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INTRODUCTION

Background

In recent years, social psychologists have shown increasing in-
terest in testing theory and applying knowledge in various aspects of
the criminal justice system. Work has ranged from a wide variety of
experimental analogues (Landy and Aronson, 1969; Walster, 1966; Jones
and Aronson, 1973; Doob, 1975) to action research, including the ap-
pltcation of survey and statistical techniques to the selection of
actual juries (Schulman et al., 1973; Kairys et al.)

Much of the experimental work has attempted 'to determine whether
individuals use extralegal devices in arriving at decisions regarding
responsibility and degree of punishment for illegal actions'" (Jones
and Aronson, 1973, p. 415). Most of the work to which Jones and Aron-
son refer has been grounded in attribution theory, particularly in
that area of attribution research concerned with the notion of a "just
world" (Lerner, 1965; Lerner and Simmons, 1966). According to this
idea, people have a strong tendency to believe that one gets what one
deserves, and deserves what happens to him. In a just world, there
will be a tendency to blame even innocent victims for their fate as a
way of maintaining cognitive constancy. Although Lerner (1965) has
shown that observers tend to prefer to attribute causality to someone
other than the victim of accident or catastrophe if possible, examples
abound of what Ryan (1966) has called "blaming the victin,” so that
Jews were held somehow responsible for their persecution by the Nazi's
(Hallie, 1971; Selznick and Selznick, 1969), the plight of the poor is

sometimes seen by the middle class as the result of laziness (Ryan,



1966), and even natural disasters may be seen as punishment for sin
(Rosenman, 1956).

The tendency to blame the victim may have interactive consequences
for other attributions. The belief that characteristics of the victim
influence not only how much the victim will be blamed for what happened
but also how much punishment will be assigned to an offender in a cri-
mindl case is a common one. Results dealing with the direction of
this influence, however, have been contradictory. Landy and Aronson
(1969) found that simulated jurors gave the highest sentences when the
defendant was "unattractive" in character and the victim "attractive,"
sentences were lowest when the defendant was "attractive" or "neutral”
and the victim was "unattractive.'" The mythology of lawfers also seems
to hold that the decision of a jury will be affected by the character
of the victim: Percy Foreman has claimed that, '"the best defense in a
mueder case is the fact that the deceased should have been killed re-
gardless of how it happened" (Smith, 1966). This mythology may have
some basis in fact. In t:heir massive study of judges and juries,
Kalven and Zeisel (1966) found that certain characteristics of the vic-
tim do seem to influence sentencing of an offender: drunkenness, and,
in sex crimes, bad character in a victim seem to have the greatest ef-
fect in decreasing the sentence which will be given to a defendant,

All of the work mentioned above has used sentence as the dependent
variable; none specifically asked Both for sentence to an offender and
how much the respondent felé the victim was at fault., In contrast,
when Jones and Aronson (1973) asked Both for a sentence for an offender
and attribution of fault to the victim, they found a positive relation;

higher sentence was found in the same situation which produced the
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greatest tendency to attribute fault to the victim,

A final varia;ie that has been thought to influence both attribu-
tion of fault to a victim and, in criminal cases, sentence given to an
offender, is the seriousness of the crime, including 2xtent of injury.
Both Walster (1966) and Jones and Aronson (1973) found that tendency
to attribute fault to the victim increased with severity of the conse-
quences. Indeed, a major percept of the just world notion is the idea
that the more someone suffers, the more likely he is to be perceived
by others as deserving of what has happened to him,

A crime that has been the object of special focus in recent years,
particularly in the area of perceptions of the victim by others, and
the special problems a victim encounters as a result of these attitudes,
has been forcible rape.l Discussions of the crime have abounded in the
media; dramatizations have reached a wide audience and books and arti-
cles on the subject aimed at the general public have proliferated.
Those instfitutions that traditionally have dealt with rape and rape
victims: law enforcement and health care facilities, have, in some
cases, instituted special programs and training for their personnel
who deal with rape victims (Brodyaga, Gates, Singer, Tucker and White,
1975; Burgess and Holstrom, 1974). Citizen's groups concerned pri-
marily with helping the victim and with disseminating information about
rape have sprung up around the country. Indeed, the plight of the rape
victim has been a major focus of the renascent feminist movement

(Brodyaga at al., 1975; Csida and Csida, 1974; Brownmiller, 1975).

1'Ihroughout this document the term "rape'" will be used to refer to
forcible rape as opposed to statutory rape.
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A common assertion, especially by feminist writers (Russell, 1975;
Connell and Wilson, 1974), has been that rape has been considered by
our society to be substantially different from other violent crimes
against the person. A major source of this difference, it has been
claimed, has lain in perceptions of the victim. Hilberman (1976)
quotes a common illustration of this difference';

...the contrast is striking if one imagines the cross exa=-

mination of a robbery victim which parrallels that of the

rape victim:

In other words, Mr., Smith, you were walking around the streets

late at night in a suit that practically advertised the fact

that you might be a good target for some easy money, isn't

that so? I mean, if we didn't know better, Mr., Smith, we

might even think that you were asking for this to happen,

mightn't we? (p. 3)

Perhaps the best evidence for the existence of such a differential
status comes from an examination of the law and legal commentary. In
many jurisdictions, rape has had evidentiary requirements more strin-
gent than those expected in other crimes generally included in the
category '"violent crimes against the person": homicide, robbery, and
aggravated assault (LeGrand, 1973; Barnett, 1971; Babcock et al., 1975).
In most cases, the alleged victim must have proof beyond her? sworn
testimony that she did not consent to the act (proof such as bruises,
lacerations, torn clothing or other evidence of a struggle), and that

a sex act took place, While some states have embodied these require-

ments in statute, in many more states they have been a part of gcase

2A1though in some states males may be victims of rape and females of-

fenders, in the vast majority of cases, a male is the offender and a
female the victim., Therefore, the male pronoun will be used to
refer to the offender and the female to the victim,
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law (LeGrand, 1973; Barnett, 1971; Washington, D. C., Task Force on
Rape, 1973). In other crimes, such as robbery, the sworn testimony of
the victim, either male or female, usually is sufficient to establish
lack of consent and that the act took place. [ﬁowever, police sources
suggest the need for corxroboration in cases of assault (International
Association of Chiefs of Police, 1971):] Further evidence of the dif-
ference in the legal process between rape and other crimes may be seen
in the findings that rape is the least likely of the violent crimes
against the person to result in a conviction after an arrest has been
made (Kalven and Zeisel, 1966; Kelley, 1974).

As Lerner (1965) has suggested happens in other circumstances,
attributions of fault to the rape victim often are couched in terms of
her character, Many of the recent commentaries on rape have echoed
the speculation of the Washington, D. C., Task Force on Rape that
special legal reservations about rape are a result of

«+.Victorian anachronisms [ﬁhicﬁﬂ appear to underlie many

judicial decisions as well as the verdicts of even the most

rppresentative juries. These include the suspicion that a

"proper" person should have absorbed substantial physical

brutality to evidence lack of consent; that prior sexual ex-

perience of any kind is reasonable evidence of possible mis-
conduct or “provocation" on the part of the unmarried victim;
that "nice girls don't get raped and bad girls shouldn't

cmlain”o L] (pp' 5"6)

This statement implies, as have many others (Babcock et al., 1975;
Bard and Ellison, 1974), that many of the attributions typically made
about rape have revolved around conceptions of the act as being pri-
marily of a sexual, as opposed to a criminal, nature. Thus the claim
is that rape has been saddled with much of the attitudinal baggage

that has attached itself to sexuality in our society. In this context,

geveral themes indicative of character attributions emerge: the ''real"
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rape victim is a "good" woman who values her "honor'" more than her life,
and can be raped only when beaten or otherwise rendered unconscious;
other women who report rape probably are liars, provoked the crime,
and possibly enjoyed the act.

The idea that rape is a crime particularly susceptible to lying ia
centuries old: Potiphar's wife was one of the more notorious examples.
Hale's Rule of Caution (after Lord Chic;f Justice Matthew Hale, a seven-
teenth century English jurist) still must be included in the charge to
the jury in many states: ''rape is an accusation easy to be made and
hard to be proven, and harder to be defended by the person accused,
tho never so innocent."

Wigmore (1970), considered an expert on evidentiary requirements,
concurs with the notion that lying is common in rape complaints:

...modern psychiatrists have amply studied the behavior of
errant young girls and women coming before the courts in all
sorts of cases, Their psychic complexes are multifarious, dis-
torted partly by inherent defects, partly by disease derange-
ments or abnormal instincts, partly by bad social environments,
partly by temporary physiological or emotional conditions.

One form taken by these complexes is that of contriving false
charges of sexual offenses by men. The unchaste (let us call
it) mentality finds incidental but direct expression in the
narration of imaginary sex incidents of which the narrator is
the heroine or the victim, On the surface the narration is
straightforward and convincing., The real victim, however,

too often is the innocent man; for the respect and sympathy
naturally felt by any tribunal for a wronged female helps to
give credit to such a plausible tale.... No doubt any judge
of a criminal court and any prosecuting attorney can corro-
borate this with instances from his own observation. Judging
merely from the reports of cases in the appelate courts, one
must infer that many innocent men have gone to ppison because
of tales whose falsity could not be exposed.... (p. 736, note
6)

Wigmore does not elaborate further on evidence supporting this
statement, but, on the basis of it, suggests that all rape complainants

be required to submit to a psychiatric examination., In the same vein,
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many police departments require alleged rape victims to submit to a
polygraph examination (Brodyaga et al., 1975).

In addition to attributions of fault based on the victim's charac-
ter, attributions of fault may be based on the victim's behavior. This
is the area of inquiry commonly known as "victim precipitation."

The issue of victim precibitation has been the central focus of
the area of criminology known as 'victimology." Although originslly.
conceived as a study reflecting ''scientific concern for the plight of
those victimized and exploited" (Weis and Borges, 1973), the emphasis
has come to be an examination of the behavior of the victim as excul-
patory evidence for the behavior of the offender: as Weis and Borges
(1973) put it, the act becomes justifiable on the part of the offender,
and the victimization '"legitimate." As Percy Foreman put it in a
homicide case, '"The jury was ready to dig up the dece;tsed and shoot him
all over again" (Smith, 1966).

Weis and Borges (1973) contend that most criminological work could
be called "'victorology'...reflecting more interest in the winners
(lat. victores) than in the losers of criminal activities... and losing
sight of victims" (p. 97). |

The idea that the victim provoked the crime of rape is common,

The excuses for justifying rape afe varied. For example, it has been

common to interpret social interaction of the victim with the offender

as evidence of victim precipitetion in rape, As evidence of the alleged

"lackadaisical attitude by many females to being a victim of rape,"

the Columbus, Ohio, Police Department (1974) offers the following:
...consider that 327% of reported rape victims, between Jan-

uary and September of 1973, were interacting socially either
tn a tavern, cocktail party, friend's house, etc.
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Some criminologists agree, Amir (1971), in a descriptive study
of rape from police records in Philadelphia in 1958 and 1960, has de-
fined victim precipitation as

...those rape situations in which the victim actually, or so

it was deemed, agreed to sexual relations but retracted be-

fore the actual act or did not react strongly enough when the

suggestion was made by the offender(s). The term applies

also to cases in risky situations marred with sexuality, es-

pecially when she uses what could be interpreted as indecency

in language and gesture, or constitutes what could be taken

as an invitation to sexual relations.... (p. 266)
Nineteen percent of the cases in the Philadelphia study fit this de-
finition. On the basis of this finding, and without comparison with
other crimes, Amir agrees with the idea that more rigid evidentiary
requirements are needed in rape cases than in other crime situations.

The question of victim precipitation in rape takes on a somewhat
different character when studied in comparison with other violent
crimes., In a study of police records for 1967 in 17 U, S, cities,
Curtis (1974), using Amir's definition of victim precipitation for rape,
judged 5% of the cases studied to have involved such precipitation;
in 827%, no provocation was evident, and in 12% the circumstances were
unclear. In contrast, 20% of the cases of criminal homicide were
judged clearly to have involved provocation on the part of the victim,
as were 17% of the cases of aggravated assault, 6% of the armed rob-
beries, and 9% of the unarmed robberies.

Indeed, in variables other than victim precipitation, the results
of the majority of studies that have compared forcible rape with other
crimes against the person seem to favor the hypothesis that rape has

much in common with these acts. The Report of the U, S. National Com-

mission on the Causes and Prevention of Violence (1969), and Wolfgang
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and Ferracuti's (1967) work on the subculture of violence both give
substantial evidence that the majority of offenders in all violent
crimes: homicide, forcible rape, robbery, and assault, come from the
same age, socio-economic and ethnic group. As Wolfgang and Ferracuti
(1967) put it, "There are clusters of variables that have been tradi-
tionally noted to be associated with homicide and other assaultive
crimes" (pp. 293-294). In addition to being young, male, and black,
the majority of violent offenders in the studies cited were character-
ized by low socio-economic status, below average I. Q., disrupted family,
and residence in poor neighborhoods (Wolfgang and Ferracuti, 1967, p.
269). Nor do most offenders confine themselves to a single kind of
crime, Scudiés of arrested offenders show that sizeable numbers of
suspects arrested for forcible sex crimes wup to 80% in New Orleans)
had previous arrests for non-sex related offenses (Amir, 1971; Minyard
and Niklaus, 1974).

In the light of this evidence of differential treatment of rape
and rape victims in the legal process, especially given the evidence
cited that rape may have much in common with other crimes, the questions
arise: how pervasive are these attitudes and what factors are influ-
ential in determining them? To begin to answer such questions, one
must first ask: what factors have been found to influence the forma-
tion of attitudes in general, and particularly, what factors seem to
influence attitudes about crime?

The gengral literature on attitude formation is voluminous and
contradictory. A major issue has been the importance of experience
in determining attitudes, The literature offers conflicting evidence,

with no strong bias in one direction or the other (MaGuire, 1969).
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A variable that has frequently been found to have at least a mediating
effect on the influence of experience has been the norms of groups to
which an individual belongs (McGuire, 1969).

The influence of experience on perceptions of grime and crime
victimization has received little direct attention, nor is there clear
evidence that group norms may influence these perceptions. A review of
the literature on the public's perceptions of criminal behavior by
Newman and Trilling (1975) did find that "a broad consensus regarding
the severity of traditional criminal behavior has been found in many
studies." An example is a study by Sellin and Weifgang (1964), which
showed no difference in the judgement of seriousness of a number of
offenses by university students, line police officers, juvenile divi-
sions officers or juvenile court judges. Similar consensus about vio~
lent crime was found by Wright and Cox (1967) in a study of 2,278
seventeen and eighteen year old subjects. However, a lack of consen-
sus about the seriousness of violent offenses is evident in the sentences
given different offenders for what is legally the same offense. A
recent study commissioned by the judges of the U, S. Court of Appeals
for the Second Circuit found vast differences in the sentences that
judges stated they would give in a series of cases presented to them.
Other studies have shown that certain judges are much more likely to
imprison defendants for a given crime than are others in the same
county (Dershowitz, 1975).

In an attempt to reconcile these conflicting findings, other
studies have attempted to isolate more specific factors that influence
perception of crime, In their review of the literature, Newman and

Trilling (1975) found that
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...strength of religiosity is an important factor media-

ting perceptions of deviance. However, in comparison to

the extensive work in perceptions of mental illness, per-

ceptions of crime have rarely been found to be affected by

the various social class variables....

