78), and rated her character (.61) and
behavior (.45) more positively.

The second canonical variate in the offender inference set was composed of
OFBEH. In the victim inference set, the second canonical variate was related to
CONSENT and VBEH. Taken together, this pair of canonical variates indicated that
participants who had a more negative perception of the offender’s behavior (-.83) also
perceived the victim as less consenting (.59), and viewed her behavior more positively
(.53).

Sequential Ordering of Stgges (Hierarchical Multiple Regression Analyses)

In hierarchical regression, the order of variable entry is determined by the
researcher and is based on logical or theoretical considerations (Tabachnick & Fidell,
1989). Due to the large number of variables (16), and the small sample size (50) the
application of hierarchical muitiple regression using all sets of variables was impractical.
Cohen and Cohen (1983) discuss the perils of entering sets which consist of many
variables, stating "such practice is to be strongly discouraged, because it tends to result in
reduced statistical power for the set and an increase in spuriously 'significant' single-IV
results” (p. 136). Furthermore, they recommend "it is far better to sharply reduce the size
of such a set, and by almost any means" (p. 136). Moreover, rape judgments and
sanctioning decisions were conceptualized as sets in this research, and it is impossible to

perform hierarchical muitiple regression with a set of criterion variables. To address this
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limitation, mean scores for each proposed stage of information processing were calculated.
Mean scores were achieved by summating the raw scores of variables within a each set and
dividing the summated score by the number of variables in the set. This process of data
reduction was considered reasonable, as the variables within each set were significantly
related to one another.

Resulting from this data reduction technique was the creation of four new variables
to represent the original 16 variables (Figure 2). The mean score of the attitudinal variables
(HTW, RMA, SRES) resuited in an overall composite score for attitudes (ATTITUDE).
The mean score of all offender and victim inferences (OFCHAR, OFBEH, VIOLENCE,
VCHAR, VBEH, DESIRE, CONSENT) resulted in a composite score for inferences
(INFERS). The mean score of the rape judgment variables (PERCRAPE, VRESP,
OFRESP, OFBLAME) resulted in a composite score rape judgments (RAPEJS). Finally,
the mean score of the sanctioning judgments variables (COVICT, PUNISH) resuited in a
composite score for sanctioning judgments (SANCJS). The four new variables
(ATTITUDE, INFERS, RAPEJS, SANCIS) which represent the respective stages in
information processing (stage 1: Information Selection, stage 2: Inference Development,
stage 3: Rape Judgments, stage 4: Sanctioning Judgments), were then statistically analyzed
to investigate the sequential ordering of these variables. A series of hierarchical muitiple
regressions were performed to determine the direct and indirect relationships between the
variables ATTITUDE, INFERS, RAPEIJS, and SANCJS, which represent the

hypothesized stages in information processing.
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Prior to the hierarchical regression analyses, multiple regression analysis was
performed between the following variables: (a) INFERS (criterion) and ATTITUDE
(predictor) (b) RAPEJS (criterion), and ATTITUDE (predictor), (c) SANCIJS (criterion)
and INFERS (predictor), and (d) SANCIJS (criterion) and ATTITUDES (predictor) to
determine whether they were statistically related. Results indicated that ATTITUDE was a
significant predictor of INFERS (Beta = .64, p<.001), ATTITUDE was a significant
predictor of RAPEJS (Beta = .62, p<.001), INFERS was a significant predictor of
SANCIS (Beta = .51, p<.001), and ATTITUDE was a significant predictor of SANCIJS
(Beta = 35, p<.01).

To determine whether these were relationships direct (not mediated by another
variable) or indirect (mediated by another variable) two hierarchical multiple regressions
were performed. The first multiple regression considered rape judgments (RAPEIJS) as the
criterion variable. The predictor variables were entered hierarchically, beginning with the
proposed mediating variable of inferences (INFERS), followed by attitudes (ATTTTUDE).
INFERS was found to be a significant predictor of RAPEJS (Beta = .72, p<.001),
whereas ATTITUDE did not add significantly to the prediction (see Table 22). This
finding indicates that the relationship between attitudes (ATTITUDE) and rape judgments
(RAPEIS) is not a direct one, rather it is mediated by inferences (INFERS). In summary,
the hypothesis that inferences regarding the victim and offender are mediating variables
between observer attitudes, and consequent rape judgments was supported. This finding

demonstrates that stage 1 (information selection, directed by attitudes), stage 2 (inference
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development) and stage 3 (rape judgments) occur in the outlined sequential order (Figure
3).

To determine whether the relationship between inferences (INFERS) and
sanctioning judgments (SANCIS) was direct, or mediated by rape judgments (RAPEJS), a
second hierarchical multipie regression was conducted. Sanctioning judgmeats (SANCIJS)
was the criterion variable. The predictor variables were entered hierarchically, beginning
with the proposed mediating variable of rape judgments (RAPEIJS), followed by inferences
(INFERS), and concluding with attitudes (ATTITUDE). Rape judgments were found to be
a significant predictor of SANCJS (Beta = -.58, p_<.02), whereas INFERS and
ATTITUDE did not significantly add to the prediction (see Table 23). This finding
indicates that the relationship between INFERS and SANCIS is not a direct one, rather it is
mediated by RAPEJS. In summary, the hypothesis that rape judgments are mediating
variables between inferences and consequent sanctioning judgments was supported. It
demonstrates that stage 4 (sanctioning judgments) in the proposed information processing
paradigm follows stage 3 (rape judgments). When taken together, the findings of both
hierarchical multiple regressions demonstrate that information is processed through the
following sequential stages: stage 1: information selection, stage 2: inference development,
stage 3: rape judgments, and stage 4: sanctioning judgments (see Figure 3).

Differences Between Groups Based on Rape [dentification

The overwhelming majority of participants (88%) indicated that the situation was

rape (S0 of 57), compared to 12% who did not defined the situation as rape (7 of 57). t-
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tests were conducted to determine if there were any differences between the two groups.
These results should be interpreted with caution due to the unequal group size (50 and 7),
and the small sample of participants (7) who comprised the non-rape group.

Despite the unequal and small sample size, these two groups showed significant
differences on a number of attitudinal, inferential, and judgment variables. It was found
that those perceiving the situation as non-rape appeared to have higher levels of rape myth
acceptance, perceived the offender as less violent, perceived the victim to be more desiring
of sex and more consenting, and perceived the victim's character and behavior more
negatively (see Table 22 for means and standard deviations). Sanctioning decisions were
also different for these individuals, with those perceiving it as non-rape less willing to
convict the offender, and assigning less punishment. None of the individuals in this group
believed the offender should spend any time in jail for his actions. Four participants
believed he should receive no punishment, and the other three participants believed the
offender should be given up to 6 months probation. Attributions of responsibility and
blame for rape could not be compared between these two groups, as one group did not
perceive it as rape.

Five of the seven individuals (71%) who identified the scenario as non-rape were
male (whereas males only constituted 34% (17 of 50) of the sample who identified the
situation as rape) . Also, six of the seven participants (85%) in the non-rape group had a
stranger rape script (whereas a stranger rape script was described by 52% (26 of 50) of the

participants who identified the situation as rape). Caution must be taken when interpreting
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these results (sex differences and differences regarding personal rape script), as they have
not been statistically analyzed and are for descriptive purposes only. The results do
however, suggest a possible relationship between observer sex, personal rape script, and
rape perception.
Sex Differences

t-tests were conducted to determine if there were any differences between males and
females in attitudes, inferences, rape judgments or sanctioning judgments. Males and
females did differ on a number of variables (see Table 22). It was found that males were
more accepting of rape myths, and were more traditional in their sex-role beliefs. As
compared with females, males perceived the offenders behavior less negatively, the
victim's behavior more negatively, and inferred more desire and consent on the part of the
victim. Furthermore, males were less likely to perceive the situation as rape and assigned
less responsibility to the offender than did females. Sanctioning decisions were also
different for males and females, with males less willing to convict the offender, and
assigning less punishment.
Description of Sanctioning Decisions for Study Sample

A closer analysis of the participants responses regarding offender conviction
yielded some interesting findings. Although 88% (50 of 57) of the participants in the study
identified the situation as rape, only 68% (39 of 57) indicated they would convict the

offender of rape. Over half of the respondents (61%) stated they lacked enough evidence
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to convict. A specific breakdown of the types of evidence, or other information they would
like to have before making a decision regarding conviction can be found on Table 23.
Discussion

This study sought to investigate potential cognitive processes of an observer when
faced with limited, ambigubus information about an acquaintance rape. It was developed in
response to a need for research to "map out cognitive processes involved in making rape
attributions" (Langley et al., 1991, p.52). The results of this study should be considered
as representing an attempt to integrate and understand the relationships among several
variables postulated to be involved in the processing of information regarding rape.
Furthermore, it may be considered an initial stage in the development of a comprehensive
information processing model of rape judgments. Findings from the present study are
discussed below.
Cognitive Structures and the Development of Inferences

The first hypotheses stated that individuals who were more traditional in their sex-
role beliefs, more hostile towards women, more accepting of rape myths, and who held a
stranger rape script would be less likely to perceive the offender's character and behavior as
negative, and would infer less offender violence. Similarly, the second hypothesis stated
that individuals with the aforementioned attitudes and personal rape script would be more
likely to perceive the victim as having undesirable character traits, undesirable behavior,
and infer more victim desire and consent. The findings of this study partially support both

hypotheses. Attitudes were found to be significantly related to offender and victim
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inferences, whereas personal rape script was not related to either type of inference. For
ease of interpretation, the relationship between attitudes and offender and victim inferences
will be considered first, followed by a discussion of the relationship (or lack thereof)
between personal rape script and inferences.

Observer Attitudes and the Development of Inferences

Overall, rape myth acceptance, sex-role beliefs, and hostility towards women were
significantly related to one another. The following pattern of attitudes emerged: individuals
who accepted more rape myths, also tended to view men and women as differing in their
societal roles (traditional sex-role beliefs), and were somewhat more hostile or adversarial
in their relationships with women. The reciprocal of this pattern also emerged: individuals
who accepted fewer rape myths, also tended to have more egalitarian sex-role beliefs, and
reported less hostility towards women).

Two distinct relationships emerged between rape-relevant attitudes and offender
inferences. First, egalitarian participants who were less hostile towards women viewed the
offender’s behavior as less acceptable (e.g., felt he should not have tried to coerce his date
into having sex, or he should have taken her home as soon as she indicated she didn't want
to go any further). Second, individuals who felt men and women should have different
roles in society (traditional sex-role beliefs), and who were more accepting of rape myths,
perceived the sexual encounter as involving less violence, were less negative in their

perception of offender’s character (e.g., less likely to perceive him as type who uses
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women, "takes what he wants", only thinks of himself, lacks self-control), and were less
likely to see his behavior as undesirable.

The relationship between observer attitudes and victim inferences showed an
opposite pattern. Individuals who were more traditional, more accepting of rape myths,
and somewhat more hostile towards women were more likely to view the victim's character
as being in some way undesirable (e.g., lacking assertiveness, naive, or too trusting), and
felt that she should have, in some way, behaved differently (e.g., should not have gone to
her date's apartment, or should have insisted he take her home as soon as she realized he
wanted to be intimate). They tended to perceive the victim as in some way consenting, or
as her non-consent not being made clear (e.g., indicating that by returning to his apartment,
or letting him touch her the victim implied consent). Individuals who had more traditional
sex-role attitudes, reported more rape myth acceptance, and were somewhat more hostile
toward women, were also more likely to infer some degree (although slight) of desire,
sexual arousal, enjoyment, and willingness on the part of the victim.

Overall, it seems that observers with higher rape myth acceptance, traditional sex-
role beliefs, and greater hostility towards women seem to view the offender’s character and
behavior less negatively, and infer less offender violence. Conversely, they were also
more likely to view the victim's character and behavior in a less positive manner and infer
more consent and more desire on her part.

In an attempt to explain the relationship between rape-relevant attitudes and victim

and offender inferences, one must consider the meaning of rape myths, sex-role beliefs,
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and hostility towards women. Rape myths are "prejudicial, stereotyped, or false beliefs
about rape, rape victims, and rapists”, and have the effect of "denying that many instances
involving coercive sex are actually rape” (Burt, 1991, p.26). Rape myths often include the
idea that females "invite rape” by their actions, they "want it to happen", or they liked it
(Burt, 1991). Sex-role beliefs may be either egalitarian or traditional, with traditional
individuals often holding the belief that women should not indicate their interest in sex, and
that men are supposed to be the "sexual aggressor”, both initiating and persisting in their
attempts to obtain sex (even when a woman has indicated she does not want to have sex)
(Proite, Dannells, & Benton, 1993). Individuals who adhere to traditional sex-role
socialization believe that women should be submissive, while men should take initiative
and be the dominant partner in sexuality (Check & Malamuth, 1983). Hostility towards
women refers to an adversarial view of one's relationships with w;men. It may include
believing that women are manipulative, deceitful, or untrustworthy (Check, Malamuth,
Elias, & Barton, 1985).

Taken together, and considered from an information processing perspective, the
observer who possesses this constellation of attitudes may perceive and select information
which is congruent with one or more of these attitudes. For instance, when the observeris
faced with information concerning the victim's attire, the words "low-cut " (as used in the
vignette to refer to the dress worn by the victim) may be a salient piece of information
which is attended to and filtered through his or her constellation of rape-relevant attitudes.

This piece of information may then be used in the development of inferences regarding the
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victim. For example, they may reason that since she wore a low-cut dress, she "invited
rape”, or that she must have wanted sex.

Muehlenhard and Hollabaugh (1988) found that respondents believed that women
sometimes offer token resistance to sex (saying "no" when they mean "yes") to avoid
appearing promiscuous. The findings suggest that individuals with the aforementioned
constellation of attitudes may be more ready to perceive women as offering token resistance
when confronted with sexual advances by a man. They may also perceive signals given by
the woman to be indicators of sexual willingness (such as returning to the home of a man
on the first date) (Burt, 1980). Research (Lundberg-Love & Geffner, 1989; Muehlenhard,
Friedmand, & Thomas, 1985) has demonstrated that men often interpret information cues
(such as who initiates the date, a1-1d who pays the expenses) as indicators of how much
women want sex (Proite, Dannells, & Benton, 1993). Thus, the man may be seen as being
faced with the responsibility of interpreting or deciphering a woman's non-verbal signals
(which may be seen as vague, ambiguous, or misleading, and as differing from her verbal
cues), having the onerous task of distinguishing between "token resistance" and genuine
resistance. This combination of attitudes (especially sex-role beliefs and hostility towards
women) may result in the perception of the alleged offender as an "average" man, who has
not acted inappropriately in his role as the sexual initiator, who must interpret the non-
verbal cues of the (manipulating) woman, persist in attempts at sex, and overcome token

resistance offered by women. Furthermore, even if the situation is perceived as rape, the
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acceptance of rape myths (such as the myth "no harm done") may function to deny the
seriousness of the rape, thereby mitigating the responsibility to the offender.

