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ABSTRACT
BLAMING THE VICTIM: THE ROLE OF ASSAULT CHARACTERISTICS
AND VICTIM ATTRACTIVENESS
Sapir Sasson, M.A.
Department of Psychology
Northern Illinois University, 2015
Lisa A. Paul, Director
The current study examined the effect of rape stereotypicality (stereotypical rape vs.
non-stereotypical rape) and victim attractiveness on victim blame attributions and
encouragement of formal reporting while controlling for individual difference variables (i.e.,
rape myth acceptance, victim empathy, victimization history, and disclosure receipt history).
Participants in the final sample for this study comprised 354 undergraduate students from
introductory psychology classes at a Midwestern university and 283 individuals from
Amazon.com’s Mechanical Turk site. Hierarchical regression analyses showed that both
undergraduate and Mechanical Turk participants assigned greater blame to victims of
nonstereotypical (vs. stereotypical) rape. Undergraduate, but not Mechanical Turk
participants, assigned greater blame to unattractive (vs. attractive) victims. Victim
attractiveness did not moderate the relation between rape stereotypicality and victim blame in
either sample. Rape myth acceptance was also associated with greater blame in the
undergraduate sample; other control variables did not influence blame in either sample.
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CHAPTER 1
INTRODUCTION

Prevalence and Formal Reporting of Sexual Assault

Sexual assault remains a prevalent crime despite increased prevention and intervention
efforts (Rozee & Koss, 2001). According to national studies, 18% of U.S. women reported they
were raped (legally defined as unwanted oral, anal or vaginal penetration) during their lifetime
(Black et al., 2011; Kilpatrick, Resnick, Ruggiero, Conoscenti, & McCauley, 2007). Sexual
assault is associated with several physical- and mental health-related sequelae (e.g., Nickerson et
al., 2013; Zinzow, Resnick, McCauley, Amstadter, Ruggiero, & Kilpatrick, 2012), including
posttraumatic stress disorder (PTSD), depression, and substance abuse (e.g., Zinzow et al.,
2012). Although both men and women can be victims of sexual assault, the current study will
use only female pronouns to refer to victims, given the higher prevalence of sexual assault
victimization among women (e.g., Catalano, 2006).
Despite the prevalence of sexual violence, rape and sexual assault are the most
underreported violent crimes (Allen, 2007; Catalano, 2006). A recent national study found that
only 15.8% of rapes were reported to authorities, indicating that reporting of sexual assaults has
not increased since prior surveys in the 1990s (Wolitzky-Taylor et al., 2011). Fisher, Daigle,
Cullen, and Turner (2003) found that reasons for not reporting the assault to police include not
wanting family members to know of the victimization, feeling that they do not having sufficient
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evidence that the assault occurred, and being fearful of reprisal by the perpetrator and others.
Wolitzky-Taylor and colleagues (2011) replicated these findings in a more recent sample.
Victims listed fear of reprisal by the perpetrator (68.1% of victims) and not wanting family
members to know of the victimization (59.1% of victims) as the most common reasons for not
reporting their assault to police.
The decision to formally report a sexual assault is a complex one. Only 16% of reported
sexual assault cases in the US are prosecuted (DuMont & Parnis, 2006), and reporting the assault
to police does not guarantee apprehension of the perpetrator (Allen, 2007). Moreover, formal
reporting may result in negative consequences for victims, including some of the exact concerns
cited by victims as reasons for not reporting. Pursuing legal action against the perpetrator may
involve emotional and social difficulties, such as reliving the assault, going through a lengthy
legal investigation and trial (Patterson & Campbell, 2010) and experiencing negative reactions
from others that makes the victim feel blamed, doubted, and ultimately revictimized (i.e.,
secondary victimization; Campbell & Raja, 1999; Campbell, Sefl, Barnes, Ahrens, Wasco, &
Zaragoza-Diesfeld, 1999; Campbell, Wasco, Ahrens, Sefl, & Barnes, 2001; Williams, 1984).
Nonetheless, formal reporting of sexual assaults is the only method of apprehending perpetrators
and preventing them from committing additional crimes (Kilpatrick et al., 1992). In addition to
the possibility of addressing high recidivism rates, reporting the assault to authorities may help
the victim feel empowered and regain a sense of control over her life. Moreover, victims who
report their assault to police are more likely to receive medical care than victims who do not
report their assault (Resnick et al., 2000), and thus reporting may actually increase the
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accessibility of other important resources. Yet, given the mixed outcomes for victims, reporting
the assault to the police is not always a desired, or viable, option.