Finally, the perceptions of the seriousness of crime by the general
public are not always in accord with the sanctions of the law., While
Gibbons (1969) found that violent crimes tended to be most severely
punished by the law and also given severe penalties by lay persons, the
correlation was by no means perfect. Riedel (1972), using the Sellin-
Wolfgang scale, demonstrated that the intent of the criminal to inflict
harm or not did not influence subjects' judgement of the seriousness
of the act; only the extent of harm actually inflicted seemed to have
been important. The law, on the other hand, does recognize the impor-
tance of intent, or of mitigating circumstances,

In contrast to the literature on the general perception of crime
and criminals, the literature on the perception of the wictim, which,
except for the "just world" work, is rather sparse, seems to argue that
in some instances group norms may be important in determining attitudes,
particularly attitudes toward victims of rape. In particular, police
and adherents of the feminist movement often are considered, at least
in anecdotal literature and in the writings of radical feminists
(Brownmiller, 1975; Connell and Wilson, 1973), conflicting in their at-
titudes toward rape victims., Brownmiller (1975) is particularly vitu-
perative in her attacks on police. She spends several pages discussing
the single incident of rape by a police officer that is reported year-
ly in New York City, vhile failing to mention the few cases of female

offenders who sexually assault males, She further chronicles several

case histories of "insensitive, often hostile" treatment of rape victims
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by police officers. In contrast, she implies that feminists are un-
failingly supportive of the victim, regardless of her behavior or

character:

... I, on the other hand, would consider the housewife [who
lets a strange man into her house for a glass of watei] and
the hitch-hiker insufficiently wary, but in no way would I
consider their actions provocative or even mildly precipitant,
Similarly, most men seem to consider a woman who engages in
sex play but stops short of intercourse guilty not only of
precipitant behavior, but of cruel, provocative behavior with
no excuse, yet I and my sister feminists would argue that her
actions are perfectly allowable and quite within the bounds
of human decency and rational decisions.... (p. 354)

In view of these statements, it seems fruitful to examine more
closely the evidence about the attitudes of these two groups, police
and feminists, toward crime victims, particularly the victims of rape.

Police attitudes toward victims

Niederhoffer (1967) has argued that the police may be viewed as a
subculture with a strong and coherent set of values:

...when a group feels that it is being threatened, or treated

unfairly, it falls back on its code of values, Cynicism is

an ideological plank deeply entrenched in the ethos of the

police world, and it serves equally well for attack or defense,

For many reasons, the police are particularly vulnerable to

cynicism, When they succumb, they lose faith in people,

society, and eventually in themselves. In their Hobbesian

view, the world becomes a jungle in which crime, corruption,

and brutality are normal features of the terrain.... (p. 9)
A study by Niederhoffer (1967) of police attitudes toward their clien-
tele shows women complainants are better liked than cop-fighters, homo-
sexuals or known criminals, but less well liked that "bohemians" or
minority group members,

Symonds (1973), drawing largely on clinical experience, found in-
difference or even antagonism toward the victims of crime to be pre-

valent both in the general population and among police. He hypothesizes

that such attitudes are due in part to "primitive fear of contamination
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by the unlucky victim," and, especially in police, to the fact that

++.by the time the victim is seen the criminal act is in the
past with the criminal gone. There is nothing active that
the listener can do and the victim's expression of her dis-
tress is experienced by the listener as an implied demand
that something be done, as well as an implied criticism that
the listener failed to protect her from this tragic experi-
ence,

This reaction of seeming indifference of the police,
that the victim experiences, ‘is due to a common misinterpre-
tation by the police of the concept of professionalism. In
their zeal to be neutral, and since it is a crime in the past
with the criminal gone, they aggressively question the victim
as to the details of the crime, This behavior rejects implied
expectations of comfort to the victim, as well as rejects the
victim's implied criticism that the police have failed to do
their job of protecting him from crime....

Special cynicism about the validity of complaints of rape is built
into much of the material used in training police investigators.
O'Hara's (1974) text on criminal investigation cautions that "since
charges of rape are easily made, the necessity of close scrutiny of
the victim's complaint is evident" (p. 305). He further asserts that

...where a vigorous woman alleges ravishment, it is to be ex-
pected that signs of violence such as wounds, bruises, and
scratches will be present and their absense should induce a
moderate degree of skepticism, unless the girl avers that she
fainted from fear, became panic-stricken, or was otherwise
rendered incapable of physical resistance. The acts and de-
meanor of the female immediately after the alleged commis-
sion should be subject to very critical investigation in
these cases.... (p. 307)

In the same vein, a Training Key put out by the International As~
sociation of Chiefs of Police (1969) warns that

...8eparating the truth from the lie is often a difficult
task, Carefully note the appearance and behavior of the
victim, Generally, the actions and the appearance of a bona
fide victim leaves little doubt that a crime has been com-
mitted. She is highly agitated or emotionally upset, often
in a state of hysteria. Most often, she has sustained in-
juries, cuts, bruises or gunshot wounds. Her clothing is
ripped or torn off as evidence that it was forcibly removed.
If the rape occurred outdoors, the victim is generally thrown
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to the ground and her outer-garments are stained or soiled,3
During the investigative interview, note the victim's

attitude and reaction to your suggestion that she be given a

medical examination...be suspect of her desire to forget the

vhele incident and refusal to cooperate ielipses and italics

in the origins{].

This document also strongly suggests charging the alleged victim with
false complaint if the investigator harbors and suspicions about the
validity of her complaint,

In contrast, O'Hara's only comment about the victim of robbery is
that

...at least 20% of the victims were chronic drunks or men

seeking the company of prostitutes or homosexuals, The habits

of these persons render them especially vulnerable to the

mugger.... (p. 427)

Examples of the general skepticism of police, and their tendency
to emphasize the sexual nature of the crime of rape, abound (Brodyaga
et al., 1975). A report by the police depertment of Columbus, Ohio
(1974), states

...8ex education in our school system has taught the various

measures in avoiding pregnancy. The "pill," so available and

freely used in our society, has undoubtedly developed a some-
wvhat lackadaisical attitude by many females to being a victim

of rape....

Interestingly, despite the contention of feminists that policewomen
can be expected to be more supportive of the rape victim than police-
men -- apparently by virtue of their gender alone ~-- Brodyaga and her
colleagues (1975) found similar instances of skepticism among female

officers,

3Curtent evidence does not support these contentions (Amir, 1971; New
York Police Department Sex Crimes Analysis Unit Annual Report, 1973).
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In contrast to these largely suspicious statements, very recent
material tends to be more moderate. The most recent International As-
sociation of Chiefs of Police Training Key on rape (1974), details the
range of psychological reactions of victims, and includes statements
indicative of a realization that these reactions may be quite complex:

«s.it 18 extremely important that police officers view rape

as an emotional as well as a physical assault, This is true

regardless of the moral reputation of the victim, Even pros-

titutes, who regularly sell their bodies, will experience

the psychological violation of self when raped....

...the victim may respond in a controlled behavior pattern...
[and] appears to be calm, composed, or subdued....

...special care should be exercised so that the rape victim

is not placed in the position of perceiving herself as being

guilty because of the personal nature of the crime and the

social stigma attached to it....

Even feminists have noted examples of sensitive treatment of the
victim by police. Connell and Wilson (1974) reported that the chief
of detectives of the New York Police Department was "surprisingly sen-
"~ sitive to the problem" of rape., He was '"very aware of the issues,

The police department as a whole is more sensitive and more responsive
and more eager to accept critficism and make changes than some other
city agencies" (p. 237).

Most of the evidence of police attitudes about victims has come
from clinical material such as that of Symonds (1973),.anecdota1 mate-
rial, often delivered to support a theoretical position (Brownmiller,
1975), or the indirect evidence found in the official dicta of training
naterigls. In the only direct study of police attitudes toward rape,
conducted in Du Page County, Illinois, Bracki and Connor (1975) found

1ittle difference between police officers and students on a written

questionnaire, However, when subjects were interviewed in groups, the
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student subjects' responses on the questionnaire and their oral dis-
cussions were found to agree. Police subjects, on the other hand,
responded differently. In group discussions, they displayed consider-
ably more suspiciousness of the rape victim's story than they had in
the questionnaire., The authors hypothesized that it is the "test taking
behavior" that is suspect., An alternative hypothesis might state that
group norms were strongly at work in the discussions, that police of-
ficers in a group might modify their responses to fit those which they
expected their colleagues to hold, or which were perceived as most ac-
ceptible in unofficial, and often, as was seen in the training material
discussed previously, official police circles.

The question of the importance of experience in determining at-
tiéudes toward a victim of rape was not addressed specifically in this
study. The authors did state that few of the subjects had had personal
experience with a rape victim; indeed, only 76 cases of rape were re-
ported in thelcounty during the years 1973-74,

Feminist attitudes toward victims

A group that also claims experience with victims, especially vic-
tims of rape, and whose officially expressed attitudes and positions
are in contrast with the police attitudes noted above is the women's
movement that gained prominence in the late 1960's and the 70's. As
was discussed previously, this movement has had an enormous effect on
focusing public attention on the victim of rape, The most radical view
of rape by feminist authors (Brownmiller, 1975; Russell, 1974) has been
that rape is primarily a political act, used by men for the subjugation
of women. Brownmiller (1975) goes so far as to claim that rape "is

nothing more or less than a conscious process of intimidation by which
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all men keep all women in a state of fear," (p. 15) and
...8 world without repists would be a world in which women
moved freely without fear of men. That some men rape pro-
vides a sufficient threat to keep all women in a constant
state of intimidation, forever conscious of the knowledge
that the biological tool must be held in awe for it may turn
to weapon with sudden wwiftness borne of harmful intent....
(p. 209)

Connell and Wilson (1974) agree. Rape, they say, is the '"logical
result of women being told to be submissive to the dominant male"
(Appendix VIII), because "our society is structured so that men con-
tinuously exploit women whether it is called rape, prostitution, or
marriage" (p. 174).

Virtually every feminist writer has discussed the issue of "vic-
tim precipitation,"” and has condemned the tendency to blame the victim
or to suspect the victim who reports rape of lying (Csida and Cside,
'1974; Barnett, 1971; LeGrand, 1973; Brownmiller, 1975; Connell and
Wilson, 1974). They contend that 'the fact is, women are raped because
they exist, not because of anything they do" (Connell and Wilson, 1974).

The more radical feminists exhibit some confusion and contradiction
over the nature of rape. While contending that rape is a violent act,
not a sexual one, the sentiment has also been expressed that all hetero-
sexual sex has aspects of rape:

...how different is predatory criminal rape from "normal"

sexual behavior? We suggest that the difference is essen-

tially one of degree, that we live in a culture that, at best,

condones and, at worst, encourages women to be perennial vic-

tims, men to be continual predators, and sexual relations to

be fundamentally aggressive.... (Connell and Wilson, 1974,

p. 84)

Interestingly, in an attempt to indict police for their general

conduct toward women, Connell and Wilson (1974) give an example of

police disbelief of a robbery victim:



.+..1 was once working at a small bookstore, and a very big
man came in, I was trapped behind the desk, and he said,
"This is a stickup, give me all the money out of the
drawer." ...As soon as he left, I called the cops, and when
they came, I gave them the description and so forth, and they
said to me, '"Did he touch you?" I said, "No, he stood with
his hands in his pockets." They said, "Oh, did you see that
he had a weapon?" "No." "You mean he just asked you for the
money and you gave it to him?" '"Yes." "That's not a robbery."
It's as if the guy said, May I have some money, and I said,
Certainly. Apparently that's not a robbery, It seemed to me
that they thought I should say, No! My money or my life.

And that I should fight this man off.... (p. 10)

Unfortunately, as with police writings on the subject, the majority

of these commentaries are not based on carefully weighcd, representa-

tive evidence. Most of the feminist evidence seems carefully selected

to support political ideology.
Rape and the "just world"
Given the abundance of speculation about the nature of public

attitudes on rape, it seems profitable to examine the objective evi-

dence. 1In the only study on the subject in the psychological literature,

Jones and Aronson (1973) have tried to bring perceptions about rape

and the rape victim into the orbit of the "just world" studies. They

presented a group of 234 undergraduate students with a pencil and paper

questionnaire which included case accounts either of a rape or an at-

tempted rape, and asked them to assign a sentence to the offender, and

to judge the extent to which the victim might have been at fault,
some of the accounts the victim was described as married, in some as
divorced, and in others as a virgin., In line with findings of other

studies in the "just world" framework, the hypothesis tested was that

a "socially respectable person is seen as more at fault in a crime in

which he was the victim.," Jones and Aronson also hypothesized that a

"defendant who has injured a more respectable person is sentenced more
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severely" than one whose victim is less respectable, Thus, the higher
the sentence given to the defendant, the more the victim is likely to
be blamed for the crime. These hypotheses were confirmed, Unfortun-
ately, the seemingly contradictory nature of these findings is not ad-
equately explained.

Jones and Aronson's study raises more questions than it answers.
As with many of the other "just world" studies (Walster, 1966; Lerner
and Simmons, 1966; Landy and Aronson, 1969), the subjects were college
undergraduates, tested in a group, on a restricted, closed-ended in-
strument. In the case of Jones and Aronson's work, the instrument gave
the subjects no opportunity to make the attributions which Lerner (1966)
suggests they may prefer: to blame the environment or other circum-
stances, rather than the victim. Further, rape was compared with an=
other sex crime, attempted rape, rather than another violent crime,
such as robbery or aggravated assault, Nor was tﬁe' question of the in-
fluence of physical injury to the victim addressed, as a measure of
seriousness of the crime,

Finally, Jones and Aronson make the assumption that attribution of
fault to the victim is strongly related to the belief that the victim
deserved vwhat happened to her: that "fault" and "deserving" are equi-
valent. A pilot study for the present work found, in contrast, that
not only did the majority of respondents not equate fault with deser-
ving, but the term "fault" itself is semantically complex., When re-
spondents were asked both the attribute fault to the victim, and for
an explanation of that attribution, several were found to use the term
"fault"” as equivalent to "cause," These respondents typically would

say, "The crime was the victim's fault, she was not as strong physically
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as the offender," or, '"She had to be out alone at night." Fault for
these respondents was attributed to an uncontrollable variable or
characteristic on the part of the victim,

Thus, Jones and Aronson's study has added little to our under-
standing of the perception of rape and the rape victim, Indeed, some
clinical and anecdotal material seems to suggest that the "just world"
attributions‘found by ﬁones and Aronson (1973), Walster (1966) and
others may not be the sort of attributions that are made by people in
the "real world." Symonds (1973) found more sympathy and less tendency
to blame the victim when the victim is injured than when there has been
no physical injury. In my own work with police officers in several
jurisdictions, my subjective impression has been that when no injury has
occurred, many police officers seem anxious to find a reason for the
crime, which may include blaming the victim, This tendency has been
especially strong in rape cases, However, when a victim is badly in-
jured, police seem less likely to ask quaestions that imply attribution
of fault to the victim: '"What were you doing there." 'Why didn't you
... (8cream, run, resist, etc.)?" They seem least likely to blame the
victim if a suspect has been apprehended, perhaps because a suspect
gives them a more appropriate object for blame, as well as affirmation
that they have done their job, so aborting the tendency that Symonds
(1973) noted to need to project their awn guilt., These reactions do
not seem to be related to an officer's experience with victims, al-
though they may be modified somewhat by special training in dealing
with victims, |

Purpose of the study
This study attempted to answer some of the questions that have
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limited the generalizability of the attribution studies in the "just
world" framework. It also tested some of the assumptions that have
been made ghout attributions about rape and the rape victim,

The just world hypotheses have been tested largely on groups of
college students., In this study, respondents were drawn from the two
non-college groups for which there may be hypothesized to be strong
group pressures regarding the attribution'of fault to a rape victim,
police officers, and members of feminist organizations. A further
sample of respondents was drawn from the general population and matched
to the target groups for age, sex and education. In this, the study
was one of the few attempts to test the '"just world" hypotheses in the
"real world."