Observer Rape Script and the Development of Inferences

Similar to rape-relevant attitudes, the observers' personal rape script (how they
define a "typical” rape) was expected to serve as a filter for incoming information such that
the observer would be more readily attending to, and subsequently processing information
which is congruent with their personal rape script. As with rape-relevant attitudes, it was
reasoned that once congruent information was attended to, this "selected" information
would consequently be used in the development of inferences regarding information which
was unclear or ambiguous (i.e., inferences regarding the victim and offender involved).
The expectation (as expressed in the first and second hypothesis) that individuals with a
"stranger” rape script , as opposed to individuals with an acquaintance rape script, would
develop more negative victim inferences, and less negative offender inferences was not
supported. In fact, personal rape script was not found to be related to rape-relevant
attitudes, victim or offender inferences, rape judgments, or sanctioning decisions.

Despite the lack of a significant relationship between personal rape script and
attitudinal, inferential, and rape judgments, when the descriptive characteristics of the seven
participants who did not perceive the situation as rape were analyzed, 85% (six of seven),
of these participants held stranger rape scripts. Although not statistically verifiable, this
finding seems to suggest that a relationship between personal rape script and rape

judgments may in fact exist. It must be noted that reliable conclusions based on this
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finding are impossible to draw, as the finding may be due to chance. Future research is
needed to statistically confirm this pattern. Furthermore, when the attitudinal trends of
these six participants were examined they endorsed more rape myths, and appeared to be
more traditional in their sex-role beliefs (although this second finding was not statistically
significant). This finding, coupled with the fact that six of the seven participants had
stranger rape scripts may indicate the presence of an interaction between attitudes and
stranger rape script, which result in differing rape judgments. For instance, rape script
type may only function as a mediator between information and rape judgments when
accompanied by a certain attitude or constellation of attitudes. Orit may be that individuals
with fairly conventional attitudes (e.g., traditional sex-role beliefs, more acceptance of rape
myths) have only one rape script, as opposed to more progressive individuals who may
hold more than one rape script . Unfortunately, this study did not allow participants to
indicate whether they bad more than one type of rape script, a forced choice response was
required. Therefore, individuals who appreciated that rape could be committed by both
strangers and acquaintances were forced into providing only one description (stranger or
acquaintance), and could have been misclassified as a result. The possibility of this sample
of participants (university students) holding more than one rape script is likely given their
exposure to rape awareness education which emphasized that acquaintance/date rape is
rape. For instance, Lakehead University has a rape awareness campaign at the beginning
of each academic year. Resulting from this rape awareness education may be the

development of more than one type of rape script. In contrast, it is possible that
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participants do not have a rape script at all. As one participant stated " I do not believe there
is a typical rape...". The possibility that individuals may have no rape script or more than
one rape script has implications for research in this area. Alternate ways of assessing and
classifying personal rape script may be required. At the very least, a re-examination of the
current dichotomous classification of personal rape scripts (stranger versus acquaintance)
may be warranted.

Another possibility is that rape script is not a cognitive mediator between incoming
information and consequent inferences or rape judgments, and is therefore an ineffectual
variable in the information processing paradigm. As previously mentioned, personal rape
script was conceptualized as what the observer believed a "typical” rape to be. However,
one's idea of a typical rape is not necessarily equivalent to how they define rape. Rather,
an observer's definition of rape may be distinctly different from their personal rape script
and a theoretical distinction may therefore be necessary. An observer's personal rape script
is what they believe a "typical” rape to be (e.g., a stranger forcing a woman to have sex at
knifepoint). In contrast, an observers' rapedefinition is what they consider rape to be, and
the specific acts included (Burt, 1991). One can use the example of the definition of a dog
to demonstrate the difference. If asked "what is a typical dog” one might respond "a
poodle”. This response does not mean that the individual defines all dogs as poodles.
Therefore, when one cites a stranger rape as a typical rape, it may not necessarily follow
that he or she discounts sexual assaults by acquaintances as a form of rape. By delineating

personal rape script from rape definition, it can be seen that although they may often be
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similar, it is also possible that they may be different in important respects. Hence, an
observer may hold a "stranger rape script” but define rape as any forced sexual behavior
between two people which involves force, and which causes harm. Research is needed to
investigate the commonalities between rape script type and rape definition, and to
understand the role of each in the processing of rape information.

Overall, the findings of this study indicate a need for future research to further
investigate the construct of personal rape script and examine its utility in determining an
observer's inferences and rape judgments. One pragmatic way of achieving this may be to
more carefully examine the profiles of individuals who do not perceive an acquaintance
rape as "rape” (e.g., assess whether they predominantly hold stranger rape scripts), and
then to further investigate sex dii;ferences, attitudinal patterns, and differences in
inferences, rape judgments, and sanctioning decisions.

Inferences and the Formation of Rape Judgments

Once inferences were developed, it was hypothesized that they would be used to
arrive at rape judgments. The third hypothesis stated that individuals who perceived the
victim more negatively (e.g., less accepting of her behavior and character, inferred more
desire and cdnsent), would assign more responsibility to the victim, less to the offender,
and be less likely to perceive the situation as rape. The fourth hypothesis stated that a
similar pattern would emerge for offender inferences such that those who perceived the
offender less negatively (more accepting of his behavior and character, inferred less

offender violence) would be more likely to assign more responsibility to the victim, less to
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the offender, and be less likely to perceive the situation as rape. Both of these hypotheses
were fully supported: inferences were strongly related to rape judgments. Overall, more
negative victim inferences and less negative offender inferences were found to be related to
a greater reluctance to perceive the situation as rape, a tendency to assign less
respounsibility to the offender and a greater likelihood of assigning some responsibility to
the victim.

Individuals who saw the victim's character as undesirable in some way (e.g., as too
trusting, lacking assertiveness), who believed she should have, in some way, behaved
differently (e.g., should not have returned to her date's apartment, should not have let him
kiss her), who inferred a minimal degree of desire, and who inferred some degree of
consent, tended to assign more responsibility to the victim, less responsibility to the
offender, and were less likely to identify the situation as rape. A similar pattern emerged
between offender inferences and rape judgments. Individuals who saw the offender’s
character and behavior less negatively, and who were less likely to perceive him as being
violent, tended to assign less responsibility to the offender, slightly more to the victim,
were less likely to perceive the situation as rape, and were less likely to see the rape asa
premeditated and intentional act on the part of the offender.

The present findings are consistent with Shotland and Goodstein's (1983) research
which suggested that inferences of desire and violence are "key definitional components to
rape attribution, (which) act as intervening variables between manipulations (of offender

force, type of victim protest, onset of protest) and participants' attributions of rape” (p.
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227). According to Shotland and Goodstein (1983), identifying both lack of desire for the
woman and violence on the part of the man is important for two reasons. First, there is the
possibility that the situation involves violence and desire/willingness on the part of the
woman. This is referred to sado-masochism, and is not rape. Second, there is the
possibility that indications of the woman's desire are not sufficient to identify a situation as
rape, for these indications (such as verbal resistance) may be seen as part of sexual game
playing (Shotland & Goodstein, 1983), or token resistance (Muehlenhard & Hollabaugh,
1988). Therefore, it is likely that before identifying a situation as rape, an observer will
need to infer both (a) the woman did not desire sex, and (b) the situation involved violence.
In the present investigation, inferences regarding victim consent was an important
variable in determining rape judgments, especially the perception of a situation as rape or
not. Individuals who perceived the victim as consenting in some way, or as her non-
consent not being clear, were less likely to identify the situation as rape. The role of
inferences regarding victim consent has not been adequately explored in rape research.
This study has demonstrated that it is an important variable in predicting rape judgments,
however this concept would benefit from future research. Bohmer (1991) stated that lack
of consent has been defined (in the law) by phrases such as "by force", and "against her
will", both of which seem to be closely linked to offender violence and victim desire. It
may be possible that inferences regarding offender violence and victim desire are indirectly
assessing victim consent, and precede judgments of consent in the information processing

paradigm. Furthermore, it is not clear whether other inferences, such as evaluations of the
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victim's character and behavior precede inferences regarding victim consent. Given the
importance of consent in convicting offenders of acquaintance rape (Bohmer, 1991), the
role of consent in sanctioning decisions should be examined more closely in future studies.

The assignment of responsibility to victims of rape has been found to be affected by
many different variables (see Pollard, 1992). Current research lacks a model which is able
to tie these finding together (Weiner & Vodanovich, 1986), however, by examining the
inferential processes of the observer, one can begin to link certain types of inferences (e.g.,
inferences regarding the victim's character and behavior) to consequent attributions of
responsibility to the victim. The findings of this smdy shed light on why observers assign
some degree of responsibility to the victim.
Rape Judgments and the Formation of Sanctioning Judgments

The final hypothesis in this study concerned the relationship between rape
judgments and sanctioning judgments, which jurors are often required to make in a court of
law. This hypothesis stated that individuals who attributed more responsibility to the
victim, less responsibility to the offender, and were less likely to perceive the situation as
rape would be more willing to convict the offender, and would assign more severe
punishment to him. This hypothesis was fully corroborated. Individuals who were more
certain that the situation was rape, and who assigned more responsibility and blame to the
offender and less responsibility to the victim tended to more readily convict, and assign

more punishment to the offender. The most significant variable related to conviction and
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punishment is rape perception. Individuals who were more likely to perceive the situation
as rape were more willing to convict and punish the offender.

In examining respondents’ decisions regarding conviction in this study, 50 of 57
participants identified the situation as rape, whereas only 39 of 57 participants indicated that
they would convict the offeﬁder. Reasons for this discrepancy are likely due to issues
regarding evidence. Examination of individual items suggests the desire or need for
evidence. Of the 57 participants, over half wanted to see evidence of a struggle, such as
scratches on the offender’s body (30 of 57), or of violence, such as bruises on the victim's
body (33 of 57). Furthermore, a significant portion of participants wanted to know about
the victim's past sexual behavior (24 of 57), and whether this was the offender’s first
offense (39 of 57). Half of the respondents (28 of 57) felt they would convict the offender
on the basis of the victim's word alone.

These findings have practical implications for the conviction of offenders who
commit acquaintance rape, as often they use verbal or psychological coercion to overpower
their victims (Rapaport & Burkhart, 1984), and often victims of acquaintance rape do not
exhibit external cuts or bruises (Bechhofer & Parrot, 1991).

An Information Processing Model for Rape and Sanctioning Judgments

Overall, the findings of this study suggest that information is processed in a
sequential manner, commencing with information selection, followed by the development
of inferences, followed by rape judgments, and concluding with sanctioning decisions.

Obviously there are times when individuals make judgments about an acquaintance rape
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which do not involve sanctioning judgments (for instance, police officers, medical
professionals, mental health providers, and even significant others in a rape victim's life
may make judgments which do not extend to sanctioning decisions). In such instances, the
rape judgment stage of the model is the final stage. It was of interest to see if this model
could account for sanctioning judgments as well. The findings suggest that the process of
arriving at sanctioning decisions involves the same information processing as in the
formation of rape judgments, and that sanctioning judgments do follow rape judgments in
the sequential processing of information. It is interesting that only 21% of the total
variance in sanctioning decisions could be accounted for by preceding stages in the
information processing paradigm. This suggests that there are other factors than what has
been outlined in this study which affect or determine sanctioning judgments. Future
research needs to closely examine the process of arriving at sanctioning judgments, as this
has practical implications for the conviction and punishment of rapists who commit
acquaintance rape. The model proposed by this study would be a useful point of departure
for investigating the process of developing sanctioning judgments.
Practical Implications

There are several practical implications for research on the cognitive processes
involved in rape judgments. Rape victims may come into contact with a number of
individuals (such as police officers, medical personnel, lawyers, judges, jurors, and mental
health professionals), who make judgments and causal attributions concerning the rape.

These individuals have been found to make inaccurate or faulty judgments about rape

|
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victims and to attribute some degree of responsibility to them (Field, 1978). Mental health
professionals may hold stereotypical beliefs about rape victims, leading in some cases to
negative judgments and attribution of responsibility to the victim, which may seriously
undermine the victim's recovery (Dye & Roth, 1990). Similarly, boyfriends or husbands
of a rape victim may develop negative and inaccurate judgments about the rape, possibly
even rejecting the victim after a rape (Holstrom & Burgess, 1979). Reactions and level of
support offered by family members and friends, (including how they evaluate rape,
perceive the victim and perpetrator, and attribute responsibility) are also important
determinants in the victim's psychological recovery frdm rape (Holstrom & Burgess,
1979). Therefore, how individual; interpret the rape situation, assign responsibility for
what happened, and consequently treat the victim, has important implications for the
victim's psychological recovery (Burgess & Holstrom, 1979; Dye & Roth, 1990).

The importance of understanding how jurors process information and develop rape
judgments is obvious, as they must make decisions about convicting suspected offenders.
Jurors are often average citizens who likely believe some rape myths, may have traditional
sex-role beliefs, or may harbor some feelings of hostility towards women. Understanding
the cognitive processes of arriving at rape judgments, and how these judgments in turm
affect sanctioning decisions is important.

Strengths and Limitations of Stud
The strengths of this study include the development of an information processing

model regarding acquaintance rape judgments, the development and validation of severa!
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questionnaires measuring the various constructs in the information processing paradigm,
and the inclusion of a post-experimental questionnaire to increase validity of the resuits.
The study's limitations include a potentially biased sample, a limited sample size, the
forced-choice format of the Rape Script Survey, and the applicability of the Hostility
Towards Women Scale for female respondents. The strengths and limitations of the study
are discussed in further detail below.

This study presents an attempt to offer an integrative perspective for understanding
the cognitive processes involved in acquaintance rape judgments and sanctioning
Jjudgments. Many studies in this area have examined different variables which impact on
rape judgments or sanctioning judgments, but no efforts have been made to bring
numerous variables together in an information processing model. This study may provide
an initial foundation for rape research which focuses on observers' cognitive processes.
The cognitive processing model offered here requires further testing using path analysis, to
further refine the stages in the model, and the possibility of some sequential ordering of
variable within sets.

This research resulted in the development and validation of questionnaires which
measure various constructs in the information processing paradigm. Internal consistency, a
measure of the homogeneity of test items (Anastasi, 1988), is important to establish as it
evaluates the degree to which different test items measure the same construct (Kaplan &
Saccuzzo, 1993). When the items do not measure the same construct, internal reliability

scores will be low. Internal consistency was established for all the questionnaires
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employed in this study. Future work is needed to investigate further the psychometric
properties of these measures.