The just world studies have concentrated on character of the vic-
tim; this study, instead of varying the respectability of the victim
varied her behavior. The influence of presence or absence of "victim
peecipitation” on sentence to the offender and fault assigned the vic-
tim was studied. In contrast to Jones and Aronson's (1973) work, rape
was compared with another violent crime, robbery, instead of another
sex offense. Hypotheses also were concerned with the influence of
physical injury to the victim, to test more specifically the conten-
tions of the "just world" theorists about the influence of the serious-
ness of consequences.,

In summary, the dependent variables for this study were group mem-
bership, crime, precipitation, and injury. The dependent measures were
sentence to the offender, attribution of fault to the victim, explana-
tion of why a crime happened to a particular victim, and extent to which

the victim deserved what happened.
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Hypotheses

Dependent variable: sgentence

Hypothesis 1. The mean sentence §or robbery will be 4£gni.6£canuy
Less than the mean sentence §or nrape.

The essential difference between robbery and rape is that in one
the victim is forcibly deprived of control over material goods, in the
other of control over sexual activities, Rape has generally been con-
sidered the more serious of the two crimes, although in some states,
gsuch as New Jersey, the penalties are the same, This hypothesis was
to provide a basis for making further statements about the influence of
seriousness of consequences. It is consistent with Jones and Aronson's

hypothesis that sentence will increase with seriousness of offense.

Hypothesis 2. Sentences will be significantly greater when the
vietin 48 injured than when there 48 no infury.

Again, this hypothesis will test in respondents other than college
students Jones and Aronson's finding that sentence increases with seri-

ousness of offense,

Hypothesis 3. Fon nobbery, all groups will give Lower sentences
when the crnime was "precipitated" than when no obvious precipitation was
dnvolved. This difference uill be significantly greaten for police
than forn other ghoups. |

For nape, the difference in sentence between precipitated and non-
precipitated conditions will be significantly greater for pélice than
gor makle civilians. Female civilians will have a significantly greaten

difference than will geminists, and polLice will be greater than feminists.
This hypothesis substitutes the variable of victim behavior for

the variable of victim character that Jones and Aronson (1973), Walster
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(1966), and Luginbuhl and Mullin (1976) studied. It also tests the
notion that police are particularly sensitive to precipitating f£actors
in the victim's behavior in all crimes, but especially in rape. The
feminist literature makes few comments about robbery, so there is no
basis for predictions about the attributions that feminists will make
about robbery victims. The literature cited above does suggest that
feminists should be particularly sensitive to the issue of §1cttm pre-
cipitation in rape, and that they will avoid the tendency to blame the
victim in rape cases,

Dependent variable: fault

Hypothesis 4. For both cnimes, police and civilians will atiribute
more fault to the vietim in the precipitation than in the nonprecipita-
tion condition.

Hypothesis 4a. This will hold forn feminists only when the c/ime

48 nobbeny.
These hypotheses will test the assumption that people recognize

factors that imply "asking for" victimization, and that group member-
ship can alter attributions.

Hypothesis 5. For police, male civilians and femate civilians, the
differences in attrnibution of fault between precipitation and nonprecipi-
tation conditions will be significantly greater fonr hape than for rob-

bery. Fon feminists, the diffemence will be neversed.
This hypothesis tests the contention that, for most people, the

moxe severe the consequences, the greater the tendency to attribute
fault, It also deals with the contention that precipitation is a more
salient feature in rape than in other crimes, Finally, it tests the

notion that group norms can alter preceptions.
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Hypothesis 6. Attrnibution of fauls will be greater when there 48
Anjury than when the vietim 48 not injured.
This hypothesis also tests the "just world" notion that attribu-

tion of fault increases with the severity of the consequences.

Interrelation of dependent variables _

A pilot study4 revealed that when respondents were asked, Why did
this crime happen to this particular victim?, attributions of fault to
the victim tended to fall into the following categories:

1. a characteristic over which the victim had some control:

a willful act;

2. a character defect: a bad person;

3. a characteristic over which the victim has no control:

physical weakness, etc.;

4, a combination of these.

Fault was also attributed to envirommental factors or to God's will,
In addition, many respondents felC that the victim was chosen by ac-

cident, a case of being "at the wrong place at the wrong time."

Hypothesis 7. Sentence wifl be significantly greater when victim-
ization is attributed to uncontrollable forces on characteristics than
when vietimization i8 attrnibuted to acts orn forces under the vietim's

control (categornies 1 and 2 above).

This hypothesis is an extension of Hypothesis 3.

?

Hypothesis 8. The tendency to feel that the vietim deserved what

4All the pilot studies used convenience samples of adult respondents who
are residents of New Jersey. These samples were drawn from groups with
which the investigator has worked.
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happened to her will conrelate significantly with attribution of vietim-

Lzation to acts on forces under the vietim's control.
In a further attempt to get at the meaning of fault for respondents,

and to test Jones and Aronson's assumption that aétribution of fault
correlates with tendency to believe that the victim deserved what hap-
pened, respondents will be asked to what extent they believe the vic-

tim deserved what happened to her, as well as the questions about fault,

Hypothesis 9. Thete will be a positive relation between attribu-

tion of fault to the victim and sentence to the offendenr.
Hypothesis 9 tests Jones and Aronson's findings that cases that

lead to higher sentences for the offender also tend to lead to greater

attribution of fault to the victim,



33
METHOD
Regspondents

One hundred respondents were chosen at random from each of two
groups: police officers, and members of feminist organizations. A
sample of 200 respondents was drawn from the general, English-speaking,
adult population of New Jersey.s Members of this sample were matched
one-to-one with the respondents in the special interest group samples
for age, sex, race and education.

All 400 respondents were New Jersey residents. The state was
chosen because it has a variety of communities; urban, rural, and su-
burban, and because the investigator has many contacts in the state as
a result of extensive lecturing and consulting on rape with police,
feminist groups, and citizen's groups. These contacts aided in the
development of the samples and provided help in enlisting cooperation
from the prospective respondents. |

The interview schedule

The interview consisted of eight vignettes covering two crimes
(rape and robbery), two precipitation conditions (precipitation, no ap-
parent precipitation), and two injury conditions (not injdred, injured
badly enough to constitute atrocious assault and battery). The order
of presentation of vignettes was varied from respondent to respondent
according to a Latin Square design.

After each vignette, respondents were asked questions about the

sentence they felt was appropriate for the offender in the case, and

SMembers of these groups will be referred to as '"laypersons," "civilians,"
or "nonprofessionals."
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the extent to which they felt the victim could be considered at fault
for the crime. A pilot study had irdicated that order of presentation
of these questions did not affect the responses.

Further, each respondent was asked why (s)he felt that each crime
had happened to that particular victim, and to what extent (s)he felt
the victim deserved what happened to her. Finally, each respondent was
" asked questions about personal experience with crime, and demographic
questions, including age, occupation, marital status, and frequency of
attendance at religious services, hereafter called "religiosity." This
last was to verify Newman and Trilling's (1975) observations about the
importance of this factor in determining attitudes about crime.

Construction of the interview schedule

The intvoduction. The state of New Jersey was revising its crimin-
al code at the time of the study. This fact was memtioned, and potential
respondents were told that a purpose of the study was to determine
people's opinions abott crime in the light of the revision. Although
the study had no official status, plans were made to communicate these
results to legislators, several of whom had indicated interest in the
study. |

The vignettes., 48 vignettes (24 rbbbery, 24 rape) were abstragted
from cases taken from police records. All had in common the following
elements: victim and offender were strangers; victim was female, of-
fender male; both victim and offender were between 19 and 25 years old;
the attack was a sudden one; compliance was gained through "force and/
or fear": no weapon was used; when there was injury it was not the re-
sult of a deliberate beating; victim's identification of the offender

was corroborated by other evidence; offender was convicted by a jury
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trial; offender had no previous record of arrests,

The vignettes were written in a style best described as "modified
cop.'" Pilot work indicated that people responded better to this style
than to vignettes written without police jargon, Conjecture would sug-
gest that most people hear crime case histories from police on the tele-
vision news, and find the style appropriate for describing that sort of
case,

A few respondents complained that the vignettes did not give them
sufficient information to make a judgement, This objection was counter-
ed with the reminder that a jury often does not have all the informa-
tion about a case, either, and must make its judgements on the basis of
available evidence,

The cases were given to a group of 80 people (29 male, 51 female,
drawvn from a New Jersey service club), who were asked to judge on a
scale of 0 (no precipitation) to 5 (extreme precipitation) the extent
to which events in the case fit Curtis' (1974) definition of victim
precipitation, A further group of 20 was asked to rate a list of in-
juries on severity. As a result of these pilot studies, two sets of 8
vignettes each were made up, using those cases chosen as best repre-
senting no precipitation and precipitation, and, in the'injury" con-
dition, injuries that were considered equivalent, 7Two sets were used
to assure that the manipulations rather than the vagaries of a specific
case were determining the results,

Eagh set of vignettes contained one example of each of the fol-
lowing:

robbery no precipitation no injury
robbery no precipitation injury
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robbery precipitation no injury
robbery precipitation injury
rape no precipitation : no injury
rape no precipitation injury
rape precipitation no injury
rape precipitation injury.

A police officer and a member of a prosecutor's staff read the
vignettes to assure that they involved legally equivalent crimes where
appropriate. Interestingly, in New Jersey, the maximum penalties for
robbery and for rape are the same: 15 years in prison and/or a $5,000
fine. Both can carry additional charges of assault with intent, a
crime punishable by 12 years in prison and/or a $3,000 fine., 1In the
"injury" condition, additional charges for atrocious assault and bat-
tery are possible, with a poseible penalty of 7 years in prison and/or -
$2,000 fine.

The dependent variables

Sentence, Gibbons (1969), in a study of sentences deemed ap-
propriate for various crimes by the general public, found the following
coding categories sufficient for cases of rape and robbery:

Probation and/or fine

11 months in jail or less

1 year to 2 years 11 months in prison

3 years to 5 years 11 months in prison

6 years to 10 years 1l months in prison

11 years to 15 years 1l months in prison

16 years to 20 years 11 months in prison

21 years to 25 years 11 months in prison

More than 25 years in prison.

A pilot study for this work also indicated that people tend to
give shorter sentences in two or three year increments and longer ones
in five year increments: 'five to ten years,"

Respondents were asked the open-ended question, "Forggtting anything

you may know about the sentences not given, what sentence do you feel
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the defendant in this case should receive?" Although, of course, no
one can literally forget what he knows about a subject for the conven-
ience of an interview, the introductory statement was to remove concern
with getting the "right" answer. Interviewers probed using the above
categories only if the respondent was very hesitant to give any answer,
Responses were recorded verbatim, then coded. . When a reapondent gave
an answer that did not fit exactly into the categories, e.g., "5 - 10
years," it was coded into the closest category, in this case, "6 years
to 10 years 11 months,"

Every respondent answered every sentence question: there were no
missing data.

Fault. Jones and Aronson (1973) used as their f£ault measure
", ..the question 'How much do you consider the crime to be the victim's
fault?' The subject answered by circling a number of a 21-point scale
from ~10 to +10." While such a scale may be psychometrically elegant,
it seemed inordinately confusing, and certainly not the sort of attri-
bution that people make spontaneously, 'ﬂie following five point scale
seemed closer to natural attributions:

not at all the victim's fault

a little the victim's fault

somevwhat the victim's fault

mostly the victim's fault

all the victim's fault,
Response choices were offered explicitly., There were no missing data.

Explanation of victimization, To understand more precisely what
people meant by the term "fault," and why they believed a person be-
comes a crime victim, the question was akked, "Why do you think this

crime happened to this particular victim?" A pilot study of 120 re-

spondents (60 males, 60 females) showed that answers to this question
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could be coded into the following categories:
Victim did something careless, stupid; '"she flashed money";

Uncontrollable character or physical variable of victim: "a
persons who is not physically strong";

Controllable character or physical variable of victim: "a
promiscuous woman, a pervert, etc.";

Combination of controllable actions and character or physical
variables: ''a women who is known to be promiscuous should
be especially careful about the way she dresses if she wants
to avoid trouble';

Combination of controllable and uncontrollable variables:
"women, because they are not strong enough to protect them-
selves, should not go out alone at night";

Accident, fate: 'she was at the wrong place at the wrong time";

God's will;

Environmental variables: 'the city should light the streets
better",

Responses to the question were recorded verbatim, then coded.
Coding was later redone by another judge: interrater reliability was
r = ,92 (Winer, 1962, pp. 124-~126).

Deservingness of victimization. Respondents were asked the close-
ended question,

"Sometimes people get what they deserve, and sometimes things

happen to people that they didn't deserve. In this case, how

much do you think the victim deserved what happened to her?

I'll read you a list to choose from. Do you think

she did not deserve to have anything happen to her

she deserved something, but less than what happened

she deserved what happened to her ,

she deserved to have something even worse happen to her."

Although many respondents expressed indignation that anyone would

ask such a question -- "No one deserves to be a crime victim!" -- none

had any trouble with the question, and there were no missing data.
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Other measures

Experience with crime, Two sets of questions were asked to deter-
mine the respondents' personal experience with crime. In the first set,
respondents were asked what sentence they thought is now given for cer-
tain crimes. This question was to determine the extent to which the
answers on the '"sentence" variable may have been influenced by current
sentencing practices. In the second set, respondents vere asked if
they or any member of their families had been a victim of serious crime.

Those lay and feminist respondents who had never been victimized
were asked whether they worried about certain serious crimes, and why
they did or did not worry. This question was an attempt to see if
blaming the victim could be a defensive attribution, This question was
not asked of police. It was feared that a question that implied loss
of control might be too threatening to people for whom control is as
important as it is to police. Consultation with several police officers
confirmed this reservation,

Police were asked to estimate the number of each of several violent
crimes that they had worked with during their careers, as a further
measure of experience with victims,

Finally, laypersons and feminists were asked if they had ever
served on a jury, and what the most serious cases weee on which they
had deliberated, Feminists, some of whom had worked in counselling
centers, were asked to estimate the number of victims of rape and other
crimes that they had counselled.

Demographic measures, All respondents were asked their age, mari-
tal status, occupation (or, for police, rank and length of service),

religious preference and frequency of attendance at religious services,
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The "just world" literature has found little difference in attributions
due to demographic variables (Rubin and Peplau, 1975); the cfiminolo-
gical literature notes sex differences and differences due to "relig-
iosity," but few differences due to socio-economic variables (Newman
and Trilling, 1975).