The inclusion of a post-experimental questionnaire (PEQ) strengthened the results
of this study. The PEQ was used primarily to reduce the effects of suspiciousness (as to
the purpose of the study) and expectancy effects (the feeling that one's answers had been
affected because of how the participant thought the researcher wanted them to respond),
and to investigate the practical significance of three of the theoretical constructs used
(cause, responsibility and blame). First, the identification of suspicious participants and
those believed to be affected by experimenter expectaﬁon, and the consequent deletion of
these responses from data analyses is important to ensure the validity of the data. The
attainment of genuine participant responses is essential to the validity of the study. In
reference to the second purpose of the PEQ, determining whether the constructs of cause,
responsibility, and blame were differentiated by participants in a practical sense was
important as it enhances the validity of the interpretation of the data. Despite the theoretical
distinctions (e.g., Fiske & Taylor, 1991; Shaver & Drown, 1986) made between cause,
responsibility, and blame, it appears that individuals do not differentiate between the three
constructs. Furthermore, these results suggest the necessity of determining the
meaningfulness of constructs to the respondents before interpreting data based on their
responses. The information provided by the PEQ regarding cause, responsibility, and
blame was also useful in conceptualizing the items which would be included in the specific

subscales of the attribution questionnaire.
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As with much of psychological research, an inherent shortcoming is the
employment of university students as its sample. University students are often a "biased
sample” because of their unique group characteristics. This study was no exception, as the
university student sample likely had prior knowledge concerning date/acquaintance rape.
As mentioned previously, acquaintance rape is the primary focus of rape awareness
campaigns, which are conducted at the beginning of each academic year. Therefore
applying the findings of the present study to the general population (especially those
individuals without higher education) is a problem, as it may have limited ecological
validity. Future studies should investigate a sample from the general population to
determine if the same pattern of .information processing emerges. It would also be
interesting to examine the cognitive processes of offenders who are serving time for the
offense of rape to assess whether their attitudes, inferences, and rape judgments differ from
individuals in the general population.

A second limitation of this study is the modest sample size of 57 participants.
Although sufficient for the analyses which were undertaken, more robust analyses such as
path analysis/causal modeling require significantly larger sample sizes. Future research
seeking to improve on this proposed model should employ a larger sample size, thereby
allowing for more scphisticated statistical analyses.

A third limitation stems from with the Rape Script Survey, as it was used in this
study. As addressed in the section "rape-relevant attitudes and victim and offender

inferences", this study only allowed participants to describe one typical rape. Therefore,
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participants who appreciated that rape could be committed by either a stranger or an
acquaintance were required to choose only one type of description. This forced choice
scenario may have adversely affected the results, as the classification system used (on the
basis of a forced choice answer) may have been inadequate. This study also conceptualized
the observer's rape script to be somewhat synonymous to their raps definition. Again, this
is a limitation as the two (rape script and rape definition) are theoretically distinct. Future
research should examine the possibilities of observers holding more than one rape script, as
well as clearly delineate the theoretical distinctions between rape script and rape definition.
One final limitation stems from the measure used to assess hostility towards women
in this study. This scale was specjﬁcally designed to measure "male" hostility towards
women. Therefore, the items may not be particularly suitable for female respondents. For
example, items may read "I do very few things to women that make me feel remorseful
afterward", or "I rarely become suspicious with women who are friendlier than I
expected”. Clearly these items appear more suitable for males respondents. In fact,
several female participants questioned whether they were given the "correct version" of the
questionnaire, obviously identifying it as one designed for males (they were instructed to
complete the questionnaire, referring to their "platonic” relationships with women).
Furthermore, the wording of some items may be more oriented to males, and therefore be
less appropriate for female respondents. Despite the gender specific wording of items, it is
suggested that because women can also be hostile or adversarial in their relationships with

other women, this scale is not extremely limiting. Future research is needed to develop
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either a gender-neutral measure of hostility towards women, or two separate (male/female)
versions of the measure.

Future Directions

Overall, the findings of this study suggest that the processing of information
concerning acquaintance raﬁe occurs in a sequential order beginning with the selection of
information, followed by the development of inferences and resulting in rape judgments,
and consequent sanctioning judgments. The sequential ordering of variables within each
hypothesized stage of information processing was not examined in this study. For
example, perceptions of the victim's behavior may have preceded inferences concerning her
level of desire, or vice versa. Likewise, some judgments may have preceded other
judgments (e.g., whether perception of rape preceded judgments of victim responsibility or
vice versa). Future research could be directed toward determining the specific "paths”
which information travels along. Through the application of path analysis a more refined
understanding of the organization of the cognitive variables within each set could be
obtained.

Sex differences were found to be a factor in rape judgments and sanctioning
decisions in this study. This is consistent with previous rape research which has reported
different patterns of judgments for males and females (e.g., Gilmartin-Zena, 1983;
Lonsway & Fitzgerald, 1995; Proite, Dannells, & Benton, 1993; Pugh, 1983). As Pugh
(1983) points out, there may be a "like-sex bias" with males being more sympathetic of the

offender, and therefore more lenient in their sanctioning decisions. Conversely, as
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Calhoun, Selby, and Warring (1976) have observed, women more often adopt the
perspective of the victim (than do men). Sex differences are likely the result of differing
attitudes held by men and women. For instance, this study found that males had a higher
degree of rape myth acceptance than females. Other research has found similar sex
differences in rape myth acceptance (Check & Malamuth, 1983; Muehlenhard & Linton,
1987), and traditional sex-role beliefs (Larsen & Long, 1988; Lottes, 1991). In fact, when
rape-relevant attitudes have been controlled for in some studies, results indicate no sex
differences in rape judgments (Check & Malamuth, 1983; Krahe, 1988). These
possibilities should be examined in future studies, with particular focus on the determining
what causes the differences in male and female rape judgments (e.g., determining whether
it is specific attitudes that lead to apparent sex differences). Understanding sex differences
in the process of formulating rape judgments may be extended to, and facilitate our
understanding of how males and females perceive and integrate information in the sexual
situations they encounter. This avenue of research may shed light on why date rape is so
prevalent in our society.

Another useful direction for rape judgment research is to determine the cognitive
processes of individuals who do not perceive acquaintance rape as "rape”. As previously
mentioned, this study had only seven participants who did not see the situation as rape, and
therefore statistical analyses on their responses was impossible. Had a much larger sample
been obtained, it is likely that the proportion of participants who saw the acquaintance rape

situation as "not rape" would have increased and afforded a comparison with the other
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group. As mentioned previously, obtaining a sample from the general population (as
opposed to university students) may result in more participants perceiving the situation as
non-rape. Examination of differences between those perceiving the situation as rape and
those perceiving it as non-rape in their rape-relevant attitudes, rape script, inferences, and
rape and sanctioning judgments would provide useful information, especially for our
understanding of the acquittal of such a large number of acquaintance rape offenders.
Because the resistance of the woman in the vignette was early in the sexual encounter, it
may have reduced the ambiguity of the situation. Early resistance by the female is an
indicator of rape (Shotland & Goodstein, 1983). Future research should investigate later
onset of victim resistance, as this may substantially increase the ambiguity (especially in the
development of inferences regarding victim desire and consent) of the situation.

Another useful future direction would be the use of qualitative analyses to provide
more details about the thought processes of observers. Instead of having participants
solely rate pre-assigned items, they may be given the opportunity to describe their
inferences and give reasons for their decisions and judgments. When combined with the
quantitative approach, qualitative analyses might provide a much richer picture to help us
understand how, why, and what influences an individual to reach a rape decision in an
ambiguous sexual ercounter.

General Conclusions

This study brought together a large number of variables in an attempt to begin to

map out the cognitive process in arriving at rape judgments and sanctioning decisions.
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This research supports the view that it is the manner in which information is processed by
the observer (through the various stages in the information processing paradigm), as
opposed to the specific information which is available to the observer, which may be most
influential in the formation of rape judgments. This study suggests that observers are
selective in what information they attend to, where information congruent with one's
attitudes is more readily attended to and selected for information processing. Furthermore,
once this information is selected, it is used to develop inferences about ambiguous or
unclear information, and these inferences are, in turn, used to form judgments concerning
the rape. In short, this study offers a conceptual model to aid in our understanding of the
cognitive processes involved in formulating rape judgments and sanctioning decisions.

The manipulation of variables was not undertaken in this study, the entire sample
received the identical vignette (containing both victim and offender accounts of the events
which transpired on their date). Therefore, the differences in rape judgments and
sanctioning judgments which emerged cannot be attributed to experimental manipulations
of variables, but rather are related to inferences which were developed by the observer.
This supports the contention that it is the inferences which are developed by the observer,
in response to unclear or ambiguous information regarding a rape, which affect their rape
judgments.

Two important points need to be kept in mind when interpreting the findings of the
study above. First, judgments concerning rape perception and victim and offender

responsibility are not necessarily made simultaneously, although they were considered
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together in one set in this study. It may be possible that attributions of responsibility may
precede judgments of rape perception or vice versa. For purposes of this study, we are
conceptualizing them as occurring simultaneously. Future research is needed to determine
if there is a sequential order to these judgments.

Second, when discussing rape perceptions, it is important to remember that the
participants had varying degrees of agreement (ranging from "strongly agreé" to "neutral")
that the situation they read was rape. This also holds true for participants' judgments
concerning victim and offender responsibility. When the responsibility scores assigned to
the offender and victim were considered within the context of the maximum range of scores
for the respective scales, it could be seen that the offender was predominantiy held
responsible for the rape, whereas the victim was only held minimally or slightly
accountable. Thus, participants who were referred to as assigning more responsibility to
the victim or offender were assigning only a small amount of responsibility to the victim
and proportionately more to the offender.

This study has provided an information processing, integrative framework for
understanding the process of making rape judgments. Future research can now focus on
mapping out the specific paths in which information progresses, and the possibility of
sequential ordering of variables within sets of the paradigm. Future work is also needed to
investigate the decision making process of jurors when faced with ambiguous and limited

information concerning acquaintance rape.
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Figure 1. Hypothesized Cognitive Stages in the Formation of Acquaintance Rape
Judgments and Sanctioning Judgments. HTW = hostility towards women. RMA =rape
myth acceptance. SRES = sex-role beliefs. OFCHAR = offender character. OFBEH =
offender behavior. VIOLENCE = offender violence. VCHAR = victim character. VBEH
=victim behavior. DESIRE = victim desire. CONSENT = victim consent. PERCRAPE
= perception of situation as rape. OFRESP = offender responsibility. VRESP = victim
responsibility. OFBLAME = offender blame. CONVICT = willingness to convict.
PUNISH = severity of punishment. RSTYPE was removed from all analyses as it did not
correlate with any other variable. Analyses on Set 4 (rape judgments) included only the 50
participants who perceived the situation as rape. Excluded due to the small sample size
were the 7 participants who did not see the Jim-Sarah scenario as rape.
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Stage I: Stage 2: Stage 3: Stage 4:
INFORMATION INFERENCE RAPE SANCTIONING
SELECTION DEVELOPMENT JUDGMENTS JUDGMENTS

ATTITUD |—®| INFERS $1 RAPEIS |—®»| SANCIS
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Figure 2. Hypothesized Order of Sets in the Processing of Information Concerning
Acquaintance Rape. ATTITUDE represents a composite score for attitudes (HTW, RMA,
SRES), and is the first stage (information selectior) in the information processing model.
INFERS represents a composite score for offender and victim inferences (OFCHAR,
OFBEH, VIOLENCE), and is the second stage inference development) in the processing of
information. RAPEJS represents a composite score for rape judgments (PERCRAPE,
VRESP, OFRESP, OFBLAME) and comprises the third stage (rape judgments) in
information processing. Finally, SANCIS represents a composite score for sanctioning
judgments (CONVICT, PUNISH), and is considered the fourth stage in this model.
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Figure 3. Order of Stages in the Processing of Information Concerning A cquaintance
Rape. ATTITUDE represents the first stage (information selection) in the information
processing model. INFERS is the second stage inference development) in the processing
of information. RAPEJS comprises the third stage (rape judgments) in information
processing. Finally, SANCIS is considered the fourth stage in this model.
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Table 1
Internal Reliability of Variables
Variable Cronbach's alpha
Set 1 (Attitudes)
HTW 72
RMA 91
SRES .96
Set 2 (Offender Inferences)
OFCHAR 91
OFBEH 71
VIOLENCE 81
Set 3 (Victim Inferences) .
VCHAR .88
VBEH .78
DESIRE . .81
CONSENT .87
Set 4 (Rape Judgments)
PERCRAPE .95
OFBLAME .84
OFRESP .90
VRESP 77
Set 5 (Sanctioning Judgments)
CONVICT 75

Note. The Cronbach's alpha for all variables, except OFBLAME, OFRESP, and VRESP
were based on the entire sample (n=57). The internal reliability scores for the variables
OFBLAME, OFRESP, and VRESP were based on the 50 participants who completed
Form A of the Attribution Questionnaire (because they perceived the situation as rape).
Excluded were seven participants who did not see the situation as rape. No analyses was
performed on this group because of its small sample size. The variable PUNISH in Set 5
(Sanctioning Judgments) was not subjected to internal consistency examination because it

had only one item.
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Table2
Intercorrelations Among Set | (Attitudes and Personal Rape Script)

Variable 1 2 3 4

1. RSTYPE - -.18 -.09 15
2. HTW - 2B* -21
3. RMA - -T71%*
4. SRES —

Note. n=57. *p<.05. **p < .01.
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Table3

Correlations Between Rape Script type and Set 2 (Offender [nferences), Set 3 (Victim
Inferences), Set 4 (Rape Judgments). and Set 5 (Sanctioning Decisions)

Variable RSTYPE
Set 2 (Offender Inferences)
OFCHAR -25
OFBEH -25
VIOLENCE 17
Set 3 (Victim Inferences)
VCHAR 08
VBEH 24
DESIRE -.14
CONSENT ' 20
Set 4 (Rape judgments)
PERCRAPE 23
VRESP 06
OFRESP A1
OFBLAME -.13
Set S (Sanctioning judgments)
CONVICT .13
PUNISH .06

Note. n = 57 for all variables except VRESP, OFRESP, and OFBLAME. The
correlations involving the variables OFBLAME, OFRESP, and VRESP were based on the
50 participants who completed Form A of the Attribution Questionnaire (because they
perceived the situation as rape). Seven participants who did not see the situation as rape
were excluded from correlational analyses because they completed Form B. No analyses

was performed on this group because of its small sample size. All correlations were non-
significant, p>.05.
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Table4
Intercorrelations Among Set 2 (Offender Inferences)

Variable 1 2 3

1. OFCHAR : - 39%* -.63%*
2. OFBEH - - 44%*
3. VIOLENCE -

Note. n =57. *p <. 05. **p < Ol.
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Tables
[ntercorrelations Among Set3 (Victim Inferences)

Vanable 1 2 3 4
1. VCHAR - ST7** - 40%* 6T7**
2. VBEH - -34%* 62%*
3. DESIRE - -.55%*
4. CONSENT -

Note. n=57. *p<.05. **p < 0l.
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Table 6
Intercorrelations Among Set 4 (Rape Judgments)

Variable L 2 3 4

1. OFBLAME - 30* -.14 37**

2. OFRESP - -.46** TTH**
3. VRESP - -.56***
4. PERCRAPE -

Note. The correlations involving the variables in this set were based on the 50 participants
who completed Form A of the Attribution Questionnaire (because they perceived the
situation as rape). Seven particibants who did not see the situation as rape were excluded
from correlational analyses because they completed Form B. No analyses was performed

on this group because of its small sample size. *p <. 05. **p <.01. **¥p<.0001
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Table7
Intercorrelations Between Set S (Sanctioning Judgments)