Consideration was given to asking "just world" questions (Rubin
and Peplau, 1975), or some version of the authoritarian personélity
scale. Both have been found to be related to the tendenc} to believe
in a just world. Unfortunately, the length of the interview already
was at the outer limit that most respondents would tolerate, so these |
questions were not included,

The complete interview schedule may be found in Appendix A.
Procedure |

Respondents were interviewed on the telephone. The decision to
use this method was baﬁed on the desire to reach the greatest number of
respondents on a personal basis with maximum éfficiency and minimum
cost., Because of their cost and the time they take, face-to-face in-
terviews clearly were beyond the scope of this project, Several studies
have shown little difference in the results of telephone and face-to-
face interviews (Cannell and Kahn, 1968).

Sampling. A random sample of the names and telephone numbers of
125 of the 18,000 full-time municipal and state police officers in New
Jersey was made available for this study. The larger-than-necessary
sample was to allow for refusals. A random sample also was chosen from
the active membership lists of the major feminist organizations in New
Jersey, including the formally organized rape counselling groups, by

drawing from the proverbial hat, Interviewers continued to call suc~
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' caessive telephone numbers on their lists until a total of 100 respon-
dents from each group was obtained,

To provide a samplg of respondents from the general population, a
1ist of randomly selected residential teleéphone numbers in New Jersey
wvas made available for this research., The particular individual to be
interviewed in each household was determined by the need to match to
the special samples of police and feminists., When the interviewer
called, she asked the person who answered the phone to give her the
first names, ages, and education level of the members of_the household,
She then asked to speak to the member of that household who matched a
member of the special samples (determined from a list), If there was
no appropriate person in the household, she asked the person with whom
she was talking what (s)he thought the penalty for robbery should be,
thanked him/her, and hung up. Intervieﬁers were instructed to make up
to ten calls to reach the appropriate respondent, and gain cooperation,

When the appropriate respondent was contacted, the introduction
was repeated and cooperation solicited., Confidentiality was assured:
for the civilian respondents surname was not recorded., If a respondent
was reluctant to participate, (s)he was given a name and telephone num-
ber of an individual at the City University and a local police officer
to verify the authenticity of the study, The investigator had, in ad-
dition, explained the project to police officials and feminist leaders
and solicited their cooperation. Reluctant respondents from the special
groups were told of this approval and urged to call these people if
they needed further reassurances about the study,

Interviewers., Four interviewers were used; all were female. The

decision to use female interviewers was prompted in part by a desire



42
for uniformity -- so the investigator could participate in the inter-
viewing -- and partly to avoid the problems that might have been caused
in gaining cooperation from respondents with male interviewers: at
the time of the study, New Jersey was experiencing a rash of obscene
phone calls from men identifying themselves as researchers. All inter-
viewers had previous experience in telephone interviewing. The two
interviewerslwho worked on the police sample also had experience work-
ing with police.

Ending the interview. At the end of the interview, the inter-
viewer asked if the respondent had any questions and thanked him/her
for cooperating.

The final sample. Three police officers (3%), seven feminists
(6%), eight laymen (77.), and seven laywomen (8%) refused to parti-
cipate in the survey. All of the respondents in the special samples
were, by chance, white. In view of the low percentages of blacks
and Hispanics who are members of police departments or of feminist
organizations this was not unduly disturbing. Consequently, the
laypeople also were all white., The average age for police was 33.54
years, with a range of 19 to 56 years; the average age for femi-
nists was 29.4, the range, 18 to 47; laymen averaged 32,7 years,
with a range of 19 to 53; laywomen ranged from 18 to 48, with a
mean of 28.3 years. All respondents had a high school education

or better.
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RESULTS
Dependent variable: sentence

A three-way analysis of variance, with sentence as the dependent
variable, was used to analyze Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3, A separate
analysis was done for each group of respondents. The main effect for
crime was used to test Hypothesis 1, the main effect for injury to
test Hypothesis 2, and the main effect for precipitation Eo test
Hypothesis 3. 1In addition, Hypothesis 3 concerned the interaction
effect between crime and precipitation, Table I. gives the results of
these analyses of variance.

For each group of respondents, the sentences given for robbery
were significantly less than the sentences for rape: thé main effect
for crime was significant at the .001 level (Hypothesis 1), Sentences
also were significantly greater when the victim was injured than when
she was not injured; the main effect for injury was significant at the
.001 level (Hypothesis 2). Figure 1 presents the results of Hypoth-
eses 1 and 2 graphically.

Contrary to prediction, victim precipitation did not affect sen-
tence to the offender, The main effect for precipitation did not
reach significance at the .05 level for any of the four groups of
respondents, nor was the interaction effect of crime and precipita-
tion significant (Hypothesis 3). The hypothesis of differences te-
tween groups in the attribution of fault was tested by multiple t
tests, This test was used because specific comparisons and their di-
rection were spelled out in the hypothesis: the other potential multi-
ple comparisons (such as Duncan's multiple range test, or Scheffe's

test) assume no a priori hypotheses as to the differences between means



Table I.

Analysis of Variance for Sentence

Police Feminist Laymen Laywomen

Crime (C) 666.73%%  545,49%* 533,84%% 327, 59%%

Precipitation (P) 2,66 1.08 2,06 1.72
Injury (I) 16,62%* 14,.59%%  21,44%% 10,08*
CxP .13 .00 .19 .01
Cx1I 2.37 2,55 3.41 40
PxI .07 .15 .50 .57
CxPx1I .01 .24 .12 .04
*p ¢ .002

**p < 001

The complete analysis of variance table for sentence may
be found in Appendix II.
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(Edwards, 1972, p. 131)., Because of the problem that multiple t
tests will, by chance, occasionally produce significant results, a more
rigorous criterion for the rejection of the null hypothesis, p <.01,
was used. No group was found to differ significantly from any other
group on either rape or robbery sentences as a function of victim
precipitation. Table II. gives the results of the group comparisons.

Dependent variable: fault

Although precipitation on the part of the victim did not influence
the sentences the respondents gave the offender, it did affect their
attribution of fault to the victim, For all groups, significantly
more fault was attributed to the victim in precipitation than in no
precipitation cases, confirming Hypothesis 4. Feminists, like the
otheg groups, found significantly more fault in the precipitation
condition for both rape and robbery, so that Hypothesis 4a was not
confirmed., Means, standard deviations, and t values for each group
may be found in Table III. Figures 2 and 3 present the responses on
fault graphically., |

While attribution of fault to the victim was greater when there
was evidence of victim precipitation than when no precipitation was
evident, seriousness of the crime was not a significant factor in at-
tribution of fault to the victim, Contrary to prediction, no dif-
ferences in attribution of fault as a function of crime were found
(Rypothesis 5). These results may be seen in Table IV, Similarly,
attribution of fault to the victim was not significantly greater when
she was injured than when no injury occurred. Indeed, had Hypothesis
6 been made in the opposite direction -- that fault would decrease

vhen there was injury -=- it would have been confiwmed for the two
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Table II.

Mean Differences in Sentence
Between Groups by Crime

Means and Standard Deviations

Robbery Rape

X SD X SD
Police 2,40 1.20 5.25 1.83
Laymen 1.80 1.18 4,34 1.70
Laywomen 2,36 1.24 4.64 2,09
Feminists 2,36 .96 4.89 1.80

t scores

Comparison Robbery Rape
Police~Laymen 3,78% 3.64%%
Police-Feminists .27 1.42
Feminists-Laywomen .02 .87
Laymen-Laywomen &4, 55%% .37

** p< 001
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Table III,

Mean Attribution of Fault as

- a Function of Precipitation

(Hypothesis 4.)

50

. Robbery
No Precipitation Precipitation
t -
X SD X SD
Police .06 .122 .74  ,881 7.56%%
Laymen .02 ,138 A7 264 3.46*
Laywomen 210 ,380 1.37 .930 13.32%%
Feminists .05 .279 .68 .883 7.13%%
Rape
No Precipitation Precipitation ¢
X SD X SD =
Police .10 .205 .63 ,769 6.93%k
Laywomen .17 424 1.12 11.030 9.55%*
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Table IV,

Group Differences in Attribution of Fault Between

Precipitation and No Precipitation Conditions
(Hypothesis 5.)

Difference

No Precipitation-Precipitation
Rob - Rape
Robbery: Rape
Police .22 .14 -.09
Laymen .11 .20 +,09
Laywomen .15 .18 +.03
Feminists .10 .12 +.02
Note:

The hypothesis stated that for police, laymen and laywomen,
the differences in attribution of fault would be signifi-
cantly greater for rape than for robbery. As the table
shows, only police had a difference in the hypothesized
direction, and it was not significant., It was hypothesized
further that feminists would show a greater difference for
robbery than for rape. While the difference is in the
hypothesized direction, it is not significant.
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groups of male respondents and the laywomen. The results of the test
of Hypothesis 6 are in Table V.

Interrelation of dependent variables

Sentence éo the offender was not significantly correlated in the
direction predicted either to explanation of victimization (Hypothesis
7) or to attribution of fault to the victim (Hypothesis 9). ihe point
biserial correlation between sentence and explanation of victimization

as the result of controllable or uncontrollable forces was r.y = .064,

pb
Instead of the positive correlation that had been hypothesized between
sentence and fault, a negative correlatio; of r = -,15 was found., Had
the prediction been in the cpposite direction, this correlation would
have been significant at the .02 level, with 2% of the variance ex-
plained,

The tendency to feel that the victim deserved what happened to
her correlated significantly with attribution of victimization to acts
or forces under the victim's control: Tob = +.30, significant at the
.001 level, explaining 9% of the variance (Hypothesis 8).

Other measures

In addition to specific tests of the hypotheses, a variety of
other tests were made in an attempt to give greater insight into the
variables under study.

Group differences, Differences‘in sentence between groups by
crime are presented in Table II., Differences in fault between groups

by crime may be found in Table VI,

Demographic variables, Stepwise multiple regression analyses

were performed using sentence and fault as criterion variables, and

sex, age, soclio-economic status, experience with crime, and religiosity



Table V,

Mean Attribution of Fault
as a Function of Injury
(Hypothesis 6.)

53

No Injury Injury
t
X SD X SD
Police A6 42 17 .26 8,28%*
Laymen .30 .36 L4 24 6.28%*
Laywomen .76 A7 .62 .52 4,53%%
Feminists .25 .35 .25 42 1.25

*%p £ ,001



Table VI,

Mean Differences in Attribution of
Fault between Groups by Crime

Means and Standard Deviations

Robbery Rape

X SD X SD
Police 377 .395 .257 .298
Laymen .245 373 192,277
Laywomen .737 489 .647 .538
Feminists .367 .468 .167 ,310

Lt scores

Comparison Robbery Rape
Police-Laymen 2.44 1.58
Police~Feminists .37 2,04
Feminists=-Laywomen 5.44%% 7. Thxk
Laymen-Laywomen 7.93%* 7.46%%
Police~Laywomen 5.81%*% 6.29%%
Feminists-Laymen 2,03 .59

** p < ,001

54
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as predictor variables. For these analyses, all groups were combined,

Demographic variables did not correlate significantly with sen-
tence, They were, however, a significant factor in attribution of
fault: multiple r = ,44, Of particular interest was the positive
correlation of religlosity with fault (r = +,21, so that the more fre-
quently a respondeﬁt attended religious services the more likely (s)he
was to fault the victim), and the negative correlations of fault with
experience as a crime victim (r = -,19, with people who had been vie-
timized less likely to blame the victim in the vignettes) and with age
(r = -,16, meaning that younger people were somewhat more likely to
blame than older). As might have been expected from the previously
reported results, sex correlated positively with fault (rpp = .26),
with females more likely to blame the victim than males,

In addition, a separate analysis of each criterion variable was
performed for police, using as predictor variables length of service,
rank and size of department, Size of department was the only signi-
ficant variable, with officers from large departments slightly more
1likely to blame the victim than officers from small departments (r =
+.15).

Finally, the tendencies of individuals to be blamers or nonblamers
was studied by a frequency count of the number of indivduals in each
group who never attributed any fault to a victim on any vignette, those
who faulted the victim on one vignette, on two vignettes, and so on,

Results of this analysis are presented in Figure 4,

Examples of responses

Statistics, although vital for objective analysis, of course, may
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fail to convey adequately the flavor of responses to a survey such as
this one. To attempt to remedy this deficiency, a sampling of inter-
esfing responses on some of the vignettes will be presented below,

No claim is made that this sample is in any way representative.

Case 1. Police officer, male, 46, married, a sergeant in a large

department, with a B, S. degree and 22 years of police service.

Vignette 1. Robbery, no precipitation, no injury.

Sentence: 10 years

Fault: Not at all,

Explanation: "Possible lack of police protection., If an area
is effectively patrolled, chances of this type of occurrence are min-
imal. However, this would depend upon urban thickness, demography,
ete," ‘

Deserving: Didn't deserve anything.

Comments on deserving question: '"Academic."

Vignette 3. Robbery, precipitation, no imjury.

Sentence: 5 - 10 years.

Fault: Not at all,

Explanation: "It is anticipated that my answer should be 'be-
cause he was enticed by the flashing role.' Horse shit (If you'll
excuse the language). No one has the right to transgress on any human
under any circumstances. Even if he had a child at home starving.
There are avenues within our structure to exploit for relief."

Deserving: Didn't deserve anything,

Vignette 7. Rape, precipitation, no injury.

Sentence: 5 years,

Fault: Somewhat her fault,

Explanation: "It was apparent to someone predisposed to committing
this crime that a female rasided in the building who was not too cove-

tous of her privacy."

Deserving: Dida't deserve anything.
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Comments on deserving question: "It makes no difference what a
person's philosophy of living is, their right to pursue their beliefs
should be protected as long as no one is affected adversely."
Case 2. Feminist, age 23, single, part-time cashier.
Vignette 1, Robbery, no precipitation, no injury.

Sentence: "He should go to jail because he took something that
belonged to someone else., He should go for about 2 - 3 years,

Fault: Not at all her fault.

Explanation: "Depending where the mailbox is, I don't see why he
picked her., She was just there at the right time for him, Another
reason could be he watched when she came home from work and saw that
she always went to get her mail first, He saw no one was around and
figured he could get away with it.

Deserving: Didn't deserve anything.

Comments on deserving question: "She did nothing wrong, therefore
she did not deserve to have this happen to her.’

Vignette 4, Robbery, precipitation, injury.

Sentence: 5 years in prison. 'He had no right to take her money
although she counted it out in the open."

Fault: Mostly her fault,

Explanation: "It happened to her because she counted her money
on the bug, If she had not she would still have the money and not be
hurt, She should know not to count money in public."

Deserving: What happened to her,

Comments on deserving question: "She deserved this because it
should teach her not to count money in the street or outside. If you
do you are asking for someone to rob you. She should learn a lesson
from this."

Vignette 5, Rape, no preecipitation, no injury.

Sentence: 7 - 8 years in prison,

Fault: Not at all her fault,

Explanation: "She happened to come in at the wrong time,"

Deserving: Didn't deserve anything.

Comments on deserving question: "All she did was go to the bath-
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room to make, not to get raped."

Vignette 8., Rape, precipitation, injury.

Sentence: 5 years in prison,

Fault: Somewhat her fault,

Explanation: "It happened to this victim because she was wear-
ing shorts and a dddriff top. This is why, I say it is somewhat her
fault, but what should she do? Wear a long sleeved shirt and pants.
If it is legal to wear shorts and a midriff she should be able to
without being harrassed."