Variable 1 2
1. CONVICT — 4G***
2. PUNISH —

Note. n=57. ***p<.0001
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Table 8
Correlations among Varables in Set 1 (Attitudes), Set 2 (Offender Inferences), Set 3

(Victim Inferences). Set 4 (Rape Judgments), and Set S (Sanctioning Judgments)

Set 1 (Attitudes)

HTW RMA SRES
Set 2 (Offender Inferences)
OFCHAR -.15 28* -.17
OFBEH .13 28%* -.45%**
VIOLENCE .00 -38** .20
Set 3 (Victim Inferences)
VCHAR -.26* -TOREE I
VBEH -27* -.62%** 44%*
DESIRE .10 35%* -.14
CONSENT . -.17 - 67%** A9¥*x
Set 4 (Rape Judgments)
PERCRAPE -.14 -.68*** -.68***
VRESP .16 STH** -34*
OFRESP -.16 - 57%** 48***
OFBLAME 07 -.36* .15
Set 5 (Sanctioning Judgments)
CONVICT -.14 - 44x* .18
PUNISH -.14 -.40** 11

Note. n = 57 for all variables except VRESP, OFRESP, and OFBLAME. The
correlations involving the variables OFBLAME, OFRESP, and VRESP were based on the
50 participants who completed Form A of the Attribution Questionnaire (because they
perceived the situation as rape). Seven participants who did not see the situation as rape
were excluded from correlational analyses because they completed Form B. No analyses
was performed on this group because of its small sample size. *p <. 05. **p < .01.
***p<.0001.
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Table9

Correlations among Variables in Set 2 (Offender Inferences), Set 3 (Victim Inferences), Set
4 (Rape Judgments), and Set 5 (Sanctioning Judgments)

Set 2 (Offender Inferences)
OFCHAR OFBEH VIOLENCE

Set 3 (Victim Inferences)

VCHAR -32% -28* 36**
VBEH -30* -31* 22
DESIRE 4G*** 24 - G2%**
CONSENT -31* - 4O*%x 45***
Set 4 (Rape Judgments)
PERCRAPE -.56%** - 46*** 64%x*x
VRESP . .16 38%* -30%*
OFRESP - 4T** -30%% 3g**
OFBLAME -.46%* -.18 48¥**
Set S (Sanctioning Judgments)
CONVICT -34%* -35%* 4THEE®
PUNISH -.40%* -.15 55%%%

Note. n= 57 for all variables except VRESP, OFRESP, and OFBLAME. The
correlations involving the variables OFBLAME, OFRESP, and VRESP were based on the
50 participants who completed Form A of the Attribution Questionnaire (because they
perceived the situation as rape). Seven participants who did not see the situation as rape
were excluded from correlational analyses because they completed Form B. No analyses
was performed on this group because of its small sample size. *p <. 05. **p < .01.
*¥**p<.0001.
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Table 10

Correlations among Variables in Set 3 (Victim Inferences), Set 4 (Rape Judgments),

and Set S (Sanctioning Judgments)

Set 3 (Victim Inferences)

VCHAR VBEH DESIRE CONSENT
Set 4 (Rape Judgments)
PERCRAPE S8***x O2%%* -.65*** 8O***
VRESP -.66*** .51 %%* S k** - .66%**
OFRESP AT** A9¥** - 46¥%* STH**
OFBLAME 21 14 -27 .16
Set S (Sanctioning Judgments)
CONVICT 22 40** - 4THEx 48***
PUNISH 38** 25 . GTHE 4E***

Note. n= 57 for all variables except VRESP, OFRESP, and OFBLAME. The
correlations involving the variables OFBLAME, OFRESP, and VRESP are based on the 50
participants who completed Form A of the Attribution Questionnaire (because they

perceived the situation as rape). Seven participants who did not see the situation as rape

were excluded from correlational analyses because they completed Form B. No analyses

was performed on this group because of its small sample size. *p <. 05. **p < .0l.

#%%p< 0001.
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Table 11
Correlations among Variables in Set 4 (Rape Judgments). and Set S (Sanctioning
Judgments)

Set 5 (Sanctioning Judgments)
CONVICT _ PUNISH

Set 4 (Rape Judgments)

PERCRAPE STH** STH**
VRESP -.26 -.16
OFRESP 27 29%
OFBLAME 35* 4T*

Note. n= 57 for all variables except VRESP, OFRESP, and OFBLAME. The
correlations involving the variables OFBLAME, OFRESP, and VRESP are based on the 50
participants who completed Form A of the Attribution Questionnaire (because they
perceived the situation as rape). Seven participants who did not see the situation as rape
were excluded from correlational analyses because they completed Form B. No analyses

was performed on this group because of its small sample size. *p <. 05. **p < .0l.
***¥p<.0001.
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Table 12

Correlations, Standardized Canonical Coefficients, Canonical Correlations, Proportions of
Variance, and Redundancies Between Set 2 (Offender Inferences) and Set 1 (Attitudes) and
their Corresponding Canonical Variates

First Canonical variate Second canonical variate

Correlation Coefficient Correlation  Coefficient

Set 2 (Offender Inferences)
OFCHAR .16 -27 82 35
OFBEH -.82 1.08 57 20
VIOLENCE -.16 42 -.94 -.65
Proportion of variance .24 ' 62
Redundancy .07 A1
Set 1 (Attitudes) i
HTW -41 39 -.06 -35
SRES 75 -1.29 -.66 .01
RMA -.14 -.87 94 1.05
Proportion of variance .07 .08
Redundancy .25 44
Canonical correlation 52 43

Note. n =57. Total proportion of variance for Set 2 (offender Inferences) is .86, with a
total redundancy of .18. Set 1 (attitudes) has a total variance of .15, with a total
redundancy of .69.
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Table 13

Correlations, Standardized Coefficients, Canonical Correlations, Proportions of Variance,
and Redundancies between Set 3 (Victim Inferences) and Set 1 (Attitudes) and their
Corresponding Canonical Variates

Canonical variate

Correlation Coefficient

Set3 (Victim Inferences)
VCHAR -91 -.53
VBEH -.81 -33
DESIRE 44 -.12
CONSENT -.86 -35
Proportion of variance 60
Redundancy ) 36
Set 1 (Attitudes)
HTW 36 09
SRES -71 -.02
RMA .99 .96
Proportion of variance 33
Redundancy 54
Canonical correlation 77
Note. n = 57.
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Table i4

Correlations. Standardized Canonical Coefficients, Canonical Correlations. Proportions of
Variance, and Redundancies between Set 4 (Rape Judgments) and Set 2 (Offender
Inferences) and their Corresponding Canonical Variates

Canonical variate

Correlation Coefficient

Set 4 (Rape Judgments)
PERCRAPE -.94 -.87
OFRESP -72 02
VRESP 45 -.08
OFBLAME -.66 -36
Proportion of variance Sl
Redundancy : 28
Set 2 (Offender Inferences)
OFBEH .66 36
OFCHAR 87 53
VIOLENCE -81 -37
Proportion of variance 34
Redundancy 62
Canonical correlation 74
Note. n = 50.
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Table 15

Correlations, Standardized Canonical Coefficients, Canonical Correlations, Proportions of
Variance, and Redundancies between Set 4 (Rape Judgments) and Set 3 (Victim
Inferences) and their Corresponding Canonical Variate

Canonical variate

Correlation  Coefficient

Set 3 (Rape Judgments)
PERCRAPE -91 -.60
OFRESP -75 -07
VRESP 85 48
OFBLAME -28 .04
Proportion of variance 55
Redundancy ) 43
Set4 (Victim Inferences)
VBEH -.76 -32
VCHAR -.80 -22
DESIRE 67 34
CONSENT -.86 -41
Proportion of variance 47
Redundancy 61
Canonical correlation .88
Note. n =50.
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Table 16

Correlations, Standardized Canonical Coefficients, Canonical Correlations, Proportions of
Variance, and Redundancies between Set S (Sanctioning Judgments) and Set 4 (Rape
Judgments) and their Corresponding Canonical Variate

Canonical variate

Correlation  Coefficient

Set 5 (Sanctioning Judgments)

PUNISH 80 65
CONVICT 77 61
Proportion of variance 62
Redundancy 22
Set 4 (Rape Judgments)
PERCRAPE _ .74 40
OFRESP .60 02
OFBLAME .89 72
VRESP -.45 -.12
Proportion of variance 17
Redundancy 48
Canonical correlation 59
Note. n =57.
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Table 17
Correlations, Standardized Canonical Coefficients, Canonical Correlations, Proportions of
Variance, and Redundancies between Set 4 (Rape Judgments) and Set 1 (Attitudes) and

their Corresponding Canonical Variate

Canonical variate

Correlation  Coefficient

Set 4 (Rape Judgments)
VRESP .80 44
OFRESP -.73 -.03
OFBLAME -51 -.24
PERCRAPE -91 -.56
Proportion of variance 57
Redundancy ) 29
Set 1 (Attitudes)
HTW .20 -.02
RMA .99 1.08
SRES -.63 12
Proportion of variance 25
Redundancy 48
Canonical correlation 72
Note. n = 50.
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Table 18

Correlations, Standardized Canonical Coefficients, Canonical Correlations, Proportions
of Variance, and Redundancies between Set S (Sanctioning Judgments) and Set 1

(Attitudes) and their Corresponding Canonical Variate

Canonical variate

Correlation  Coefficient

Set S (Sanctioning Judgments)

PUNISH 85 y
CONVICT .86 .60
Proportion of variance 73
Redundancy 22
Set 1 (Attitudes)
HTW ) -30 -.06
RMA -.89 -1.32
SRES 32 -.63
Proportion of variance .10
Redundancy 33
Canonical correlation 55
Note. n = 57.
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Table 19
Correlations, Standardized Canonical Coefficients. Canonical Correlations, Proportions of

Variance, and Redundancies between Set S (Sanctioning Judgments) and Set 2 (Offender
Inferences) and their Corresponding Canonical Variate

Canonical variate

Correlation  Coefficient

Set 5 (Sanctioning Judgments)

PUNISH 91 .70
CONVICT .79 46
Proportion of variance )
Redundancy 26
Set 2 (Offender Inferences)
VIOLENCE 99 87
OFBEH -42 -.02
OFCHAR -73 -.17
Proportion of variance 21
Redundancy .56
Canonical correlation .60
Note. n=57.
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Table 20

Correlations, Standardized Canonical Coefficients, Canonical Correlations, Proportions
of Variance. and Redundancies between Set 5 (Sanctioning Judgments) and Set 3 (Victim

Inferences) and their Corresponding Canonical Variate

Canonical variate

Correlation  Coefficient

Set 5 (Sanctioning Judgments)

PUNISH 85 58
CONVICT .86 59
Proportion of variance .73
Redundancy 32
Set 3 (Victim Inferences)
VBEH : 57 .16
VCHAR 52 -26
CONSENT 82 52
DESIRE -90 -.69
Proportion of variance 23
Redundancy 52
Canonical correlation 67
Note. n=57.
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Table 21
Correlations, Standardized Canonical Coefficients, Canonical Correlations. Proportions of

Variance, and Redundancies between Set 2 (Offender Inferences) and Set 3 (Victim
Inferences) and their Corresponding Canonical Variates

First Canonical variate Second Canonical variate
Correlation Coefficient Correlation Coefficient
Set 2 (Offender Inferences)
OFCHAR -71 -.12 A3 .19
OFBEH -.56 -.20 -.83 -1.08
VIOLENCE 98 32 -.18 -48
Proportion of variance .59 ' 24
Redundancy 24 04
Set 3 (Victim Inferences)
VCHAR 61 -.01 .18 -36
VBEH 45 -.07 53 35
DESIRE -.94 -74 30 82
CONSENT 78 43 59 1.07
Proportion of variance .22 03
Redundancy 52 .19
Canonical correlation 65 43

Note. n =57. Total proportion of variance for Set 2 (offender Inferences) is .83, with a
total redundancy of .28. Set 3 (victim inferences) has a total variance of .25, with a total
redundancy of .71.
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Table 22

Regression Analyses Examining the Sequential Ordering of the First Three Proposed
Stages (Information Selection, Inference Development, Rape Judgments) in the
Processing of Information concerning Acquaintance Rape.

Stage 3 (Rape Judgments)
RAPEIJS
R2CH F p
Stage 2 (Inference Development)
INFERS .70 112.40 .001
Stage 1 (Information Selection).
ATTITUDE .02 3.82 n.s.

Note. ATTITUDE represents a composite score for attitudes (HTW, RMA, SRES).
INFERS represents a composite score for offender and victim inferences (OFCHAR,
OFBEH, VIOLENCE). RAPEJS represents a composite score for rape judgments
(PERCRAPE, VRESP, OFRESP, OFBLLAME).
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Table 23
Regression Analyses Examining the Sequential Ordering of Proposed Stages

(Information Selection. Inference Development. Rape Judgments. Sanctioning
Judgments) in the Processitig of Information concerning Acquaintance Rape.

Stage 4 (Sanctioning Judgments)

SANCIJS
R2CH F p

Stage 3 (Rape Judgments)

RAPEJS .20 11.89 .001
Stage 2 (Inferences) '

INFERS .01 01 n.s.
Stage 1 (Attitudes)

ATTITUDE .00 .02 n.s.

Note. ATTITUDE represents a composite score for attitudes (HTW, RMA, SRES).
INFERS represents a composite score for offender and victim inferences (OFCHAR,
OFBEH, VIOLENCE). RAPEIJS represents a composite score for rape judgments
(PERCRAPE, VRESP, OFRESP, OFBLAME). SANCIJS represents a composite score
for sanctioning judgments (CONVICT, PUNISH).
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Means (and standard deviations) for Participants who Identified the Situation as Rape
versus Those who Identified as Non-Rape on Attitudinal, Inferential, and Judgment

Variables
Perceived as Rape Perceived as not rape t-value
Variable (n = 50) =7
Set 1 (Attitudes)
HTW 6.88 (4.34) 8.00 (4.12) 64
RMA 33.26 (9.92) 47.86 (9.12) -3.68%**
SRES 111.96 (13.73) 103.29 (7.34) 1.63
Set 2 (Offender Inferences)
OFCHAR 18.74 (8.14) 24.86 (8.93) .07
OFBEH 9.40 (437) 10.71 (3.95) -75
VIOLENCE 18.56 (3.14) 14.29 (3.50) 333*x*
Set 3 (Victim Inferences)
VCHAR 42.76 (8.15) 33.71(11.41) 2.62*
VBEH 30.10 (6.12) 23.57 (6.19) 2.64*
DESIRE 9.86 (334) 15.57 (4.43) 4.(7%**
CONSENT 51.62 (5.66) 37.43 (5.74) 6.20%**
Set 4 (Rape Judgments)2
PERCRAPE 92.92 (12.68) 61.43 (9.64) 630%**
OFRESP 47.88 (6.83) - -
VRESP 8.66 (3.39) - -
OFBLAME 5.90 (2.71) - -
Set S (Sanctioning Judgments)
CONVICT 33.72 (8.05) 21.71 (6.63) 3.76%**
PUNISH 4.56 (1.33) 1.43 (.54) 6.13%*=*

Note. * p<.05. ** p<.0l. *** p<.001. Higher scores on attitudinal variables indicate
more hostility toward women (HT' W), more rape myth acceptance (RMA), more egalitarian
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sex-role beliefs (SRES). Higher scores on offender inference variables indicate less
negative perceptions of the offender, character (OFCHAR), behavior (OFBEH), and
perception of less degree of violence (VIOLENCE). Higher scores on victim inference
variables indicate more positive perceptions of the victim, character (VCHAR), behavior
(VBEH), desire for sex (DESIRE), and consent (CONSENT). Higher scores on
conviction variable (CONVICT) indicated more willingness to convict. Higher scores on
the punishment variable (PUNISH) indicate more severe punishment. Descriptive statistics
for Set 4 (Rape Judgments) variables were available only for the group of respondents who
saw the scenario as rape.

aThe variables within Set 4 were not applicable to the other group because they did not see
the scenario as rape and therefore did not perceive either character in the vignette as

offender or victim.
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Means (and standard deviations) for Male and Female Participants on Attitudinal,

Inferential, and Judegment Variables

Males Females t-value

Variable (n=22) (n=35)
Set 1 (Attitudes)

HTW 7.14 (0.68) 6.94 (491) 87

RMA 39.68 (11.45) 32.14 (9.56) 2.68*

SRES 104.05 (16.01) 115.20(9.33) -333%*
Set 2 (Offender Inferences)

OFCHAR 20.14 (8.64) 19.09 (835) 46

OFBEH 11.23 (5.55) 8.51 (2.93) 241*

VIOLENCE 17.41 (3.31) 18.43 (3.54) -1.09
Set 3 (Victim Inferences) .

VCHAR 3991 (9.84) 42.74 (8.39) -1.16

VBEH 26.91 (6.14) 30.80 (6.25) -2.30*

DESIRE 12.00 (4.96) 9.66 (2.84) 2.27*

CONSENT 46.27 (8.35) 52.14 (5.63) -3.18**
Set 4 (Rape Judgments)2

PERCRAPE 81.32 (16.43) 93.91 (14.06) -3.08**

OFRESP 44.24 (9.09) 49.76 (4.41) -2.91**

VRESP 14.71 (5.23) 12.33 (4.01) 1.79

OFBLAME 5.29 (2.44) 6.21 (2.83) -1.14
Set 5 (Sanctioning Judgments)

CONVICT 30.55 (8.92) 3331 (8.66) 3.76***

PUNISH 3.59 (1.89) 4.54 (1.34) 2.22%

Note. * p<.05. ** p<.0l. *** p<.001. Higher scores on attitudinal variables indicate
more hostility toward women (HTW), more rape myth acceptance (RMA), more egalitarian
sex-role beliefs (SRES). Higher scores on offender inference variables indicate less
negative perceptions of the offender, character (OFCHAR), behavior (OFBEH), and
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perception of less degree of violence (VIOLENCE). Higher scores on victim inference
variables indicate more positive perceptions of the victim, character (VCHAR), behavior
(VBEH), desire for sex (DESIRE), and consent (CONSENT). Higher scores on
conviction variable (CONVICT) indicated more willingness to convict. Higher scores on
the punishment variable (PUNISH) indicate more severe punishment. Descriptive statistics
for Set 4 (Rape Judgments) variables were available only for the group of respondents who
saw the scenario as rape.

aThe variables within Set 4 were not applicable to the other group because they did not see
the scenario as rape and therefore did not perceive either character in the vignette as

offender or victim.
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Table 26

Breakdown of Participant Responses on the [tems Measuring Sanctioning Judgments

Participant Responses
Items Agree Neutral Disagree
would convict offender of rape 39 (68%) 10 (18%) 8 (14%)
lack enough evidence to convict 35(61%) 9 (16%) 13 (23%)
want to know more about victim's
past sexual behavior 24 (42%) 4 (7%) 29 (51%)
want to know if this is offender’s ‘
first offense 39 (68%) 3 (5%) 15 (27%)
want to see evidence of struggle
(e.g., scratches on offender’s body) 30 (52%) 5 (9%) 22 (39%)
want to see evidence of violence
(e.g., bruises on victim's body) 33 (58%) 3 (5%) 21 (37%)
victim's word alone is not enough to convict 28 (49%) 13 (23%) 16 (28%)
would recommend prison for offender 32 (56%) 15(26%) 10(18%)
would recommend psychological treatment
for offender 44 (T7%) 6(11%) 7(12%)

Note. n = 57.
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Appendix 1

Seduction Script Survey
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QUESTIONNAIRE 1

INSTRUCTIONS: IN THIS QUESTIONNAIRE WE ARE INTERESTED IN HOW YOU PERSONALLY THINK A TYPICAL SEDUCTION OF
A WOMAN BY A MAN OCCURS. ON THE PAGE PROVIDED WE WOULD LIKE YOU TO DESCRIBE WHAT YOU BELIEVE IS A
TYPICAL SCENARIO OF A WOMAN BEING SEDUCED BY A MAN. INCLUDE IN YOUR DESCRIPTION WHAT LED UP TO IT, WHAT
HAPPENED DURING, AND WHAT FOLLOWED THE SEDUCTION. REMEMBER, YOUR RESPONSES WIL BE KEPT ANONYMOUS AND

CONFIDENTIAL. TO HELP YOU WITH THIS TASK, WE HAVE PROVIDED AN EXAMPLE OF A DESCRIPTION OF A PERSON
BUYING GROCERIES:

A woman enters a grocery store and gets a shopping cart. She proceeds up and down each aisle, stopping to put groceries in her cart. When
she is finished getting all her items, she proceeds to the checkouts, and places her groceries on the counter. The cashier scans the items and
puts them in a bag. The woman writes a cheque for the total amount of her order. The cashier gives the woman her receipt and says "Have a
nice day". The woman pushes the cart out of the store, loads the groceries in her car, and then drives away.

BELOW PLEASE BRIEFLY DESCRIBE WHAT YOU BELIEVE IS A TYPICAL SEDUCTION OF A WOMAN BY A MAN. REMEMBER TO
INCLUDE WHAT LED UP TO IT, WHAT HAPPENED DURING, AND WHAT FOLLOWED THE EVENT. WORK AS QUICKLY AS YOU
CAN AND TRY TO KEEP YOUR DESCRIPTION TO THE SPACE PROVIDED:
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INSTRUCTIONS: NOW WE ARE INTERESTED IN GETTING YOUR THOUGHTS IN GREATER DETAIL ON THE SEDUCTION SCENE YOU HAVE
JUST WRITTEN. THESE DETAILS MAY NOT HAVE BEEN WRITTEN OUT IN YOUR SCENARIO, BUT YOU PROBABLY HAVE SOME IDEA OF THEM IN
YOUR MIND. PLEASE ANSWER THE QUESTIONS BELOW.,

1. What was the relationship between the man and the woman? (Check one) ___ relative ___ boyfriend ___ date ____ acquaintance ____ stranger

not at very a moderately quite extreme
all slightly  little a bit  (extremely)
2.2+ Torhirextentiwassthexmanssekuallyiarovsedidiring thistinoidentlinic dablidesus] . Lopene 2 2t 3 1oiseifadipinni § v
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3. To what extent did the woman experience fear during this incident? 1 2 3 4 5
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..J, To what extent did the woman experience anger during this incident? =~ . 1 .2 3 . 4 5
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11. To what extent did the man use a verbal threat of violence during this incident? 1~ 2 = 3 4
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15. To what extent do you think this incident was motivated by power? | 2 3
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; Appendix 2

Personal Rape Script Survey
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QUESTIONNAIRE 2

INSTRUCTIONS: IN THIS QUESTIONNAIRE WE ARE INTERESTED IN HOW YOU PERSONALLY THINK A TYPICAL RAPE OCCURS.
ON THE PAGE PROVIDED WE WOULD LIKE YOU TO DESCRIBE WHAT YOU BELIEVE IS A TYPICAL RAPE SCENE. INCLUDE IN
YOUR DESCRIPTION WHAT LED UP TO IT, WHAT HAPPENED DURING, AND WHAT FOLLOWED THE SEDUCTION. REMEMBER,
YOUR RESPONSES WIL BE KEPT ANONYMOUS AND CONFIDENTIAL. TO HELP YOU WITH THIS TASK, WE HAVE PROVIDED AN
EXAMPLE OF A DESCRIPTION OF A PERSON BUYING GROCERIES:

A woman enters a grocery store and gets a shopping cart. She proceeds up and down each aisle, stopping to put groceries in her cart. When
she is finished getting all her items, she proceeds to the checkouts, and places her groceries on the counter. The cashier scans the items and
puts them in a bag. The woman writes a cheque for the total amount of her order. The cashier gives the woman her receipt and says "Have a
nice day". The woman pushes the cart out of the store, loads the groceries in her car, and then drives away.

BELOW PLEASE BRIEFLY DESCRIBE WHAT YOU BELIEVE IS A TYPICAL RAPE SCENARIO. REMEMBER TO INCLUDE WHAT LED
UP TO IT, WHAT HAPPENED DURING, AND WHAT FOLLOWED THE EVENT. WORK AS QUICKLY AS YOU CAN AND TRY TO
KEEP YOUR DESCRIPTION TO THE SPACE PROVIDED:
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INSTRUCTIONS: NOW WE ARE INTERESTED IN GETTING YOUR THOUGHTS AND PERCEPTIONS IN GREATER DETAIL ON THE
RAPE SCENE YOU HAVE JUST WRITTEN. THESE DETAILS MAY NOT HAVE BEEN WRITTEN OUT IN YOUR SCENARIO, BUT YOU
PROBABLY HAVE SOME IDEA OF THEM IN YOUR MIND. PLEASE ANSWER THE QUESTIONS BELOW.
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1. What was the relationship between the victim and the offender? (Check one) ___ relative ___ boyfriend ____ date ___ acquaintance___stranger

not at very a moderately  quite extreme
all slightly  little a bit (extremely)

«2iT0whatiextentiwasitheioffendérigexuially aronsed duringithiningideilabassdias 1vwide 2 e 37000 4.0 8 sk 6 Wi
3. To what extent was the victim sexually aroused during this incident? 1 2 3 4 5 6
4. Ta.What extent did the offéndenéxpérience. fear during this ifeident? s asdiie (1es o0 200003 4 5 L6
3. To what extent did the victim experience fear during this incident? . 1 . .2 3 4 I .
- 6:Toswhat extént-did theToffendet.expericnce anger during’ thislincidentQemREGL i R 20 ML 30 4 o el 6T
7. To what extent did the viclim expericnce anger during this incident? - 1 .. 2 .3 4 9 .8
- 8, Towhat extent did the offender. us¢/manipulation in this incidem? scdiifialsi L o 0 Q0 # e 30 00 40 7§ 70 06
9. To what extent was the offender aggressive during this incidemt? 1 2 3 4 5 6
10. To what.extent: did the;offenderiuise.verbal iconxing-during thisdncident®iiy il 1 3. o L 27w 37000 4 5 e
11. To what extent did the offender use a verbal threat of violence during
this incident? o . o] 2 3 4 5
2. Toliwhatiextentidid:theioffender:isephysicalirestraint during this incidentii oy Lic i dri e i daca e 4o w8l
13, To what extent was the offender physically violent during this mcident? 1 2 3 4 5
14, To.what extent:diotttictvictimiresist diiring thishincident?: "0 IECNRLOWERE S L iR ki 4 L 80
15. To what extent do you think the offender was motivated by power? 1 - 2 3 4 5
16, To:what'extént do. you think. ihe:offender Was motivated by SEXTbiuvinilais® A b v, 1200000, 3000 7 4 - T
7. To what extent do you think the offender was motivated by violence? =~~~ 1 2 L34 3
18, Tawhatiextentdiditheivictim'suffer physical harm? -~ ¢ dpBEGLENEE Y v 200 B e 4 B
19. To what extent did the victim suffer psychological harm? 1 2 3 4 5

b , high
20, What was, the offender's social stams? . SIS AR S 3, 6
21. What was the victim's social status? 1

NN
wWw
Lo -
(9,19}
OAON

very very
ar{_y late

izgr\Whﬁﬁth[ingfthiS.il)‘}idﬁm.did:ﬂl& Yiﬁﬁm;b.egin !Q rCSist? LRI £ 2 &tﬁ.‘bmxw.;‘:}un',‘ l s 2 EURST IO 3 AR B 4\. . 5 RN SN 6

23. Was _glgqh_ql resent? (Check one) . o used by offender used by victim absent

Svaitakeliplacefi(Rleascispesify) skaaidis

ki ke gid b Nl b bl bl 9 Mapd o bt
ad

B D I I e T T T S I L I or
'@!);&Lﬁﬁﬁ‘}a\‘fh-.'-'\-,' R ST P S R RS SRR SLNE NS

r h & RAERM -(¢*'$u'"d@'
25. What did the victim do immediately after this 29‘5@?{“2,(1’!;&_89‘3
26.\What’did the’ offénder: do immediately affer dhis incident i Rledse
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BELOW IS AN ACCOUNT OF THE EVENTS WHICH TOOK PLACE ON A DATE BETWEEN JIM AND SARAH.

Jim arrived at Sarah's residence at exactly 7:00. He buzzed her and the door opened, so Jim proceeded up the stairs
to her apartment. Sarah greeted Jim enthusiastically, and told him she would be a few more minutes. Jim sat down on the
couch and recalled the party he had attended just two weeks earlier in this very apartment. Jim remembered watching
Sarah dancing that night, and how turned on he had been. Jim couldn't remember exactly how the party ended, but he did
get Sarah's phone number and had called her three days after the party.

Since that time they had been out twice. The first date they had lunch in a downtown bistro, and on the second
date they went to the show. Jim was anticipating this date much more than the first two, as tonight they were going to
dinner at an expensive restaurant and then going out dancing afterward. Sarah came out from her room. She was dressed
in a low-cut black evening gown. The dress hugged every curve of her body. Jim thought she looked great.

When they arrived at the restaurant Jim told Sarah to order anything she wanted. The atmosphere of the restaurant
was very romantic, with dim lighting and soft music. The two enjoyed casual conversation over dinner. When they
finished, Jim and Sarah left the restaurant and went to one of Jim's favorite clubs. They danced together for quite some
time, only leaving the floor periodically to get drinks. Sarah was laughing, enjoying Jim's attention, and having a great
time. Once last call was announced, Jim invited Sarah back to his place. Sarah accepted Jim's invitation. Later that
evening Jim and Sarah had sexual intercourse.