Deserving: Didn't deserve anything.

Comments on deserving question: "I don't think she deserved to
be raped for wearing those clothes, I see many girls walk around with
shorts and midriffs and they all don't get raped. I wear shorts and
midriffs, too. If I didn't I would still think that the defendant
was wrong and that it wasn't the victim's fault really."

This respondent had never had personal experience with crime.

Her responses to the questions about worrying about crime were:

Mugging: worry about it some. "I don't think it is right that
my hard-earned money should go to a lazy slob."

Armed robbery: don't worry about it at all. "My neighborhood
isn't that bad and if I am alone I carry a razor or a lighted cigar-
ette and a pen or pencil."”

Rape: worry about it a lot. "I am a virgin and I don't want
to be violated by some crazy person who only wants to show he is
stronger,'

‘Case 3, Female civilian, age 25, married, secretary, some college.

Vignette 2. Robbery, no precipitation, injury.

Sentence: 3 months jail,

Fault: Not at all,

Explanation: 'She was the only person in the parking lot and she
was on her way to the train, so the man could assume she had some
money on her,"

Deserving: Didn't deserve anything.

Comments on deserving question: 'She was taking the safest route
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to the train station, by avoiding the dark street, She was being
responsible by thinking ahead about which route to take and was aware.'

Vignette 3, Robbery, precipitation, no injury.

Sentence: 3 months,

Fault: Somewhat her fault,

Explanation: 'Knowing that there were other people in line, she
shouldn't have brought out a large roll of money and when the man fol-
lowed her, she should have tried to lose him,"

Deserving: Didn't deserve anything.

Comments on deserving question: "I don't think anyone "deserves"
to have a crime committed against them for a careless mistake, which
everyone might make sometime in their life."

Vignette 4. Robbery, precipitation, injury.

Sentence: 6 months

Fault: Somewhat her fault,

Explanation: '"She was seen on bus counting her money, with a
friend, She and her friend ignored the man following them, they should
have both gone to the first house."

Deserving: Didn't deserve anything,

Vignette 5. Rape, no precipiuation,'injury.

Sentence: 1 year.

Fault: Not at all,

Explanation: "I think the suspect might have known her. Other-
wise, she was just in the wrong place at the wrong time, She should
look around the lot for strange people.

Deserving: Didn't deserve anything.

Vignette 7. Rape, precipitation, no injury.

Sentence: 1 year.

Fault: Somevhat her fault,

Explanation: ''She should have been more cautious in her habits,
since she waw this man hanging around,"

Deserving: Didn't deserve anything.
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Vignette 8, Rape, precipitation, injury
Sentence: 2 years.
Fault: Not at all.
Explanation: "Unless he knew her or had been watching her, I
can't gsee the reason for her being singled out as victim, Just an
accident, I guess. Clothes like that are all too common in summer,"

Deserving: Didn't deserve anything.

This respondent had been a mmgging victim a year ago. The crime
was reported to the police, but no one was arrested.

Case 4. Male civilian, 31, married, some college, office manager
for law firm. '

Vignette 1. Robbery, no precipitation, no injury.
Sentence: "1 year, with no parole."
Fault: Not at all.

Explanation: "Number 1, opportunity, she was indoors and iso-
lated, Number 2, here was a defenseless victim."

Deserving: Didn't deserve anything.

Comments on deserving question: "Completely innocent victim,"
Vignette 7., Rape, precipitation, no injury.

Sentence: '10 years without parole."

Fault: Not at all,

Explanation: "Opportunity; she was isolated and defenseless,
Maybe he was watching her."

Deserving: Didn't deserve anything.

Comments on deserving question: "No proof that I see of actual
enticement or willful participation in the act."

This respondent had never been a crime victim, He replied that
he worried about the crimes, mugging, armed robbery and rape, "some'
because of "the bad environment these days."

Case 5. Feminist, age 48, married, a secretary.
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Vignette 5. Rape, no precipitation, no injury.

Sentence: 20 years.

Fault: Not at all,

Explanation: 'Because of the threat to kill her, she did not
scream. A rest room, especially a woman's, is expected to be strictly
for a woman and therefore the element of surprise was in the attacker's
favor,"

Deserving: Didn't deserve anything.

Vignette 6. Rape, no precipitation, injury.

Sentence: 25 years,

Fault: Not at all.

Explanation: '"Because she was a woman and had to go out alone."

Deserving: Didn't deserve anything.

Comments on deserving question: '"A woman has a perfect right to
park her car in her apartment's parking lot. Perhaps if there had
been an attendant she wouldn't have been prey to the attacker,"

Vignette 8. Rape, precipitation, injury.

Sentence: 25 years,

Fault: Not at all.

Explanation: Accident,

Deserving: Didn't deserve anything.

Comments on deserving question: 'Rape is a crime against a woman's

body, and there is no excuse, for it simply because her attire was
inappropriate."
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DISCUSSION

Attempts to explain apparently meaningless suffering are as old
as Job, Psychologists also have studied explanations for victimiza-
tion, and a variety of theories and suppositions about the nature of
attitudes about justice, crime and its victims have 5een advanced,
Recently, attitudes about the victim of rape have been the subject of
special study and speculation. This study tested some of these hy-
potheses; the findings largely contradict both the findings of other
psychologists who have studied attributions about the crime victim and
the contentions of radical feminists about the attitudes prevalent
in our society about rape victims,

Implications for attribution theory

Attributions consistent with the strict Social Darwinism of a
"just world" in which people get what they deserve and deserve what
happéns to them do not seem as clear cut in the ''real world" as might
have been anticipated from the work of Jones and Aronson (1973),

Lerner (1966), Walster (1966) and others who have used college students
as subjects,

Consistent with other findings, both in psychological (Jones and
Aronson, 1973; Walster, 1966) and criminological (Gibbon, 1969; Riedel,
1973) literature, in this study, sentences to offenders were heavier
vhen the consequences to the victim were more severe. While actions of
the offender affected his sentences, actions of the victim did not:
obvious precipitative acts by the victim did not significantly affect
sentence to the offender (Hypothesis 3). Nor was sentence affected by
explanation of victimization as due to uncontrollable forces or to

forces under the victim's control (Hypothesis 7).
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While sentence to the offender tended to correspond with "just
world" ideas, discrepancies with the theory were particularly apparent
in the variable of attribution of fault to the victim. While many
respondents did attribute some fault to crime victims in some cases,

. such attributions were less common when harm to the victim was more
serious,

Although they did not influence sentencing of the offender,
precipitative actions on the part of the victim did affect the amount
of fault attributed to her, giving evidence that respondents were sen-
gsitive to the precipitation manipulation.

An examination of the explanations of wvictimization gives a
clearer picture of the kinds of attributions people make spontaneously
about victims. Here, again, respondents were sensitive to the pre-
cipitation manipulation. For all groups, the modal explanation in the
no precipitation cases was "accident"; in the precipitation cases, it
was "'victim did something."

The correlation between attribution of fault and explanation of
victimization as being within the victim's control (rpb = 4,56, ex-
plaining 31% of the variance), lends credence to the idea that, while
for many respondents the word "fault" implies personal, willful re-
sponsibility, for others the term seems to be equivalent to '"cause,"
and does not imply personal responsibility on the part of the victim,
but refers, rather, to uncontrollable personal variables, For example,
one police officer, who had said the crime was "a little the victim's
fault," explained, "Muggers pick victims who are smaller or weaker-
looking, like women or old people." By the same token, several re-

spondents who answered "not at all her fault,' gave answers to the
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question, "Why do you think this crime happened to this particular
victim?" such as, '""Because she was wearing something appealing to the
attacker and he figured he should get what he wanted, like the mugger,"
(Feminist, vignette 8), and "It is always safer not to flash your
money, but he had no right to take what did not belong to him" (Lay-
woman, vignette 3),

In view of the just world assumption that character attributions
will be made to explain victimization, and similar feminist contentions
about typical attributions about rape victims ("good girls don't get
raped..."), it is particularly interesting that only two respondénts
in this study (one layman on vignette 3, one laywoman on vignette 1)
attributed victimization to character variables., It would appear that
people may, as Lerner (1966) suggests, prefer to attribute cause of
victimization to chance, particularly in the absense of specific evi-
dence of the victim's character or precipitative actioms.

Just as the term '"fault" was not perfectly interchangeable with a
concept of personal responsibility, the connection between "fault'" and
"degserving" was far from perfect. Indeed, the question, "How much do
you think the victim deserved what happened to her?'" was offensive to
some respondents, and elicited the most heated responses of any que;-
tion. A typical response was, '"She may have acted unwisely, but no
one deserves to be a crime victim," One police officer's answer is
reproduced in Figure 5. This subjective observation is supported by
the finding that the proportion of respondents saying that the victim
deserved to have anything happen to her was, in all cases, lower than
the proportion attributing fault to her. The proportion saying that

she deserved the specific thing that happened to her was even lower.
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'Response of a police officer on questionnaire form,
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As one respondent put it, "Maybe she deserved a good scare, but not to
be robbed" (Laywoman, vignette 3). Further, while at least a few of
the respondents in each group attributed fault to the victim in the
nonprecipitation conditions, not a single respondent replied that the
victim in these cases deserved to have anything happen to her.

While the precipitation manipulation did not influence sentence
(Hypothesis 3), the small ( r = -.15 ) but significant negative cor-
relation between sentence and attribution of fault to the victim
(Hypothesis 9) seems to argue that, at least for some respondents,
sentence to offender may be affected by perceived fault in the victim,
The direction, however, is opposite to that found by Jones and Aronson
(1973), and more in line with lawyers' mythology. The apparent dis-
crepancy between these findings may be due to that small number of
respondents who tended to blame the victim even in cases where there
was no obvious precipitation. In any case, only 2% of the variance
was explained.

The findings of a lack of relationship between sentence to of-
fender and attribution of fault to the victim fit into Abelson's (1968)
idea that an individual's beliefs and attitudes are often composed of
encapsulated, isolated "opinion molecules" which serve as conversation-
al units, giving one something to say when a particular topic comes up
in conversation. These modules do not need to have logical connections
between them, and seem invulnerable to argument because of their iso-
lation. In this case, offender and victim may be seen as separate,
isolated categpries. Such an interpretation is strengthened by an
examination of respondents' comments on the deserving question. Typi-

cally, in precipitation cases, they answered, "She may have done some-
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thing stupid, but she didn't deserve to be victimized." It may be that
if the "punishment," in this case, victimization, does not fit the
"erime" of precipitative behavior, then respondents may decide that no
Yerime! was committed, and that the "punishment" was accidental and
undeservéd.: Even more simply, criminals may be seen as acting con-

sciously and willfully, while the victim may be perceived as incautious,

~ but not acting in a willfully precipitous manﬁer, with conscious moti-

vation,

Several explanations may be offered for the differences between
the results of this study and those of the majority of the just world
research, The most parsimonious explanations for these differences
seem to lie in population sampled and in methodology. This study again
makes a case for the need for academic researchers to confirm and re-
fine the results of studies conducted on select populations on other
groups in other worlds. As Bem (1970) puts it:

...we academic psychologists, including the consistency

theorists, probably spend too much time with bright college

students who are as eager to achieve a respectable overall

unity in their cognitions as we, their instructors, are

eager to impress them and ourselves with the same admirable

coherence of thought.... I believe, in short, that there

is more inconsistency on earth (and probably in heaven)

than is dreamt of in our psychological theories.... (p. 34)

It may be that the majority of people in the ''real world" do
not sustain a strong belief in a just world as defined by comsistency
theorists. Rubin and Peplau (1975) found that even students varied
in the degree to which they believed in a just world. Although this
seems a fruitful avenue for exploration, the lack of available time to

include Rubin and Peplau's "just world scale" in this interview limits

the possibilities for comparison.
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A second kind of methodological difference between this study and
others deals with the way questions were asked. The twenty-one point
scale for attribution of fault used by Jones and Aronson (1973),
Luginbuhl and Mullin (1976) and others is a distinction people can
make, and produces greater variability than one with fewer points,
but it is not the sort of attribution people make naturally. The five
point scale, ranging from "Not at all her fault," to "All her fault"
seems much closer to the spontaneous comments people make. Further,
the semantic problems with the term '"fault" which were discussed pre-
viously, and the lack of perfect correspondence between "fault" and
"deserving'" make. some of the assumptions of the just world studies
questionable,

A further difference may have lain in the feeling of the respon-
dents of this study that they were particpiating in somthing important,
that their answers might have an input into official decision making,
rather than that they were participating in an experiment for a col-
lege professor. The assurance that while the survey had no official
sanction, the results would be passed on to official decision makers
may also have helped produce the extiremely low rate of refusals to
participate,.

To answer the question of whether the differences were a result
of the form of the interview, and that written questionnaires might
have produced different results, similar to those of other studies,

a questionnaire form of the survey was given to convenience samples
of twenty-five individuals from each of the four groups that had par-
ticipated in the original survey: police, feminists, and laypeople.

No differences between the two forms were found between mean sentences
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or attributiong of fault for crime, injury, or precipitation, |

Finally, precipitative actions are not the same as character de-
fects, The offender may be seen as possessing a defective character
by virtue of his actions, and therefore different from the victim who
possesses no obvious character defects or virtues. While this may
account for some of the difference between this and other studies, it
does not explain the differences in the effect of the seriousness of
consequences, Similarly, a sehtence to an offender is different from
a statement of fault of the victim (although a statement about de-
servingness of victimization is closer to sentence) and may call for
different kinds of thinking and attributions.

A potential criticism of any study such as this is, does it pre-
dict behavior -~ in this case, the sentence the respondent would give
as a juror, or the tendency to blame a victim with whom one is in con-
tact? While the purpose of this study was to see if the test-taking
behavior of a "real world" sample was similar to that of college
students in the final analysis, one would like to be able to general-
ize, 8o a small attempt was made to validate the instrument as a pre-
dictor of a tendency to blame the victim, Ten police off;cers who had
been identified by the investigator and by their superviser as men who
tended to blame the victim in the course of their work and ten who
were identified as nonblamers were interviewed. The interviewers who
conducted these interviews were given the names and phone numbers as
part of their regular samples. Neither they, nor the officers, knew
that there was any special reason for their selection, These data
were analyzed separately. Nonblamers averaged one case on which they

attributed any fault to the victim, blamers averaged five cases,
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Implications for popular and feminist mythology

The popular press and feminist literature has made much of sup-
posed differences in attitudes toward rape victims in comparison with
victims of other crimes, differences they have contended were due
both to gender and to group membership. The findings of this study
did not confirm the popular mythology; indeed, results tended to be in
the opposite direction, Thus, more fault was attributed to victims
of robbery than to victims of rape. It would seem that precipitation
is a clearer issue in robbery than it is in rape: there is consensus
that '"flashing" money is incautious, and much less feeling that wear-
ing skimpy clothing or Isaving shades up is in any way precipitative,
1t may also be that the enormous amount of publicity that the issue
of precipitative behavior in rape has received as a result largely of
the efforts of feminist groups has had an effect,

Contrary to predictions from the literature of attitudes toward
rape victims, police, feminists and laymen did not differ significant-
ly from each other in attribution of fault to the victim either of
robbery or rape. Laywomen, however, were significantly more likely
than any other group to attribute fault to tﬁe victim in both crimes.
This finding puts in question the feminist assumption that women will
be more supportive of other women merely by virtue of their gender.
Because of the very large difference between laywomen and other groups,
sex was a major factor in attribution of fault, the first of the demo-
graphic factors in the step-wise multiple regression, The axplanation
of attribution of fault as a "defensive attribution' was raised by
Luginbuhl and Mullin (1976) to explain the sex differences they found

on a study similar to that of Jones and Aronson (1973). The idea of
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defensive attributions is conceptually messy. On the one hand, it
might Se argued, as Shaver (1970) does, that the more the observer is
like the victim, the less (s8)he would blame the victim for an accident,
especially if there were a possibility that the observer might also
become a victim of a similar situation. One might expect such a pro-
cess to make women less likely to blame the victim, On the other hand,
one might argue, as Symonds (1973) suggests, that one way to escape
anxiety about the possibility of victimization would be to find some
reason it happened to the other person and could not happen to one's
self: "I take precautions, am a good woman,'" etc. Women, because they
are more likely to be victims, at least in rape, would tend to make
this sort of attribution more frequently than would men.

Some support for the importance of a feeling of similarity to the
victim comes from the significant negative correlation between attri-
bution of fault and experience as a crime victim, Those respondents
who had already been crime victims, or had a member of their immediate
family victimized, were less likely to blame the victim than were those
who had never had personal experience with crime. However, laywomen
were not less likely to have had personal experience with crime than
were members of the other groups.

Perhaps more relevant is Goldberg's (1968) finding that women
tend to judge others, particularly other women, more harshly than do
men., Additional support for this explanation comes from the finding
that laywomen gave significantly higher sentences, as well as finding
more fault, at least in robbery than did laymen.

An examination of Figures 2 and 3 reveals that feminists in many

ways seem to resemble the male groups more than they do the other



73
female group, Perhaps feminism either attracts women who have many
traditionally male values, or socializes its adherents into these
values, Feminists might also use as explanation for the higher fault-
finding by laywomen that these women are not yet "enlightened,"

An additional manipulation that might have shed more light on the
question of defensive attributions might have been to describe crimes
with male victims. In the interest of keeping the number of variaﬁles
and the length of the questionnaire manageable, this was not done. It
warrants further study. However, descriptions of crimes involving
female offenders and stranger-victims probably are too bizarre to be
aquivalent,

A final popular conception about attribution of fault to rape
victims deals with the importance of group membership. Particularly,
it has been believed that police are more likely to blame the victim
than are lay-people, and certainly more likely to blame the victim than
are feminists, The discrepancy between expected police attitudes and
those found may be a result of the enormous amount of unfavorable pub-
licity the "traditional"™ police attitudes and behavior have received
recently. Support for this explanation may be found in the difference
between recent police training material and that of a few years ago
as noted in the Introduction. Another possible explanation might be
that in the cases presented, an offender had been apprehended, giving
an appropriate target for blame, and thereby aborting the tendency de-
scribed by Symonds (1973).

A remnant of the traditional police attitude may hawe accounted
for the responses to vignette 5 (see Figute 3). In.& rape case where

there was no precipitation and no injury, a significantly larger pre-
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cent of police officers found fault than did the members of the other
groups,

Implications for law and public policy

The results of this study suggest some fruitful areas of appli-

" cation and further inquiry in settings outside the traditional academic
research, First, it suggests that the maximum sentence now given for
rape in New Jersey (15 yearg without lesser included charges) may be
consistent with public feeling, but that for robbery (15 years) may

not. Further, the difference in sentence as a resulﬁ of injury aver-
aged less than three years in prison, less than half the seven years

the law allows. If the law is, indeed, an expression of social mores --
with, of course, a rather considerable time lag ~- changes in the law
might be in order.

Second, the msults of this study suggest a hard look at the as-
sumption that rape victims can best bé served by a woman even if she
has received no special training. Such a situation now exists in
some police departments with which the investigator is familiar in
which any available woman, either a police officer, nurse or steno-
grapher, is called in to interview a rape victim (see also Brodyaga
et al,, 1975).

Third, it makes a case for further study of the effects of train-
ing on attitudes toward~the viectim,

Last, it suggests questions for inclusion in surveys of potential
jurors, and for voir dire, especially in rape cases. Particularly,
it casts doubt on a non-uncommon idea among lawyers that a young woman
will tend to lean toward the prosecution. The question of religiosity,

seldom tapped in jury surveys or even in simulated jury work, might



prove an important predictor, and cex;t:ainly should be considered in

future research in these areas.
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‘ " {Schedule €]
ATTRIBUTIONS ABOUT CRIME

Interview Schedule
Citizen Sample
[INTRODUCTION]
My name is . I am with the City University

of New York Psychology Department. We are doing a survey, and I

would like to ask you a few questions.

First, 1I'd like to know the names :and ages of each person

now living in your household who is over the age of 18.
Name Age Sex

1.
2,

3.
4.

5.

(Be sure that the resvondent includes self if awnnrooriate. Then
plick an anoronriate resoondent and ask to sneak to that werson.
If unavaillable, ash when [(s)he will be available and sav vou
will call back. ‘then vou det aonronriate resnondent. roneat
JINTRODUCTIO!I, then sav:)

As youn may know, the New Jersey State lLegislature is considering
’a new criminal code for the state. We are calling veople around thé
state to get their opinions on certain issues related to crime. 1I'ad
like to ask you some questions about your opinions. Let me reassure
you that your anszers arﬁ confiiential;

Now I am going to read you a series of case histories of crimes

and ask you some questions about each. There are no right or wrong

answers to these guestions:; we want to know what you think.

[GrOUP E

[SUBJECT NUMBER

[ORDER i 1
Interviewer
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{Schedule F]
ATTRIBUTIONS ABOUT CRIME
Interview Schedule
Feminist Sample
{INTRODUCTION] BEEN

My name is . I am with the City University

of New York Psycholoqy Department., We are doing a survey of opinions.
of various people, and we are particularly interested in the opinions
of people who are members of feminist organizations. Your name was

given to us by (organization) as someone who might be gilling to help

us.
» * * ] * * *

As you may know. the New Jersey State legislature is considering
a new criminal code for the state. We'd like to find out some of
your opinions on certain questions related‘to crime., let me reassure
you that your answers are confidential.
L ] ] * * ] ] *
I am going to read you a séries of case histories of crimes
and ask you some queétions about each. There are no right or wrong

answers to these questions; we want to know what you think.

{GROUP ' 2

{SUBJECT WUMBER [
. -3 4
[ORDER [; ] [

Interviewer

e ———— e ar—
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CASE
Carol L., age 21, was returning to her apartment
after work. As she was opening her mailbox, a man came
‘up behind her and demanded her pocketbook. She gave it
to him, and he pushed her against the wall and ran. She
began to scream. The sgperintendant of the apartment °
building heard her, and he and another tenant chased and i .
caught the man. He still had the pocketbook in his hand.
The victim had only minor bruises.
The suspect, age 23, was convicted of robbexry. He has

no previous record of arrests.

{Vignette %1: RO,NP,NI}
foz 1]
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CASE

Angela P., age 19, was on her way to the train station.
The time was 5:45 in the afternoon. Because it was getting
dark, she decided to walk throuch a parking lot which was v
lighted and where she knew there was an attendant on duty

rather than down a dark, often deserted, street. Suddenly

~a man who had been crouching behind a car stopped her and

told her, "Be a good girl and give me your money and you
won't get hurt." When she fumbled getting the wallet out of
a coat pocket, he shoved her against a car and grabbed the
wallet from her hand., She began to scream and he ran. 2
cruising police car heard her screams, and responded. They
called an ambulance for the victim, got a description of & sus-
pect and radioed it to other cars. A man fittiﬁq the descrip-
tion was stopped three blocks away. He was found to have
two of the victim's credit cards.

‘ At the hospital it was discovered that the victim's arm
had been broken in two places by the attack.

The suspect, age 20, was convicted of robberv. He has

no previous record of arrests.

[Vignette 22: RO,NP,I]
fod 2)
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CASE

The victim, Jean P., age 25, had stopped at the store
to buy a few items. The bill came to $2.78. She paid.
with a $5 bill which she took from a large roll of money .
The suspect, who was in line behind her, followed her from
the store, stopped her as she was getting into her car, and
demanded her money. When she began to open her pocketbook
to give it to him, he grabbed the pocketbook roughly, causing
her to stumble and fall. Then he ran. The victim was shéxken
but not injured.

A store clerk saw the incident and called the police.
They arrived in time to apprehend the suspect as he was
rumning from the parking lot. He was identified by the -vic-
tim and by the clerk in the store.

The suvspect, age 19, was convicted of robbery. He has :

no previons record of arTests.

" tvignette #3: RD,P,NI)
103 4)
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: - CASE

' The suspect, age 23, followed the victim, Charlotte
L., age 22, and a friend when they got off the bus. The
friend's house was only three houses from the bus stop:
the victim's was a block and a half away. The victim said
goodnight to her friend and continued toward her house.
The suspect aporoached her from behind, put his hand on her
shoulder and demanded her money. She handed it to him, and
he shoved her to the ground and ran. The victim was injured,
with many cuts about her face and a gash in her head which
required 32 stitches. ‘

A woman looking from her window saw the incident and
phoned the police. A susbect was picked up 4 blocks away.
He had the victim's identification in his possession. Both
the victim and her friend identified him as a man who had
been on the bus with them.

An interview with the victim brought out the facﬁ that
she had taken her money out and counted it on the bus,

The suspect was convicted of robbery. He has no previous

record of arrests.

‘Vignette 4: RD,P,I]
N 7]
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CASE

The victim, Roberta A., age 24, had gone intc the women's
restroom in her office building. The suspect, dge 21, came
out of one of the booths, threatened to kill her if she did
not "behave," pushed her to the floor, pulled off her under-
clothes and raped her. She received no physical injuries.

An arrest was made from the victim's description. The
suspect's fingerorints matched those found in the restroom.

The suspect was found guilty of rape. He has no previous

record of arrests.

(Vignette #5: RA,NP,NI)
[0% 3)
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CASE

The suspect, age 19, stooped the victim, Susan Ss.,
aée 20, as she was getting out of her car in the parking
lot of her apartment building. He forced her into another
car, where he raped her and beat her severely. Then he
pushed her out of the car and drove away. She suffered
broken bones in her hand and wrist. She was able to give
the police the license number of the car the suspect had
been driving. The police located the car and found the
victim's torn underwear in it, as well as bioodstains that
matched her blood type.

The suspect was convicted of rape. He has no previous

criminal record.

{Vignette #%6: RA,NP,I}
[n2'5]
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CASE

The victim, Jane S., age 24, was grabbed by the sus-
pect, age 23, as she was coming out of her apartment, pushed
into a stairwell, and raped., She suffered only minor bruises.

Interviews with neighbors showed that a man fitting the
description of the suspect had been handging around the neigh-
borhood for several days. Thé neighbors also stated that the : .
victim was in the habit of leaving her shades up at night and
could occasionally be seen through the windows in her night
clothes,

A suspect was arrested and identified by the victim as
the man who had attacked her, and by several people in the : _—
neighborhood as the man who had been secen in the area. His —
fingerprints were found on the door to the stairwell.

The suspect was found guilty of rape. He has no pre-~

vious record of arrests. . o .

Vignette #7: ®wp,p NI]
}0#92] '



CASE
The victim, Marie T., age 21, was returning to her
house from a trip to the drugstore for suntan lotion. The
suspect, age 25, was waiting in the bushes by her door,
grabbed her, told her he would kill her if she made any ‘
noise, pushed her behind the bushes and raped her. Her
back was injured in the act and she spent a day in the
hospital.
In a search of the yard, police found an envelope with
a man's name on it. This man was identified by the victim
as the person who had attacked her. He was found to have
clothing like that described by the victim. This clothing
had blood and dirt on it.
At the trial the victim'’s torn clothing: a pair of
shorts and a bare midriff.shirt, were introduced as evidence.
The suspect was found quilty of rape. He has no pre-

‘vious record.

— Se i ——— ot S =6 o 4 i e

[Vignette #8: RA, P, Il
fo# 8]
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{PART I.]

Now I'd like to ask you some questions about this case.
Forgetting anything you may %Xnow about the sentences that
are now given, what sentence do you feel the defendant in
this case should receive?

(Record verbatim, then code as below. If respondent is
hesitant, probe to fit categories: "Well, would vou say...")

Probation &/or fine

{0~ ]

{1 - 11 months in jail or less ]

[2 - 1 year ~ 2 years 11 months J.n pr:.son 1 )

I3 - 3 years ~ 5 years 11 u )

[4 - 6 years - 10 years 11 " " " 1 | Vv

[5 - ll " - 15 L] " L L} " ] . 1

[6 -1 " -20 * " " L ] 11 2

[7 - 21 - - 25 " ” n L] Ll ] 15 3

[8 ~ More than 25 years in prison 1 ’

[9 -~ Other 1
' How much do you consider this crime to have been the .
victim's fault? Would you say it was (Read list.) I
0 - Not at all her fault

1 ~ Only a little her fault v

2 - Somewhat her fault -8 1

3 -~ Mostly her fault 12 2

4 3

~ All her fault 16

Why do you think this happened to this particuiar victim? -
(Recoxd verbatim, then code as below.)

[0 - Victam did something careless. stupid

[1 - Controllable character or physical variable
{"That sort of person...")

2 - Uncontrollable character or physical variable
(weak, can't always be on guard)

[3 ~ Combination of controllable variables & acts

{4 - Combination of controllable & uncontrollable

{ variables (A person who is weak, has money,

[ etc., should...)

- Accident, wrong place at wrong time

- Fate, God's will

[7 = "The world's a jungle, ‘etc.

- Other

{ NO RESPONSE -~ LEAVE BLANK

[FENY R
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[part I.)

Sometimes people get what they deserve, and sometimes things happen

to people that they didn't deserve. Let me ask you, in this
case, how much do you think the victim deserved what happened

to her? 1I'll read you a list to choose from. Do you think
(Read list.)

0 -~ She did not deserve to have anything happen to her

1l ~ she deserved something, but less than what happened

2 - She deserved what happened to her

3 - She deserved to have something even worse happen to her

(Repeat if necessary.)

Why do you think so? (Record verbatim.)

Vignette #



CASE
The victim, Janice L., age 20, states that she got
into the elevator of her apartment building on the ground:
floor and pushed the button for the third floor. The door
. opened at the second floor and a man got on. He told the

victim, "Give me all your money or you'll be sorry." She

handed him her pocketbook, and he got out on the third floér .

and ran down the hal;. She took the elevator back to the
ground floor and told the superintendant what had happened.
He called the police, who arrived in time to find the sus-
pect still in a stairwell. The victim's pocketbook was
found, without money, in the hall. The suspect's finger-
prints were found on it.

The suspect, age 19, was found guilty of robbery. He

has no previous arrest record.

{vignette #la: RO,NP,NI]
fos 1}
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CASE

The victim, Jean H,, age 24, had stopped at the store
to buy a few items. The bill came to $3.40. She payed
with a $5 bill. The suspect, age 20, was in line behind
her, following her from the store, stopped her as she was
getting into her car, and demanded her money. She funbled
with her purse getting the money out. He pushed her, grabbed
the purse and ran. She hit her head against the car as she
fell, gashing it open. At the hospital she was found to have
a black eye and a broken bone in her wrist as well,

An off-duty pdlice officer saw the man running from the
scene and stopred him. He had the purse in his hand, and
wvas identified by the victim and by the cashier in the store.