TWO DAYS LATER, SARAH REPORTED THIS INCIDENT TO THE POLICE, CLAIMING SHE WAS RAPED BY JIM. WHEN
QUESTIONED, JIM STATED THAT ALTHOUGH HE AND SARAH HAD SEX THAT EVENING, IT WAS CONSENSUAL AND
DEFINITELY NOT RAPE.

BOTH JIM AND SARAH WERE REQUIRED TO GIVE STATEMENTS ABOUT WHAT TOOK PLACE IN JIM'S APARTMENT
THAT EVENING. THEIR STATEMENTS ARE AS FOLLOWS:



SARAH'S STATEMENT:

JIM'S STATEMENT;:
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"I accepted Jim's invitation back to his apartment because
I was having a good time and wanted to get to know Jim
better. When we got to his place Jim put on some music
and poured us each a glass of wine. We talked for a few
minutes and then Jim kissed me. I responded to his kiss.
He touched my hair and my face while he kissed me, it felt
nice. After about a minute of kissing, Jim started grabbing
my breasts. His kisses became harder and more forceful.
He pulled me down to a lying position. I felt things were
happening "too fast". He pulled up my dress and fondled
me. It didn't feel good, I became uncomfortable. I told
him I had to go. He responded "no, you don't want to
leave yet" and kissed me very aggressively. 1 don't
remember how many times, but several times I repeated
that | had to go. The next thing I knew he had my hands
pinned down on the couch over my head and was pulling
down his pants with his other hand. 1 tried to get my
hands free, but he was too strong. "Don't please, I don't
want to" I told him. He put his mouth over mine and
kissed me hard. The he entered me and had sex with me,
he raped me. When he was finished, he told me to get
dressed. In silence, he drove me home. As I got out of
the car he thanked me for the date. 1 ran into my house
crying.

"Sarah and I were having a great time at the club. We
were flirting with each other all night, I guess you could
say we had a "mutual attraction". So, I invited her back
to my apartment. When we arrived, we talked for a bit. |
remember thinking how beautiful she was as she talked,
and then I kissed her. She kissed me back, and we made
out for awhile. I touched her hair, her face, her breasts,
She seemed to be enjoying herself. [ laid her down on the
couch and we kissed some more. After some heavy
petting she said she should go, but it sounded like she
didn't really want to stop. Ikissed her while holding her
hands together above her head. She seemed to like it. We
were both getting pretty turned on at this point. Then we
had sex. It was consensual, I definitely did not rape
Sarah. When we were done | gave her a ride home. |
thanked her for our evening together and told her |
would call her later".




Rape Judgments 142

Appendix 4

Character and Behavior Questionnaire

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



INSTRUCTIONS

NOW THAT YOU HAVE READ SARAH'S AND JIM'S RESPECTIVE ACOUNTS, PLEASE COMPLETE
THE QUESTIONNAIRES THAT FOLLOW.

PLEASE READ CAREFULLY THE INSTRUCTIONS THAT ACCOMPANY EACH QUESTIONNAIRE
BEFORE YOU START.
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QUESTIONNAIRE 3

BELOW ARE STATEMENTS ABOUT THE SCENARIO YOU JUST READ. RATE EACH STATEMENT ON HOW MUCH YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE. PLEASE
REMEMBER, WE ARE INTERESTED IN YOUR PERSONAL OPINIONS, THERE ARE NO RIGHT OR WRONG ANSWERS.

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly
Agree  Agree  Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Disagree Disagree

1. Sarah did nothlng wrong - ' 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

LZ“SﬁI&hnﬂld‘ﬂd ﬁh@egﬁg eifoilli A Z‘Mz‘!"ﬁéﬁé"}, A J&Jﬂ?&i"ﬂ“' 12'-4 ¥ a“ Y, r3‘muh b2 4ml~‘ J,‘:’(Ami et ;-!'-6.&‘?‘;"'.“4?.:'-'.'\":;%;5.‘.’7%3;‘.:;2:?}'.‘:'
3. Sarah should have insisted that Jim take hcr home as soon as she realized

| he \yanted to bo "mpmato - | 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
(4 Sdratisshionld.not:haveuet: Jity Kiss her: . b om dbs bt B i o WWM@L&M&@ it vt Aooianes S b O e Tl
5 Sarah should not have flirted with Jim if she didn't want to have sex thh him 1 b 4 5 6 7 _
16 Sarah shouldihaverbehaved differently’. s slrnt Sy B TN & i i ;}ﬁlésss.. sk 2 :31% i 30 w6 T
7 Jim did nothmg wrong 2 4 5 6 7
(8:. Jimt shevldnlt have linvited:Saraly 1 bis: apatiignt: sl slsin Sl “ Gk KBTI FECIPEION. IESURICNAN - ISR A
9. Jim should have taken Sarah home as soon as she indicated she didn't
want to go an funner o o v ‘ 2 3 4 5 6 7
104 Jim: shonld; not:Have: tried.to. Soerce Sarah intQ:SeR:.. . ... du. . o ey 2 Bl e A el e G TN
I1. Jim should have picked up on Sarah's signals e . 2 3 4 3 6 7
2/ Jim:stiouldihave. behaved differently. . i vt i uelis i nlha s e et it i n 2ot e 0 B D o A e 8 208w T e
13. Sarah is not assertive enough o o1 2 4 5 6 7
14, Sarah. doesm seem {0 be able 10, S8y N0V, . suid ik, CH AR o e it L Rt 3 e L4l .6 7.
15. Sarah is not self-conﬁdent onougn to act on her own feelings 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 |
:Lglégaxxgbi§ %‘xbﬂgjj!!:qggfx@fmalﬁﬂmﬂggﬂs_‘ ‘.'hmf ‘}Aba_ ""‘L—\)i t.uﬁ.dd x?‘ "ma ﬁ..jl-'ﬁnilh’:hg‘ f.huluzzf.ah*; 3 ) vlli',f'.: 44‘; a‘u. 5 ..61.. zs Lo 7&.-5.,51
17. Sarah is a bad Judge of character 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
18;.Sarah, ;ﬁxme‘&ypmfnmrsgn iwhe:gives. ingasilyitomen ol it sk ndha sl s B &éz a3 e i®esdiuad s w6 e T
19. Sarah is naive and doesn't seem able to take care of herself B 1 3 » 4 ) »5 6 ‘ 7
zgnﬁmm;mﬁmgnlg’mmhmmmm b A e e S R b 2 BT 8 e s N 8 s 0 L T
21. Jim is too aggresswe | 1 2 3 4 S 6 7
22::Jim doekm'tiseem to e ‘able.10.take: ! nol for AN ADSWeT.  iudscatsn 8 ot Mg, B e 3 oA S 6 0 T
23 Jim does not take other people's feelmgs mto account 1 2 3 4 7 5 6 7
4;Jim i5.a bhd!judge lof: socialieies 4l T R Ul i e e R B S A S 6. T ooad
25. Jim only thinks of himself =~ | 1 2 3 4 3 6 7
%wmgmﬁ'mmrépﬁﬁgmMWQFMA@M&N-& oo M b &&hﬁ&ﬁuﬂi&hlkﬁhﬂuwznn,. J.s‘ ’ 3 \_‘ x.du 4.-~ls utd)s.l.. 5 TYUER 6 L L Disesl 7: o

27. Jim is the type of person who takes what he wants without considering
the consequences
n,"C‘\ ,\' -u‘}“u,?’ o

A TR ST B
29. What was the relationship between Jim and Sarah? (Check one)

6 7

5
RL .44 g‘ié.'é?&: ﬂr 5 ..: ol A );‘Q( “‘ H‘u‘ qi ‘ ¥ .ﬂ
stranger

; R T L g wlfel g
AT OO RN T, 0 W0 IR

acquamtance
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QUESTIONNAIRE 4

BELOW ARE QUESTIONS WHICH REQUIRE YOU TO DRAW INFERENCES ABOUT THE SITUATION YOU HAVE JUST READ. PLEASE RATE THEM USING
THE SCALE PROVIDED. PLEASE REMEMBER, WE ARE INTERESTED IN YOUR OPINION, NOT WHAT YOU THINK THE BEST ANSWER IS.

notat very a moderately  quite extreme
all slightly lintle a bit (extremely)
1. To what extent dld Sarah tmli' desnre havmg sexual intercourse with Jim? 1 2 3 4 5 6
N Lise 1o 194 Lo ini Len o)y L Vg FA 2R L
1240 Hatse xtent; wais [Safah sexually dronsed iring: the SexualiRtBreoMtseh i sonidss oo 20 v 3 iadie 5. 6 y
3 To what extent was the intercourse pleasurable for Sarah? A 1 2 3 4 5 6
SLToiWHAteXIent didiSanih resist Maving:sex. With: Jim? 1§ . sitpclibidies ool 2 e S A S 6L
5 To what extent did Sarah enjoy the intercourse? - 1 2 3 4 5 6
6. To,what.extent, was Sarah, Willing:to:have.sex: With.Jim? oo biibadsiiblbinn dotines 20 Lo s oi@in e s 3 isainss 80 2 6
7. To what extent did Sarah suffer psychological pain? | 1 2 3 4 5 6
t8uFaswhatsextent.did Jim: ugeiforce:toshave-intercounrse, withoS arah kBl et st Lk s susnnis2iliibin i vaB ditudiiieedains sk S oo 6000 widond
9. To what extent was Jim physncally violent towards Sarah? o 2 3 4 5 6 ’
10, To whigtiextent;did Surah. uffer: frotn.physicaleharm? . bkl dRe ot b s Dol B e, 51 Bt il it it b8 a tasanits 6 L ik

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly
Agree Agree  Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Disagree Disagree
11. This incident was a violation of Sarah's rights 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
i A3pas4da 02 G h LR TR e T e R T el ARt e R gt s s e L et e : A
2z SaratilexpiioitivasaialaVesTheo Hnting sexuhiiintarconrses with A EIRA R U Bl B b 3 e i i e G it Tt
13. Sarah explicitly said "no" to having sexual intercourse with Jim 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
14..Byendif. Sarah said "no’l,.she.wanted to have sex with Jim: ..’ | psabaibiotudindtind. cooimann 2 cnaiain Do cnn LoaiBtiiieoris S it Grsct o Linnsd
15. Sarah consented to sex with Jim 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
PR R DR U TR SN SUIPTLE S N S Y nter RERRELI TR Tt iy BT _— & T ooy
16iBy:reruming:to.Jimm's:apartment Sarahiconsented. 10 soX ilainti RS iy 1,‘_.«.11@; i 2uisisrslBi i san s S a6 o T ud
17. By kissing Jim Sarah consented to sex 2 3 4 5 6 7
GIA L Rt i AR PSS TOREvy " ot R 7 .
18, By.Ieiting Jimstonch:her Sarah'consented 10 88%.s ... ot uuRl vﬂmmmhlwwgﬂ L3 e aioben 8 el 670 T
19. Sarah q.d not consent to sex with Jim 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
« bL s i1 .v"-.,‘;,- O T T e T S SN N , . .
20 Salaliitiiade herinontoansent avery: SleRL . sa sivia sicbiiblnbaai et e 2t atindit: 3w e Bt Susiann 6. T u
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QUESTIONNAIRE 5

BELOW ARE STATEMENTS ABOUT THE SCENARIO YOU JUST READ. RATE EACH STATEMENT ON HOW MUCH YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE. PLEASE
REMEMBER, WE ARE INTERESTED IN YOUR PERSONAL OPINIONS, THERE ARE NO RIGHT OR WRONG ANSWERS.

Strongly Agree Disagree Strongly
Agree Agree Somewhat Neutral Somewhat Disagree Disagree
1, This was §edgctlon, not ra | L 1 2 3 4 3 6 7
kgrami : * yimt{ﬂﬁﬂ!icﬁ &Mk el B oot Sl S AR AN ""l.‘du}/mjm*’ 2 L o ,§f Y 4 sl r»r‘éé-a;ﬁi!&nﬁ??’_uﬁ.:w.!‘,v‘»’.'n":.f.? o]
3. Seggetlon was involved, but in the end this was rag)e 1 . 2 3 4 6 7
b4i Jimiseannior:bE considered: p apIsa - S0d W nbetal i IR EITRRS BL L 02 G T 3 ed s e T
5. This was snmplx two people Eavmg sex, nothmg more 1 2‘ 3 4 5 6 7
16, Jimimay, have 'erogséd: thg ling: bt he:did-not-rabe Sarahl iR BN IRy L 2058 L A SR e T
7. This was a case. of miscommunication, not rape n 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
i B Timiigrced-Sakalittothavesex fheiefore! this: Was. clearly pRiSRESREERR S BLGER L20 e 8 0 5 s w80 Vi 60 T
9. Jm3 was wrong, but he did not ‘rgre Sarah N ) 2 3 4 5 6 7
10 Sarahi svanted: (o e intithate | With Mim; 'therefore T dg. not consideEthit RE WAL 5 0.2 L 203 4 s 6 7
11, This was only aggressive sex, not rape L 2 3 4 5 6 7
12, {Sarahiihaidly ﬁeam 150! of iotirse}this was:neETaRE o4 1% SN BB TR0 B0 e e S e 600 T
13. Jim ignored Sarah's wishes to stop, I consider that rape ‘ 2 3 4 3 6 7
14 Sarahignioyediherself, thefefore'this’ cannat) beseonsidered AR TA TENN B e LBt d 0 4 R A T 6 T
15." Jim raped Sarah 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Please answer the following questions as though you were a JUROR in this case:

16, I would convict Jim of rape .. ... - B SN P T T \w&l b wz, RO P RORNY. ST TRATY: NN T
17.1 would lack enough ev:dence to convict Jim of ra e 4 5 7
§ { ot uu qt‘ ji ooa ) kg t,f Mﬁfﬁs i - NS § (IS . : : . ,.kt
ﬂ'- ? %&g deigion’ “bout lc%%%{t'} i 4 e AR S
19.1 would want to know if this was Jlm s ﬁrst offense before makmg a dCCISIOI’I
alzoq; conylctmf him i ‘ _ 3 7
S e o R o AR
M Y’. : .foQA makingla %Vég J’H §°°11V! chngHi ag; ﬁﬁgﬂ. i g’%‘ X 3\:pi Rt hobeer %ﬁ; g d iR
21. I would want to see evidence of violence (such as bruxses on Sarah's body)
before making a decision about convicting Jim 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
22 Sarah's word:alone ‘wonld fiot he;enough:for me. fo convigt Jim. of rape. ;. wwl st o s R o lbvatian wﬁm.w P TRTFRY T
23. I would recommend a prison sentence for Jim o o 2 3 4 6 R
24::1; waiild. recomimend. psychologival reatment! for.Jim. u,ﬁm.mm.gmw;,;,l}.z-:.u-:;;,_._.a RN < IEENWIEY. SOt 5 BR80T
25. Jim should receive the following punishment: no punish- probation upto 6 mo's 6 mo'sto 2-5yrs 5-10yrs more than 10 yrs
ment in jail 2yrsjail  jail Jail Jail

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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QUESTIONNAIRE 6

SARAH CLAIMS THAT SHE HAS BEEN RAPED BY JIM. JIM HOLDS THAT THEY HAD CONSENSUAL SEX, AND THAT HE DID NOT RAPE SARAH.