The suspect was found gquilty of robbery. He has no

. previous arrest record.

vignette #2a:. RO,NP,I
‘Oﬂg‘i] P, ]
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CASE

The victim, Marian C., age 23, stated that she wvas
walking home from the theater at 9:30 at night. She took
a‘'short-cut through a park that is not well lit. A man
came out from behind a small storage shed, and demanded her
money and the fur scarf she was wearing. She gave it to
him and he ran,

A suspect was arrested when he tried to pawn the fur
scarf. When he was searched following his arrest.;, he was
found to have a credit card with the victim’'s name on it.

The suspect, age 22, was convicted of robbery. He has

no previous arrest record.

[vignette %3a: RO,P,NI]
[o% 4]
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CASE
The victim, Alice T., age 24, told police that she

- had gone to the bank on Friday evening to cash her pay
check. The bank is in a small shopping center. She stated:
that she stood outside the bank a minute counting her money,
then went to her car. éhé suspect, age 23, stopped her as
she was getting into the car, and told her to give him hex °
money "“or else."” He grabbed the purse and.slammed the door
to the car, catching and breaking her arm. Her screams
attracted the bank guard, who chased and captured the sus-
pect in a blind alley.

The suspect was -convicted of robbery. He has no pre-

vious record of arrest.

fvignette 4a: rRO,P,I}
LA :
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CASE
The suspect, age.19, came up behind the victim,
Anna B., age 23, as she was closing the door to her gax:age‘
after driving her car in. H.e pushed her into the garage,
threw her onto the floor, tore off her unde;wear ar}d raped

her. Then he ran. She was not physically injured.

A passing police car saw the victim stagger out of the

garage, crying. They took a description of the suspect and

.radioed it to other cars. A suspect was stopped, and iden-

tified by the victim. OLil from the garage floor and parti-

cles of paint that matched samples from the éjarage were

"found on his clothes.

The suspect was found guilty of rape. He has no

previous arrest record.

{vignette #5a: RA,NP,NI}
{od 3]
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CASE

The victim, Nancy P., age 22, states that she had
had to work late and it was dark when she left the office.
She chose to walk through an underground corridor that she
knew normally had a guard on duty, rather than on a dark
street. A man came out of a service closet, grabbed.her,
pulled her into the closet. When she screamed, he beat her
and threw her to the floor. Then he pulled off her under-
wear and raped her. Then he ran.

The guard, who had stepped out on a "break," heard her
screams and returned in time to stop thé suspect as he was
leaving thé corridor. .

The victim was badly cut and bruised and required hos-
pitalization overnight. She was forced to wear a brace on
her back for several weeks as a result of the attack..

The suspect, age 25, was convicted of rape. He has

no previous record of arrests.

{vignette #6a: RA,NP,I)
{fos 5]
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CASE
The victim, Lois A., age 25, had stooped at a news-
stand next to her apartment building and bought a copy of.

Playgirl magazine and a magazine called Singles Datebook.

The suspect, who was standing next to the news s$tand,
folloﬁed the victim into her building and into the elevator.
He was still on the elevator when she got off at her floor.
However, as she was opening the door to her apartment, he
came up behind her, pushed her into the apartment and raped
her. He told her not to move for 10 minutes, and left. She
called the police. ‘

A suspect who fitted the victim's description was ar- -
rested. His fingerprints matched those found ;n her apart-
ment.

The suspect, age 20, was convicted of rape. He has no

previous record of arrests. . -

[Vignette #7a: RA,P,NI]
(o} 6}




CASE

The victim, carol S., age 19; states that she believes
the suspect, age 24, had followed her when she got off the
bus. Because there had been many people on the street she
did not notice that he was following her, but she remembered
that he had sat across from her on the bus. N

" Yhe victim states that when she got home she went indt
the house, then remembered that she wanted to take out the
garbage. The man was waiting in the alley. He told her,

*"If you behave, I won't hurt you." Then he ripoed off her
clothes and raped her. Her head was cut open and she duffered
dizzy spells for a week. '

As the suspect was running from the alley, he tripped,
falling. An off-duty police officer ran to help him, then
hearing the victim's screams, held him. The vicgim identi-
fied him as the man who had raped her.

Blood was found on the suspect's clothing. The victim's
clothing, a vair of shorts and a thin white blouse, were also
found to be bloody and torn.

The suspect was found guilty of rape. He has no previous

créminal record.

. - .

[vignette 8a: RA,P,I}
{03 8] e
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{Part I.] ' .
Here are the questions:

1. What sentence do you feel the defendant in this case should
receive? (Record verbatim, then code as below.) .

10 -~ Probation &/or fine ]
[l - 11 months in jail or less ]
f2 -« 1 year - 2 years 11 months in prison ] v
(3- 3years -5 " . “ - )| 19 4
(4- 6 *» -1 " . ! . = ] 23 5§ -
(5~1 * ~315 * . " . " ] 27 6
[6 - 16 L] - 20 [} " " L] [ ] ] 31 7
[7-21 " -~25 °* . . . . | 35 8
[8 - More than 25 years in prison 1
(9 - other |
{ NO RESPONSE -~ LEAVE BLANK )]
2. Hoy much do you consider this crime to have been the
victim's failt? Would you say it was (Read list.) X-
- - . 20
T 0 - Not at all her fault ) 24 5
1 - Only a little her fault : 28 6
2 - Somewhat her fault . 32 7 -
3 - Mostly her fault . . . . 36 8 et
. 4 ~ All her fault : -
3. Why do you think this happened to this particular victim?
({Record verbatim, then code according to categories below.)
v
20 . 4
. 25 §
. 29 6
33 7
37 8
iU - Victim did-something careless, stupid ]
{1 - Controllable character or physical variable ]
{ ("That sort of person...")
(2 - Uncontrollable character or physical variable
{ (weak, can't always be on guard)
(3 - Combination of controllable variables & acts 1

- - * {4 -Combination of controllable & uncontrollable
variables (A person who is weak, has money,
etc., should...)

Accident, wrong place at wrong time

Fate, God's will

*The world's a jungle,” etc. ]
Other .
NO RESPONSE - LEAVE BLANK

Wy in
LI I

S EPURp—

g ey ey gy oy ey gy

4
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98 .

[Pa!‘t I. ]

In this case, how much do you think the victim deserved what
happened to her? (Read list.)

0 =~ She did not deserve to have anything havmen to her

1 - She deserved something, but less than what happened )

2 - She deserved what happened to her

3 ~ Sha deserved to have something even worse happen to her
22 4

Why do you think so? (Record verbatim.) gg 2
34 7
38 8

Vignette #
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1.
2,

3.

s'
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[Schedule ¥}

[PART II, GENERAL QUESTIONS] {schedule C}

We've been talking about specific cases, and your opinions
aboué these situations., Now we'd like to get Qome general in- ‘
formation about how much people knoﬁ about crime.

I'm going to read you a list of crimes, and ask you to
tell me what you think is the maximum -~ the most severe --

sentence a person can get for-that crime in New Jersey.

(Record answers to Questions 1 - 5 verbatim, then use the
following code categories for Questions 1 - 5%)

0 - Probation &/or fine
1 - 11 months in jail or less
2 - 1 year = 2 years ll months in prison
3 - 3 years - 5 years 1l months in prison
4 « 6 " - 10- L] " " [ ] L] ‘
5 - 11 n - 15 L) L] L] L "
[6 - 16 " - 20 n ] [ ] [ ] L] . Py
7 - 21 L] - 25 " ] L] L ] -
8 - More than 25 years in prison
9 « Other !
NO RESPONSE - LEAVE BLANK )

‘The first crime I want to know about is first degree homicide,
that is, a planned killing.

39
what about second degree homicide; a passion killing, on the
spur of the moment?

40
Forcible rape of an adult?

41
Armed robbery: that is, taking money away from someone with
a qun, knife or other weapon?

12 )
Strong arm robbery: taking money away from someone with no '
weapon, but by making him afraid of being hurt or killed?




6.

7.

9.

10.

11,

{Part II.}) ) {Schedule ¥
: {schedule C)

Now I'd like to ask you about your personal exmerience with

crime. I'm going to read you a list of crimes, and I'd like you
to tell me if you or any member of your family has ever been a

victim of that crime.

(Use the followina code cateqories for questions 6 - 12:)
(If nacessary, orobe to fit categories.)

10 Reither self nor family members

)|
[1 - Self }
f2 - Family member(s) 1
[3 - Self aND family mermber (s) ]
[4 - Household (for breaking and entry) 1
{ NO RESPONSE =~ LEAVE BLANK ]

pid anyone ever break into your house and take something?

(Breiking, entry and larceny)

Have you or anyone in your family been a victim of assault --
that is, has anyone attacked you or tried to attack you, to
hurt you, without wanting to rob you or take vour money?

Was a weapon used? (If weapon used, code in Question 8.)

(Assault with a deadly weapon.)

What about forcible rape?

The next crime I want to ask you about is robbery: has any~
one ever mugged you, that is, taken money from you or any

_member of your family by force, but without a weapon?

What about with a weapon?

12,

-t twm———

Has any member of your family been a murder victim?

44

46

HENEN

20

A{IF THE AMNSWFR TO ANY OF THR QUESTIONS 1 - 12 IS YES, ASK.NUESTIOMS

FOR THE MO SERIOUS CRIME, F AISWERS ARE ALL 0,SKIP TO

&
QUESTIOT IB.Y .. - ---- o e — —_—

5

100
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' {schedule F]
fPart II.]) . . " . [Schedule C]

S X X XS S X X X X L XX X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

13, You've told me that (you, family member) were/was @)victim ‘of N
(crime). When did this happen? (Do not read.)

[0 - Within last 6 months
fl1 - 7 - 11 months ago

1l - 2 years, 11 mo. ago
3 - 5 years ago

—
w
1t

More than 5 years ago
[ NO RESPONSE - LEAVE BLANK

u-—n—u—nuJ

14. When this happened, was it reported to the police?
(Do not read.)

0 - No
1l - Yes
2 - bon't know, remember

NO RESPOMSE ~ LEAVE BLANK

.

- (IF THE ANSWER TO QUESTION 14 IS YES, ASK QUESTION.15; *
- IF NO, SKIP TO DUESTION 20.)

15. Was someone arrested? (Do not read. )

et St Sl e

10 - No T
f1 - Yes ]
{2 - pon't know, remember ]
[ NO RESPONSE - LEAVE BLANK ] 53
(IP YES. ASK OUES”ION 16, IF NO, SKIP TO ﬂUFSTION 20.) .
16. Did the case go to tria1° (Do not read.)
. [0 - No
[ - Yes
{2 - Don‘t know, remember . C
t NO R."SPO\HE - LFAV'-‘ BLAM\ . o 3
- (IP YES ASK OUFSTIOV 17, IP NO, SKIP ™0 20.)
—— = eeereeee ] P ~-Was - the peraon convicted?— ~{Do.not read.)-— -~ wm—.—- e e
0 - No . ] .
f1 - Yes ) 11
{2 -~ pon't know, remember }
NO PESPONSE - LEAVE BLANK ]
. ——— —— _—_.—....‘....--_-—. .(SKIP m QUESTION 20.) - - P B e et rh Mt B EpieuER P Tem. Mt o ®om = smrewwr b o T
-e X X X E X R XX XX XXX XXX X KK XXX X

cem s tsein te e i



18.

18a.

18b.

18c.

{Part II.)

102

{schedule F]
{Schedula C]

(Ask Questions 18 & 19 only of respondents who say thev have

never becen a victim of the crimes listed in Q. 6 - 12.)

You've said that you've never been a victim of the crimes we men-~
tioned; let me list some crimes for you, and ask you how much you

worry about that crime.

First, muggihg. Do you worry about it (Read 1list.)

0 - Not at all
1l - A little

2 - Some

3 - A lot

The next crime I'd like to ask you about is armed robbery.

Do you worry about it (Read list.)
0 ~ Not at all

1 - A little

2 - Some

3 -2 lot

: ) 50

a7

Next, forcible rape. Do you worry about it (Pead list.)

0 - Not at all
1l - A little

2 - Some

3 - A lot

S8

(IR RESPOUDENT ANSWERS 1,2 or 3 TO ANY OF THE ABOVE, ASK 19a.,

IF RESPONDENT ANSWERS 0 TO ANY OF THE ABNVE, ASK Q. 19b.)

why do you worry about . (Name crimes.)? (Record verbatim,

then code according to categories helow. Do not read uniess

necessary to probe.)

- {0 - Take precautions

.
19b,

{1 ~ God's will

{2. - Rare - not much chance of it happening
[3 - Accident, result of chance

[4 -"The world's a jungle," etc.

{5 - Common occurrence

[6 ~ Other

59

Why don't you worry about . {Name crimes) ? (Record

.verbatim, then.code.according. to categories in 19a.) - :

60

(60 -TO_QUESTION 20.)

4
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21.

- o v e . i e et rmeee o e emmamm e oriete 8 tbia bR =

{rart II.)

Have you ever served on a jury in a criminal case? (Do not read.)

s

{1 -

No )}
Yes )

(IF YES, ASK QUESTION 21; IF NO, SKIP TO PART III.)

What was the crime in the most serious case on which you

deliberated? (Do not read.)

{Schedule C]

[0 -~ Homicide, attempmts

{1 - Forcible rave, attemots

[2 - Robbery, armed & strong armed; attempts

[3 - Assault

[4 - Breaking and entering, with or without larceny
{5 - Larceny theft (pickpocket, purse snatch, etc.)
[6 - Auto theft

[7 - Other

[9 - bon't remenmber

[ MO RESPONSE - LEAVE BLANK

(GO TO PART III.)

Sl ) el S Sl G St Sl e Moo

103

1]
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(PART II. GENERAL QUESTIONS] {Schedule P]
We've been talking about specific cases, and your opinions
abopt these situations. Now we'd like to get some general in-
formation about how much people know about crime.
I'm going to read you a list of crimes, and ask you to tell

me the maximum sentence a person can get for that crime i{n New

‘I

5.

Jersey.

(Record answers to Questions 1 - 5 verbatim, then use the
following code categories for Questions 1 - 5:)

Probation &/or fine
11 months in jail or less

1l year -~ 2 years ll months in prison

3 years - 5 years 1l months in prison
6 ] - 10 . " " ] L] L]
11 L] - 15 L] L] L] L] "
16 ] - 20 ] L] [ ] » [ ]
L} " L} L]

21 " - 25 "
More than 25 years in prison
Other

{ NO RESPONSE - LEAVE BLANK

COIANTaWN P O

S St G S S G} St St Sl S Ned

The first crime I want to know about is first-degree hémicide.
' 3
wWhat about second-degree homicide?
40
Forcible rape of an‘adult?
41
p:med robbery?
’ 12
Strong arm robbery?

43
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[Part II.] ’ {Schedule P}

Now 1'd like to ask you about your narsonal exoerience
with crime. I'm going to read you a list of crimes, and I'd
like you to tell me if you or any member of your family has
ever been a victim of that crime. . .

(Use the following code categories for questions 6 - 12, If
necessary, orxobe to fit categories.)

s.

7.

9.

10,

11.

12,

J0 - Nelther self nor family members )|

{1 - Self ]

[2 - Family member(s) ]

(& ~—Pamily-—memberts) ]

{43~ Self AND family member(s) }

(84 Housefiold (for breaking and entry) ] .

{ NO RESPONSE - IEAVE BLANK ° ]
Were you ever a victim of breaking, entry and larcenv? ) .

e
Aggravated assault?
45

What about assault with a deadly weapon? You or any of your ] - L
family menbers? . | ———
Forcible rape.. - l ]
Strong arm robbery? .

Armed robbery? I ' ‘
'What about homicide? l I

(IF T ANSWER TO ANY OF THE QUESTIONS 1 - 12 IS ¥ES, ASK

QUESTIONS 13 & 14 FOR THE MOST SCRIONS CRIMS, IF ANSWLES

ARE ALL NO, SKI® TO QUESTION 18.}

© et e et - - - - ————n s BRSSPI oMbt 48 s 0 ST ¢ L eTeen il
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fpart II.) . [Schedule P)}

¥ X X X X » X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X X

13. You've told me that (you/family member) were/was a victim of
(erime). When did this happen? (Do not read.)

Within last 6 months

7 to 11 months aao

1 yr. to 2 yr. 11 mo. ago
3 to 5 years ago

More than S5 years ago .
t MO RESPMNSE - LEAVE BLANK

51

~—~
nN

t 511

et S et et Gt

14, then this haopened, was it reported? (Do not read.)

{0 - Yo

{1 - Yes

{2 - Don't know, remember

{ NO RESPONSE -~ LEAVE BLANK

52

ot et et i

{(IF THE AMSWER TO QUESTIOMN 14. IS YES, ASK QUESTION 15,
THERWISE, SKIP TO NUESTINN 18.)

X X X X X X X X X X ¥ X X X X X X X X X X X X X

15, Was a suspect arrested? (!50 not .read.)

[0 - No

(1 - Yes

(2 ~ Don't know, remember

{ NO RESPONSE - LEAVE BLANK

53

VTRV Y SIS

(IF YES, ASK QUESTION 16, OTHERWISE, SKIP TO OUESTION 18.)

- - - - - - e - - - - - - - - - -

16'. bid the case go to trial? (Do not read.)

0 - No

[1 - Yes

{2'- pon't know, remember

[ NO RESPOISE - LEAVE BLANK

C TEUTRVTS

54

(IF YES, ASK QUESTION 17., IF OTHERWISE, SKIP TO 18.)

17. Was the defendant convicted? (Do not read.)

0 - No

1l - Yes

2 - bon't know, remember

[ NO RESPONSE,- LEAVE BLANK

| et et St

33
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[Part II.]} . ) {Schedule P]

: . of each .
18, I'd like for vou to estimate for me how many/of the following kinds of
cases you have worked on in the course of your career as a police
officer.

t

(Code 0. 18a - 18f according to the following categories. Do not
read unless necessarv to probe.)

[0 = None 1
f[1-1¢tS ]
[2 -6 to 10 ]
{3 - 11 to 20 ]
{4 - 21 to 30 ]
{5 « 31 to 50 ]
{6 -~ 51 to 100 ]
[7 - Over 100 1
[ NO RESPONSE - LEAVE BLANK ]

18a. Assault with a ﬁeadly weapon

o6

18b, Strong arm robbery
18c. Armed robbery

18d. Forcible rape ©f an adult

{1q ]

18e. Pofcible sodomy

60

18f£, Homicide

ol

(GO TO PART IIX.)



20.

[Pazt IX.] . ) [schedule F])

Have you ever served on a jury in a criminal case? (Do not read.)

0 - ho ]
l - Yes ]

{IF YES, ASK QUESTION 21; IF MO, SKIP TO Q. 22)

21.

C em——— .

22.

23,

e 28 -

o —— - —— —

What was the crime in the most serious case on which you
deliberated? (Do not read.)

IU Homicxde, attempts R ]

~ Forcible rape, attemots ]
[2 - Robbery, armed & strong arm:; attemnts ]
(3 - Assault ]
{4 - Breaking & entering, with or without larceny ]
[5 - Larceny theft (pickpocket, purse snatch, etc.) ]
{6 - Auto theft ]
{7 - Other ]
[9 -~ Don't Temember ]
[ NO RESPONSE ~ LEAVE BLANK ]

Have you ever counseled a victim of a cnme° What was

that crime? (Do not read.)

Never counselled a crime victim

Yes, raoe victim(s) only

Yes, victim(s) of crimes other than rape only
Victims of rape AND other crimes

{ NO RESPOISE - LEAVE BLAMK

—
N
[ I A
ot S Nt bt 1md

(IF ANSWER IS YES, ASK QUESTION 23, IF NO, GO TO PART III.)-

How many RAPE victims would you estimate you have counselled?
{Do not read.)
T0 =1 to R
f1 -5 to 9

{2 - 10 to 20
[3 - 21 to S0
f4 - over 50

St Gt St St e

How-many -victims of  CRIMES OTHER-THAN RAPE would ‘you estimate
you have counselled? (Do not read.)

lto 4

5 to 9
10 to 20
21 to S0
‘over 50

-
N
resoe

S el it e St

[ mm e

108
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(GO _TO PART III,)
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1Schedule F} .
[PART III. DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS] (Schedule C]

Finally, I'd like to ask you some questions about yourself, . .
(Start with Question 3.)

[ . c.
{Copy answers to Questions 1l & 2 from FACE SHEET, and code.) .
1. ‘ T§ex= ]
[0 - Male ]
{1l - Female . ]

‘ 3 |
2. [agel , - - | [' .
) . I 1]

3. What is your marital status? Aare you {(Read list.)

0 - Married
)l - Divorced
2 - Widowed ) : [
- 3 ~ Separated
T~ £ - Single
4. Are you presently (Read list.) : ' ' -

Employed full time
Employed part time
Retired 67
Student

Housewi fe

Unemp loyed

Other

AVKRWNI“O
P11 111

{IF RESPONDENT IS EMPLOYED, UNEMPLOYED OR RETIRED, ASK Q. S.
IF STUDENT, HOUSEWIFE, GO TO0 Q. 6.)

5. What is/was your occupation? (Record verbatim, then code according
to categories below, FOLLOWING O, 7]

: 4 )3
(IF RESPOJDENT IS MARRIFED, ASK Q2. 6 & 7. . .IF NOT, SKIP TO 0. 8.)

—— = g Now I'd liKe o know 1f your (husbind/wifa) is presently (Read list.)
Employed full time
Emnloyed part time

Retired : o
Student ' .
Housewi fe ‘ )

Unemnloyed . . e e e s e+t oo
Other :

AVNAWNMO

(IF SPOUSE IS EMPLOYED, WMEMPIOYED OR PETIPED, ASK 0. 7. IF
.- {RY OTHER HESPOSE, R0 TO DUESTION B.)
1]

7. What is/was his/her occumation? (Peccord verbatim, then code
according to categories below.)

ot
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[Part III.} ' [Schedule F)
[Schedule C).

(CODING CATEGORIES FOR QUESTIONS 5 & 7.)

T0Y = Clerical, office ]
{02 - Entertainer 1
[03 -~ Pactory worker ]
[04 - Food service worker (cook, waiter, etc.) ]
{05 -~ Foreman ]
{06 - Health services (not professional) )]
[07 - Laborer (unskilled) ]
{08 - Laborer (skilled) ]
{09 - Manager, administrator 1
[10 - Mechanic,. repairman . ]
f11 - Police, fire ° °* - ‘. 1
[12 - Professional & technical (engineer, etc.) ]
f13 - Salesperson . ]
{14 - Service worker (custodian, etc.) ]
[15 -~ Steward or stewardess ]
{16 -~ Teacher 1
{17 - Truck driver ]
718 - Writer/artist 1 -
{#9 - Other )

What is your religion? (Probe for specific denomination. .«
Record verbatim, then code, po not read list.)

T80 - Bantist, Methodist, Lutheran )]

[1 - Congregationalist, Presbyterian, Episcopalian] -

{2 - Other Protestant ]

{3 -~ Roman Catholic ]

[4 - Eastern Orthodox, other Orthodox 1

{5 -~ Jewish |

[6 - Other 1

{7 - None 1

[ NO RESPONSE -~ LEAVE BLANK 1
(IF RESPONSE IS 0 - 6, ASK QUESTION 9. If NONE, NO RESPONSE,
END IUTERVIEW,)

How often do you attend religious services? (Do not read.)

Never
Once a month or less

Several times a month
Weekly

p—
N
Ly 01y

74

v Sl S Sl e

More than once a week

(End interview.) THANK YOU FOR YOUR CONPERATION.
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3-

‘.

6.

{PART IXI. DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS] {Schedule P}

Finally, I'd like to ask you some questions abéut yourself,

(Begin with question 2.)
(sex )

How old are you? (Record exactly.)

———

What is your marital status? Are you (Read list.)
0 - Married

-1 = Divorced
2 - Widowed

3 -~ Separated
4 - Single

. What is your present rank with the police department?

(Do not read.)

Patrolman, police officer

+ Corporal :

Detective

Sergeant, detective sergeant (all classes)
Lieutenant, detective lieutenant

Captain )

Above captain

AUT s WO
t 1 800
et bt St et et St tnd

How long have you been a police officer? (Record verbatinm,
then code according to categories below.)

10 - Less than 1l year ]
1 ~1¢to 5 years - ]
[2 ~ 6 to 10 years )
[3 - 11 to 15 years ]
{4 - 16 to 20 years ]
[S - over 20 yecars . )

How many sworn officers are there in your department?
(Record verbatim, then code:)

. T0 = 10 or fewar:¥ ]
1 - 11 to 20 ]
{2 - 21 to S0 ]
[3 ~.51 to 100 ]
[4 - 101 to 250 1
{5 = 251 to 500 ]
[6 - SO1 to 1000 ]
{7 - Over 1,000 I

111

st—

n

()

{1

65

66

(4]
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PR

[part III.) ) {Schedule P}

What is your religion? (Probe for specific denomination.
Record verbatim, then code. Do not read list.)

() Baptist, Methodist, Lutheran
Congregationalist, Presbyterian, Episcopalian
Other Protestant

Roman Catholic

Eastern Orthodox, other Orthodox

Jewish

Other

None

NO RESPONSE -~ LEAVE BLANK

oy e
SOV A WN

]

et et St St i et St Gt umd

oy

(IF¥ RESPONSE IS 0 -.6. ASK QUESTION 8. OTHERWISE, END
INTERVIEW.)

How often do you attend religious services? (Do not read.)

- Never

- Once a month or less
- Several times a month
+= Weekly

- More than once.a week

74

W N = O

§ et el S St Smed

(End interview.) THANK YOU FOR YOUR COOPERATION.
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Explanation of Interview Schedule

There were three forms of the interview schedule:

.Schedule C, used for laypeople

Schedule P, for police

Schedule F, for feminists.

All respondents were given the same questions that formed the
dependent measures, although a somewhat shortened form was used
after vignettes 4 through 8.

There were two sets of vignettes, Half the respondents in

each group received one, half the other.



114

APPENDIX II,

Additional Statistical Tables



Analysis of Variance for Sentence

Table I,

115

Police
MS df F P
Crime (C) 1624.50 1l 666.73 .001
Precipitation (P) 6.48 1l 2.66 .103
Injury (I) 40.50 1l 16.62 .001
CxP .32 1l .13 717
Cx1I 5.78 1l 2.37 .124
Px1I .18 1l .07 .786
CxPxlI .02 1l .01 .928
Error 2.44 792
Feminists
MS df F )
Crime (C) 1272.60 1l 545.49 001
Precipitation (P) 2.53 1 1.08 .297
Injury (I) 34.04 1l 14.59 .001
CxP .01 1l .00 .945
Cx1I 5.95 1 2.55 111
Px1I .36 1l .15 .694
CxPxT1I .55 1 .24 .627
Error 2.33 792
Laymen
MS df F )
Crime (C) 1282.71 1l 533.84 .001
Precipitation (P) 4.96 1 2.06 .151
Injury (I) 51.51 i 21.44 .001
Cx?P .45 1 .19 . +665
Cx1I 8.20 1l 3.41 .065
Px1I 1.20 1l .50 .480
CxPxI .28 1l .12 .732
Error 2.40 792 .
Laywomen
MS af F P
Crime (C) 1039.68 1l 327.59 .001
Precipitation (P) 5.44 1 1.72 .190
Injury (I) 32.00 1 10.08 .002
cCx1I 1.28 1 .40 .525
PXxX1I ¥1380 1l .57 .451
CxPxI .12 1 .04 . 840
Error 3.17 792
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Table II...
Explanation Of Victimization

To
Forces Under Victim's Control

Male Female
Police Civilian: Civilian TFeminist
‘Vignette ~_ UC* C%* UC C 0C  C uCc —C
1 82 18 97 3 95 5 87 13
2 82 18 90 10 9¢ 10 80 20
3 - 29 71 32 68 6 94 29 71
4 39 61 47 53 12 88 30 70
5 93 7 93 7 85 15 97 3
6 .92 8 97 3 82 18 %91 9
7 38 62 44 56 27 73 53 47
8 69 31 59 41 38 62 64 36

*Key:

UC - Number of respondents attributing fault to
forces not under victim's control.

C - Number of respondents attributing fault to
forces under victim's control.
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Table III.

Deservingness of victimizationl

Percent Giving Each Response

Police Feminists
Case 0 1l 2 3 0 1l 2 3
RO,P,NI 88 8 4 0 84 12 4 0
RO,P,I 89 6 5 0 85 8 7 0
RA,P,NI 86 10 4 0 95 5 0 0
RA,P,I 100 0 0 0 95 3 2 0
Laymen Laywomen
Case 0 1 2 3 0 1 2 3
RO,P,NI 91 5 4 0 85 8 7 0
RO,P,I 93 7 0 0 79 13- 8 0
RA,P,NI 94 6 0 0 83 12 5 0
RA,P,I 100 0 0 0 87 12 1 0
gey:
0 - She did not deserve to have anything happen to her.
1 - she deserved something, but less than what happened.
2 - She deserved what happened to her,.
3 - She deserved to have something even worse happen to |~
her.
Cases:

RO - robbery; RA -~ rape
P - precipitation
NI - no injury; I - injury

lrn the cases that involved no precipitation, all
respondents gave the answer "0" - "She did not deserve
to have anything happen to her."
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Table IV.
Demographic Information
AGE

. o
-

Police . Laymen . Béywoﬁan Feminists

Range 19-56 19-53 18-48 18-47
Mean 33.54 32.70 28.28 29.40
SD 7.41 7.53 6.78 6.92

MARITAL STATUS

Police .Laymen . Laywomen Feminists
Married 79 70 61 53
Divorced 8 8 8 10
Widowed 1 0 0 1l
Separated 5 7 5 6
Single 7 14 26 30
No information 0 1l 0 .0

RELIGION

Police “Laymen  Laywomen Feminists
Bapt. ,Meth.,
- Luather. 7 8 9 5
Congr., Presby.

Episco. 2 7 2 8
Other Protest. 5 6 9 8
Roman Catholic 59 48 60 35
Jewish 0 4 0 13
Other 0 0 2 0
None 21 23 17 27

No information 6 4 1 4
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