IF YOU BELIEVE JIM RAPED SARAH, PLEASE ANSWER QUESTIONNAIRE BELOW.
IF YOU BELIEVE THAT JIM DID E GO TO QUESTIONNAIRE 7, ON THE FOLLOWING PAGE.

THE QUESTIONS THAT FOLLOW REQUIRE YOU TO MAKE JUDGMENTS ABOUT THE SCENARIO YOU JUST READ. PLEASE REMEMBER, WE ARE
INTERESTED IN WHAT YOU PERSONALLY THINK, NOT WHAT THE BEST ANSWER IS. THERE ARE NO RIGHT OR WRONG ANSWERS.

not at very a moder-  quite  completely
all slightly  little ately a bit
1, Was J§m _’usﬂ!‘ied m{ﬁ:s actions throug hout thlf %pgre }nmdent?. R T 3 4
-Bipidimacuon hilovmineeiwiliditrsuehovtiinistentinsrcRiSat ik mlmmmadwmwmﬁ s
3. Did Sarah act on her own free will throughout this entire mcndent? 2 3 4 6
. Poswhat degree: doiyan: thinksit was: Sarah's intent, to:have: sgmnlﬁmmmumsmm;hmmvm st ot B x s fhr DL PRRRER
5. To what degree do you think it was Jim's intent to have sexual mteroourse w1th Sarah?1 2 3 4 6
: 6,:To;what.extent:did, Jirunvesnlan having. sexual. intergonrse:withSambRiatoisi . Uit Pt st @ i st e Boninsiv 14 i RPSEYL SR
7. To what extent did Sarah pre-p lan having sexual mtercou;se wnh Jlm? o 1 o2 3 ' 6_
i A omith Fﬂ}ﬁ ‘i“ﬂ 9$49 foroe; Sk SRR vt i i T e b s
E@a%%@mammu? M 8 PEiRthL S Ot i’”?

9. To what extent do you think negatlve, selﬁsh motivation was mvolved on Jim's part

_in forcmg Sarah to have sex? 2 3 4 5 6 ‘
105Ta¢what extent did}Tim. have free . chiice to do otherwise! (nat: farce Saiahito have gmmm'?.wsm,mﬂtm.w:-m4+ G . b6 5
11. To what extent should Jim have been able to foresee the consequences of forcing

Sarah to have sex? | | ! 2 3 4 5 6
12 TokwhatiextentishonldiSaih:have. been ableito foresee being:forced.to: have. semz.mlm‘m»%wm%gm @434,“,2;. SEORE g» et

13. To what extent did Jim aR ireciate the wrongfulness of forcmg Sarah to have sex? 1 2

iegienbal i ! capaciy. to'have!done:
5 é”giqrgp Sntiémtgghgééb X undgrxﬁhcﬂcgm msmn?;e) ,? ’i‘

U N

; ‘_.Ea( et l

4T ‘ni-' ht
SR mm\

15. To what extent did Jlm pre-’ilag fosr‘cmg Sarah to hé?é sex? ‘ R ' 4 6

AGITa it £xent doyion think Saraht:was the! anse ofithisHncidentBiaiiviuliding. i 1 RIHCITRY ETMBRIT: I SRIITNE. APSDG Ct. IURORIR . WGP
17. To what extent do you think Jim was the cause of this mcldent? 23 4 5 6
A8 Moiwhatiextent do:yonithink'Sarahiis ‘respbnsible for this incident iz, ‘L"Am.slx RSN 0 TR NP IS DU X. E I ER O . SRR PRTIGN - SR
19. To what extent do you think Jim is resPonSIble for this mcldent? R 2 3 4 5 6 .
20 ol whiat exlantido’youlthink:Serahtis irorbiameifor this incident it i ":éu;sie&}sém;,lm..gém‘&ﬁ}i%g3.-;%:.;;53;-,aSz-m.::5.'-.;\.-,%;.4;;;@.%?-;3.&;;:‘5;- EETAN - BIPPRAN:
21. To what extent do you think Jim is to blame for this incident? 1 2 3 4 5 6

IF YOU ANSWERED THIS QUESTIONNAIRE DQ NOT DO QUESTIONNAIRE 7 ON THE FOLLOWING PAGE.
GO DIRECTLY TO BOOKLET 3
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QUESTIONNAIRE7

SARAH CLAIMS THAT SHE HAS BEEN RAPED BY JIM. JIM HOLDS THAT THEY HAD CONSENSUAL SEX, AND THAT HE DID NOT RAPE SARAH,

IF YOU BELIEVE JIM DID NOT RAPE SARAH, PLEASE ANSWER QUESTIONNAIRE BELOW.
(IF YOU BELIEVE THAT JIM DID RAPE SARAH, PLEASE ANSWER QUESTIONNAIRE 6, ON THE PRECEDING PAGE,)

THE QUESTIONS THAT FOLLOW REQUIRE YOU TO MAKE JUDGMENTS ABOUT THE SCENARIO YOU JUST READ. PLEASE REMEMBER, WE ARE
INTERESTED IN WHAT YOU PERSONALLY THINK, NOT WHAT THE BEST ANSWER IS, THERE ARE NO RIGHT OR WRONG ANSWERS,

not at very a moder- quite  completely
all slightly  little ately a bit
1. Was Jim ustified.‘m hls .actxons throuéhout this entl{e 1ncxde;nt? e 2 3 4 5 6
l“&MﬁS sHfred RERACH ﬁhms h&éﬁn dentdhiRR ik ibalal iﬁﬁz’ln&‘ﬂ)&uﬁ«uumk’u’&wn BN r‘ﬁﬁ_i"ém‘ TR 5%’ SR
3. Did Jlm act on hls gwn free will thgoggh’out thlS entire mcnc!ent? 1 2 3 4 5 6
AL A {f nieiarL A AR .',_'r.u‘. ~ e .
| 4::Did: Salcahi:detion hesown rée wiliifhrangtioufithis entire incidenthibeii i AT DR ORIO0 IRITERC JOL NITRULY AP TSRO, KL ALY TR
5. To what degree do you fh"‘li it was Szhrah's intent to have sexua! 1¥‘£s£ﬁgnrse with g::n?l 2 3 4 5 6
3 Y (R T Ly f, 2
16T what.déeres:do yau: thinksituwad Jimilintentito lhave: §ea Mﬂﬁsmﬁlll‘a‘m RN SRk B L 8 v 6
7. To what extent dnd Jxm pre-E‘an havmg sexual intercourse with Sarah? 2 3 4 5 6
8, To:what extent didiSatahiprespiankhaving:sexval intercdutse. With Jim? . .80 1 (ST 1 IS P TR ST TR 6.
9. To what extent do you think negative, selfish motivation was involved on Jim's part
in havin sexual intercourse with Sarah? 2 3 4 5 6

110: Todwhatiextentidid!fim havéifreeichidice. to da: otherwisein: this dncident? & .1cad mmim,w;ﬁzx D s Eihd o B S b kb 6 s

11. To what extent should Jim have been able to foresee the consequences of having

sexual mtercour
S Re LN o ‘

13 To what extent did ‘Jnn have the capacity to have done otherw1se (the ‘abnhty to not

Paye_ eng aged i in iexual actlw rvxlth\ggﬁgg? 2 '3 4 > § N
biwhattextortitio Houihifil SarakiWas ile Sanseiof this ineideni®iu: o .. iiafeis \uz.m,}:.ﬂm o8l Lo B Bl B i
’15 To what extent ,‘!P ou think Jnn was tlze ﬁgnse of this mcldent? . 2 3 _ 4 5 6
16;. oiwhatléxentdalyoulihink’Sarbhit responaible for i ingidentlas Wi i Al L o2 308 o e 308 T B
17. To what extent do you think Jlm is responsible for this incident? » 1 2 3 4 5 -6
18, To ‘what exteni' do your think Sarah'j§'to blame: for this incident? . i lwivi v 1 2 .3 4 5 ... 6,
19. To what extent do you think Jim is to blame for this incident? 1 2 3 4 5 6
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QUESTIONNAIRE 8

BELOW ARE STATEMENTS ABOUT WOMEN. READ EACH
STATEMENT AND DECIDE WHETHER IT IS TRUE OR FALSE.
CIRCLE "T" FOR RESPONSES WHICH ARE TRUE, AND "F" FOR
RESPONSES WHICH ARE FALSE IN YOUR OPINION. REMEMBER
TO CIRCLE ONLY ONE OF THE TWO CHOICES FOR EACH
STATEMENT. THERE ARE NO RIGHT OR WRONG ANSWERS. WE
WANT TO KNOW WHAT YOU PERSONALLY THINK.

1. I feel that many times women flirt with men just to tease
them or hurt them T
2 Wfeckupsét even by slight criticisinbya woman, . SiTiARE
3. It doesn't really bother me when women tease me about
my faults

5 I do not beheve that women wnll walk all over you if
. you aren't willing to fight o T F
L 6Ldaimbkofen!find myself disagreeing with women , ... isu/ Tl Rudl
7. I do very few things to women that make me feel
rem_orseful afterward

9 There are a number of women who seem to drslrke
me very much T F

d0slidoniiiagietithar.women always seemitasaet:the: breaksive Tk Rigi

11. I don't seem to get what's coming to me in my

relatronshtps wrth women
i, 224105 S AT ’t" lll :

it s g 1 fw; }
13 Women 1mtate me a great deal more than they are
aware of T F

15‘ Lately, I'\;e 'been kmd of -grouchyl w1th women i T F
161 think that most women. would pt lie.to get-ahead.. . . T B .
17.Ttis safer not to trust women. T FE

e i el i

Gk
m_ ~c.ﬂw o O

19. 1 am not easily angered by a woman

(30¢)ofieh feel thet wiopin prolisbly, fhink L
h:‘_‘ e Fghr ind of lff 0 R BRIy
21. I never have hostile feelmgs that make me feel ashamed

of myself Iater ’}‘ F
fmuss» ; P PRI T N A TR AR wﬁ. 91 ihe o
23 I‘am sure 1 5et a raw deal from the women in mZ life T F

1.4 Q‘lt usuallY Wonder) “};‘a’t’i’ élénj "iiso‘r')f é!--mg;!ll‘iiﬁ'ﬁiggf' NCHER

"may have for (!omg tgonlething ‘picé for me?, ¥ ¥ DRI
25. If women had not had it in for me, I would have been

more successful in mZ Personal relations with them T F
[26:Tsnever have the feelingithatwomen\langh dboutime o .in s B
27. Very few women talk about me behind my back T F

[
]

28: Whien-L.1 okb b do me; 1.dont feel i s oo
k‘&%t;é! ‘.{k‘ tfl.l] [ﬁ I:qun ‘,“h,ﬁ!W%”‘}r ETRERITVRRIE tigﬂl‘:‘g

29. I never sulk when a woman makes me angry T F
30l have:heen spipated by toc manyswemen in.my.life. ... ..T... H..

.B.
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QUESTIONNAIRE 9

BELOW ARE STATEMENTS ABOUT RAPE. READ EACH STATEMENT AND DECIDE HOW MUCH YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE., FOR EACH
STATEMENT, CIRCLE THE LETTER(S) THAT DESCRIBE(S) YOUR OPINION. REMEMBER TO CIRCLE ONLY ONE OF THE FIVE CHOICES FOR
EACH STATEMENT. THERE ARE NO RIGHT OR WRONG ANSWERS. WE WANT TO KNOW WHAT YOU PERSONALLY THINK.

Strongly Strongly
Agree Agree Neutral Disagree Disagree

N D SD
L C U P )

1 When women talk and act se e mvmng ra
SRR S LA Al

3 Any woman who teases a man sexually and doesn't fi msh what she started reahstlcally
deserves anythmg she ge&s ’ SA A N D SD
'y o OA‘Li Ty FUNE) llk‘ 4. o ‘",‘:‘1;'-“- v‘. i sl ‘.“‘ A M B . Py T ,: Y “'.' . L. N A‘.‘ In R Xt i.';‘L,' 3R/ T .".v;'; : "‘1"""”‘_‘ o v'.: e N
[saNiYaratssrhantenhedussuimsi ; A R N e

ey
coiodidaindiia e @D Sy
5. Men don't usually intend to force sex on a woman, but sometimes they get too sexually

carried away e . o N D o
igATntatnio s oases: sheilioiianiabhia RRSHG SR s AR *ﬁi&&é&%mm Sl DR Sy
7. Even though the woman may call it rape, she probably en_|o ed n R ' .  S¢ A N D SD

s &'}‘kﬁ\fuphwdw,wN pmu,dmmn yh.f-'.f 'M«'J. SD 4

S aE i oranidoesnyipnyhillaln O AckS S chin'vreaLy sadhind

9. A rape probably didn't happen if the woman has no bruises or marks A N D SD
3 o.il ‘ r”&*‘)h *] Ael U1 Wl

110, Whéiikakyoian:elicws;Béuing J&Mahisertmmpomt, she*;sinpplxcttlmmsmmmmwsAmm.m«m,mmNmW B - 8Dy

11, If a woman is raped, often it's be;:ause she didn't say " clearly enough SA A N D SD

SR Y uii 3 1038 u itk .(,"‘-‘h 23l il S4hey o] WL b 'L Ha iy ad i A e (';t' s;:'.p""’. G o \i

2L ohesaLEe ’foqgﬁafhem@f&}sﬁ%‘{'ﬁ% & i% R D i ey DY

D SD
ATRIN N ."t..l o TN -;,"». N
A s Ntk i Do e SR

13. When men rae, 1t lS because of thelr strong desnre for sex

19 If a husband pays all the bl“S, he has the nght to sex w1th hls w1fe whenever he wants
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QUESTIONNAIRE 10

BELOW ARE STATEMENTS ABOUT MEN AND WOMEN. READ EACH STATEMENT AND DECIDE HOW MUCH YOU AGREE OR DISAGREE. FOR EACH
STATEMENT, CIRCLE THE LETTER(S) THAT DESCRIBE(S) YOUR OPINION. REMEMBER TO CIRCLE ONLY ONE OF THE FIVE CHOICES FOR EACH
STATEMENT. THERE ARE NO RIGHT OR WRONG ANSWERS. WE WANT TO KNOW WHAT YOU PERSONALLY THINK.

Strongly Neutral/ Strongly
Agree Agree  Undecided Disagree Disagree

1. Home economics cou{rses should b% as acceptable for male studen}s as for female students SA A N D SD

g ) 3 ”" {4 ) Ny f AEVETIIg £¥ Mok vl i N L

i2aWonsatnaveratinon bty i fosakeaor tisines IS Hiont R ML R i o oS B B it N i Don - SP- o
3. ngh school counselors should encouragc quallﬁed women to enter techn:&cal f"lelds like engmeermg SA A N D SD

(I l 3 L) o L ‘m 4 ’ 4 '

L4 Cieaniodoin dheldighes stiouidiis:heshiaredirespansibility:qfibiaands AthAVER e b it i S Miniae B it Nusrwoosai Do SD
5. A husband should leave the care of young babnes to his wife , _ SA A N D SD
\6:The iy, Nofé will:Fun betenif:the father; Taibér. thap' theimiathatiusbréittislgiifor.thelehildreisvS Asiuasr A iueiaNe divac: D s - 8D
7.1t should be the mother's responsnblhty, not the father's, to Plan the young child's bnrthday ?arty SA A N D SD
\8eWhensaichild awakeris b nighttheimothiér should take: garsa'qﬂuhe’ishildé‘mepdéia S el Ak A e NG s i i, SP.-

9. Men and women should be given an egual chance for profess;onal training SA A N D SD
] A N "l ' ; LA . N By -i"'.'".r ‘-"' , .l ;. ’ ."I'i Q. ‘.-.‘.;:1 . .’ A “’!-f\u. - ",.-.‘- " u».,.:'-‘.ll N .
105 cawatel romaWombniio:ges nichabifor Blman . e BN 5 1 R Ay " abteoeaSARIA At Alilie: Nyt aDis o SD ey
11. W?en] it comes to plann:ng a Party, women are better judges of whlch Pcorle to mvnte SA A N D SD
By I } PR 1 . . Vi AT, R ,

1 25k drita Rk ome i i anallvirAlk/Bbs should - béidiscoitaged il b il i o witnssS Anvisten A it N st By 8D s i
13. Expensive ]Ob trammg should be glven mostly to men ‘ | SA A N D SD
A5t hishBndls b e theshisadiaf thebamilyitlt s it il S B S A A i N s 2D 8D

15. It is wrong for a man to enter a tradmonally female career SA A N D SD

Nt oy Vi e et '--‘i' .
16:Tiupoftantedresroafed/decisions shonid: bekLeeH Fo: iRl shand e i i s s S MM A e Nisrcoidic 2Dt SD - v
17. A woman should be careful not to appear smarter than the man she is datmg SA A N D SD
N a4 mi‘ i 1t R AT 1 S 5 "“".r,.- N S
1 BeabVotii¥iné b stikelyiinninion ebheasSin Hbbiabantobie i KHOWRRA 9 Billlatm oo ot ST GRS 2o e N D 65D 5 4
19. A husband should not meddle in the domestic affairs of the household SA A N D SD
] idiod . Siie):s PP R A ™ - N
20 ltgidsmmoreiatntonrase:for imotbryaliiorthana Sather: toi chatigey IRBABHR MBS s: - vt il S AL A St oot Diioste, SDi o
21. When tw le are datlng, lt |s best if they base thelr social life around the man's fnends SA A N D SD
«WM%: ; &nm U&. “\Ae, Al }’”*t@* ﬁ’ :
s i b Ol e e i i S A b A st N i s s 8D s

23. When a cou le 1s mvxted to a arty the wife, not the husband, should accc:.Et or declme the invitation SA A N D SD

P44t EnshndinG et e om0 0 S A At e D s SD i

25. Equal opportunity for all jobs regardless of sex is an ideal we should all support SA A N D SD
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QUESTIONNAIRE 12

INSTRUCTIONS: WE ARE INTERESTED IN GETTING YOUR THOUGHTS AND OPINIONS ABOUT THIS STUDY.
PLEASE ANSWER BRIEFLY THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS. WORK AS QUICKLY AS YOU CAN.

1. What do you think is the purpose of this study?

2a. Why do you think we asked you to describe a typical seduction scenario?

b. At what point in the study did this occur to you?

3a. Why do you think you were asked for details about your description of a typical seduction scenario?

b. At what point in the study did this occur to you?
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4a. Why do you think we asked you to describe a typical rape scene?

b. At what point in the study did this occur to you?

Sa. Why do you think you were asked for details about your description of a typical rape scene?

b. Atwhat point in the study did this occur to you?



|

‘uolssiwiad noyum payqiyosd uononpoudas Joyung Jaumo JybuAdoo ayy Jo uoissiwiad yum paonpoiday

6a. Why do you think you were asked to read the Jim-Sarah scenario?

b. At what point in the study did this occur to you?

7a. Do you think that we wanted you to see the Jim-Sarah scenario
in a particular way (i.e., either as a rape or a non-rape)? yes (go to #7b.below)
no (go to #8 on next page)

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

b. If yes, did you think we meant for you to see it as rape or non-rape? rape
non-rape

c. If yes, how sure are you that we meant for you to see the

scenario in a particular way? I 2 3 4 5 6 7
not sure extremely
at all sure

-----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

d. If yes, at what point in the study did this occur to you?

---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- DR N R N R R N N N E RN

e. If yes, to what extent did your belief that we wanted you to see the
scenario in a particular way affect your answers? 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
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8a. Questionnaire 6 asked you questions about cause, responsibility and blame.
(e.g. To what extent do you think Sarah was the cause of this incident? 1 2 3 4 5 6)
We are interested in how you personally defined these terms when you
answered the questions. Please define below:

I defined cause as:

1 defined responsibility as:

I defined blame as:

9a. Did it ever occur to you that you were not givena true and accurate description of this study? yes no

b. If yes, what do you think was untrue or inaccurate?

-------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- XX RN

c. If yes, when during the study did these suspicions occur to you?

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- sev s

d. If yes, how sure are you of your suspicions? I 2 3 4 5 6 7



10a. Have you ever heard or read. of é stlidy 6f this sort? | -. yes no

ooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooooo

b. If yes, what exactly have you heard or read?

‘uoissiwaad noyum payuqiyosd uononpoisdas Jayun4 “saumo ybuAdoo ayi jo uoissiwiad yum paonpoiday

11. If you have any comments or concerns regarding this study, please write them below.

PLEASE TURN THE QUESTIONNAIRE OVER FACE DOWN WHEN YOU ARE THROUGH.
REMAIN SEATED FOR FURTHER INSTRUCTIONS.
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INSTRUCTIONS FOR STUDY

Researcher: Jennifer McFarlane (M.A. Psychology Student)
~ Supervisor: Dr. Josephine Tan

This study will investigate opinions regarding sexual encounters. You will
be asked to describe some typical sexual encounters between men and women. You
will then be requested to read a vignette of a sexual encounter between a man and a
woman, and answer some questions about your thoughts and perceptions about
what happened. You will also be asked to answer questions about sexual encounters
unrelated to the vignette and about your beliefs. This study will require
approximately 1 hour to complete.

Participation in this study is entirely voluntary, meaning that you can leave
the study any time you want. If you do choose to withdraw, just return the form. No
questions will be asked and there will be no penalty. Your responses will be kept
confidential and anonymous. There is no way that the responses can be traced
back to you. We will be pleased to provide you with your own copy of the summary
of the results from this study upon its completion if you so wish. Let me know if you
are interested at the end of the session.

If you are an Introductory Psychology student you will receive one bonus
point for your participation in this experiment.

|
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LAKEHEAD e UNIVERSITY

5 Oliver Road. Thunder Bay, Ontario, Canada P7B SE! m Department of Psycholog)

Telephone (307) 343-844|

CONSENT FORM
Title of research: Opinions Towards A Sexual Encounter
L consent to participate in this study on opinions

regarding sexual encounters which investigates how people, on the basis of limited
information, react to, and develop opinions about sexual encounters.

The procedures in this project have been explained to me as follows. I will be asked to
describe some typical sexual encounters between men and women. I will then be asked
to read a short story involving a sexual encounter between a man and woman. I will
answer questions about my thoughts and perceptions about what happened. I will

also be asked to fill out several questionnaires on my feelings, thoughts, and attitudes.

All of my responses will be kept anonymous and confidential.
I also understand that my participation in this research is voluntary. If for some
reason [ wish to discontinue my participation in the study once the session has begun,

I am free to do so without explanation or penalty even after I have signed this form.

I understand that if I am an Introductory Psychology student, I will receive one bonus
point towards my Introductory Psychology course grade for my participation.

If the results of this study gets presented or published, I will not be identified in any
way.

If I so wish, I may request for a summary of the results from this research project upon
its completion.

Name (Print) Signature Date
(participant)

Name (Print) Signature Date
(witness)

PLEASE TURN FORM OVER FACE DOWN WHEN DONE.

ACHIEVEMENT THROUGH EFFORT

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.
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BOOKLET 1

PLEASE START WITH BOOKLET 1. WHEN DONE, GO TO BOOKLET 2, AND THEN 3.
PLEASE PROCEED IN THIS ORDER: BOOKLET 1,2, AND 3.

DO NOT REFER BACK TO PREVIOUS QUESTIONNAIRES IN A BOOKLET OR TO A PREVIOUS
BOOKLET AFTER COMPLETING ANY ONE QUESTIONNAIRE.
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|

i

BOOKLET 3

IMPORTANT! THE REST OF THE QUESTIONNAIRES THAT FOLLOW DO NOT RELATE TO THE JIM-SARAH
SCENARIO THAT YOU READ BEFORE.

PLEASE READ THE INSTRUCTIONS FOR EACH RESPECTIVE QUESTIONNAIRE THAT FOLLOWS
BEFORE RESPONDING.
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BOOKLET 4

NOW THAT YOU HAVE COMPLETED THE STUDY, PLEASE COMPLETE THE QUESTIONNAIRE THAT
FOLLOWS. PLEASE READ EACH QUESTION CAREFULLY AND RESPOND AS ACCURATELY AS POSSIBLE.

‘uoissiwiad noyym panqiyoid uononpoldas Jayund “JSUMO WBuAdoo sy} o uoissiwiad yum paonpoiday




Rape Judgments 174

Appendix 17

Debriefing Sheet

'
|
!

Reproduced with permission of the copyright owner. Further reproduction prohibited without permission.



DEBRIEFING

Psychologists have long been interested in how people make judgments about other people’s
behavior, and how they make decisions about situations on the basis of limited information. For
example, how do people decide who is to blame for a situation? Similarly, how do people decide
| whether a forceful dating situation is an instance of rape or not? Generally, research has determined
that characteristics of the victim, offender, situation, and observer affect judgments about rape
situations.

i This study examines observer characteristics which are believed to affect judgments and

i | decisions about rape. Firstly, it examines whether an individual's idea of a "typical” rape will affect
whether they will identify an ambiguous dating situation as rape or not. We expect to find that
individuals who believe a typical rape is one which occurs between two strangers will be less likely to
. | identify a forced sexual encounter in a dating situation as a "rape”. Secondly, the study seeks to
determine whether a person's sex-role beliefs will affect their judgments about a rape situation. People
with traditional sex-role beliefs believe that women should have more restricted rights and
opportunities than men, while those with egalitarian sex-role beliefs hold that rights and opportunities
+ | should be equal for the sexes. We expect that traditional subjects will be less likely to see a forceful

' | sexual encounter as "rape”. Thirdly, this study investigates whether feelings of hostility towards
women will affect one's decisions about a rape situation. We expect that individuals who have high
levels of hostility towards women will be less likely to identify a forced sexual encounter as "rape”.

Overall, our study tries to understand how people take in ambiguous information abouta
sexual encounter and use this information to form opinions and judgments about whether rape
occurred and about the individuals involved. This will help us to understand the decision-making
process of jurors in rape trials.

Before you leave, I would like to ask you to please not say anything at all about this study to
anyone. This is to protect the study. If people who will be participating in this study hear about it,
they may start forming some expectations about it and this may influence their answers to the
questionnaires. Then we won't be getting their honest answer. Should that occur, the entire study
may be ruined and we will have to start all over again. So, no matter the temptation, could you please
promise not to discuss this study with anyone to ensure its success? Do you have any questions?

Are you interested in receiving a copy of the study's results? If you are, please write your
name and address on a mailing label and I'll send a copy to you. Thank you very much for your
participation. It has been invaluable.

|
L
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TAKE HOME SHEET

- Rape is defined as: "penetration, however slight, of any bodily orifice, obtained

- against the victim's will by using force, or threat of force, of any part of the
assailant's body or any object used by the assailant in the course of the assault"
(Burt, 1991).

Some important facts concerning rape include:
1. Every act of coerced sex involving penetration is rape (Burt, 1980).

2 There are may different types of rape. Stranger rape involves a victim and
offender who "have no relationship before the assault and do not even recognize
each other". Date rape occurs when "sexual contact occurs within a relationship
superficially appropriate for intimacy when obtained through the use of
inappropriate coercion or violence" (Koss & Harvey, 1991).

3. Victim resistance does not need to be present in order for a situation to be

' considered rape. The critical elements of rape are that "the sexual acts have
occurred against the victim's will, by the assailant's use of force or the threat
of force" (Burt, 1991).

4. Acquaintance rape deviates from the stereotypical view of rape being committed
by a stranger who uses a weapon, at night, outside (in a dark alley), with a lot of
assailant violence, and victim resistance, resulting in severe wounds on the victim
as evidence of her struggle (Burt, 1991).

S. Very few rapes fit the stereotypical description outlined above, most rapes are
: committed by someone known to the victim (Parrot & Bechhofer, 1991).
. 6. In acquaintance rape, assailants are more likely to use verbal or psychological

coercion to overpower their. victims than weapons (Bechhofer & Parrot. 1991).

References:

Burt, M. (1991). Rape myths and acquaintance rape. [n A. Parrot & L. Bechhofer (eds.) Acquaintance
Rape: The Hidden Crime. United States of America: John Wiley & Sons

Parrot, A., & Bechhofer, L. (1991). What is acquaintance rape? In A. Parrot & L. Bechhofer (eds.)
Acquaintance Rape: The Hidden Crime. United States of America: John Wiley & Sons

Koss, & Harvey, (1991). The rape victim: Clinical and community intervention, second edition.
California: Sage Publications

There are several local community agencies which will provide information and/or
assistance to victims of rape. The agencies in Thunder Bay include:

| Catholic Family Development Centre, 36 Banning St...............ccccceeeeenniii. 345-7323
| Camberland Counselling Centre, RR 13, 815 Lakeshore Drive....................... 683-3535
| Thunder Bay Family & Credit Counselling Agency, 411 E. Donald St.......... 623-9596
| Lakehead Psychiatric Hospital, 580 N. Algoma St......cccooviriviiiriiiiiinaaneens 343-4300
Crisis & Admitting 343-4392
Gender Issues Centre, Student Centre 0019, Lakehead University..................... 343-8110
Monday to Friday, 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m.
St. Joseph's General Hospital, 35 N. Algoma St.....cccccovrriucvreriiiricnannnn.. 343-2431
| Psychology Department 343-2420
| Thunder Bay Physical & Sexual Assault Crisis Centre, 385 Mooney St........ 344-4502
| Crisis lines open 24 Hours 345-0062

Thank you for your participation. Y our participation in this study will help us
understand the way in which information about a date rape is processed and used to
- arrive at decisions and judgments regarding the rape. If you have any questions
~ regarding this study, please contact Jennifer McFarlane at 343-8476 or Dr. Josephine
. Tan at 346-7751.
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