Social Reactions to Disclosure and Encouragement of Reporting

While formal reporting rates are low, one-half to two-thirds of sexual assault victims
disclose their assault to informal disclosure recipients, which include friends, family, and
acquaintances (e.g., Ahrens, Campbell, Ternier-Thames, Wasco, & Sefl, 2007; Fisher et al.,
2003; Starzynski, Ullman, Filipas, & Townsend, 2005). A victim may disclose her assault to an
informal support provider in order to receive emotional support or to be connected to needed
services, such as medical and mental health care services and legal authorities (e.g., Ahrens et
al., 2007). Given that a large majority of victims disclose their assault to informal support
providers, it is important to examine the variety of social reactions that victims experience and
their impact on victims’ reporting decisions (e.g., encouragement of reporting by informal
disclosure recipients).
A variety of social reactions are documented in response to sexual assault disclosure.
Disclosure recipients may respond with positive (e.g., providing emotional support, offering
tangible aid) and negative (e.g., blaming the victim, taking control of the victim’s decisions)
reactions (Ullman, 2000). While 74 to 97% of victims receive at least one positive reaction, it is
noteworthy that 80 to 98% of victims also receive at least one negative reaction (Campbell et al.,
2001; Filipas & Ullman, 2001; Golding et al., 1989). Receiving a negative reaction in response
to disclosure is related to greater victim self-blame and post-assault sequelae, such as increased
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trauma symptoms and poorer physical health (Ullman, 1996b; Ullman & Filipas, 2001; Ullman,
Filipas, Townsend, & Starzynski, 2007). Thus, it is imperative to identify correlates and
predictors of negative reactions to victims’ disclosures.
As described above, positive reactions from disclosure recipients may include support
and connection to needed services. These reactions may also help facilitate formal rape
reporting, particularly if the disclosure recipient encourages the victim to make the report
(Greenberg, Ruback, & Westcott, 1982). In a national survey, Paul and colleagues (2013) also
found that encouragement to report, and even the act of talking to someone about reporting,
significantly increased the likelihood that rape victims would report their assaults. More
specifically, only 17% (n = 72) of rape victims consulted with someone else when deciding
whether or not to report the assault, and only 56% (n = 40) of those who consulted with someone
prior to reporting were encouraged to report the assault to police. Yet, 56% (n = 23) of these
encouraged victims formally reported their assault to police, whereas only 16% (n = 5) of women
who were not encouraged filed a formal report with the police.
In addition to this lack of encouragement of reporting, victim blame is linked to
underreporting of sexual assault (Ahrens, 2006). Ahrens (2006) found that victims who received
negative reactions from disclosure recipients chose to stop disclosing to others, and thus were
“silenced” by the blaming and insensitive responses they received. Therefore, it is reasonable to
infer that victims who receive negative reactions, such as victim blaming responses, would be
less likely to report their assault (Ruback, Greenberg, & Westcott, 1984). Taken together, the
reactions that victims receive from others appear to have a significant impact on victims’
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reporting decisions; thus, further exploration of factors associated with negative reactions to
victims, particularly victim blame, is warranted.

Victim Blame

Victim blaming includes endorsement of beliefs that victims of sexual assault are at least
partially at fault for the crime committed against them (Pollard, 1992). Individuals who engage
in victim blaming often believe that the victim deserved to be assaulted due to some facet of the
victim’s behavior (e.g., walking alone at night) or character (e.g., being naïve; Koss, Goodman,
Browne, Fitzgerald, Keita, & Russo, 1994). Several factors are known to affect participants’
blame attributions regarding rape victims; these include, but are not limited to, participant gender
(e.g., Pollard, 1992), endorsement of false beliefs about rape (e.g., Suarez & Gadalla, 2010),
victimization history (e.g., Ahrens & Campbell, 2000), beliefs about gender roles (e.g., Anderson
& Lyons, 2005), victim empathy (e.g., Ahrens & Campbell, 2000), victim alcohol consumption
(e.g., Girard & Senn, 2008), assault characteristics (e.g., Snell & Godwin, 1993), and victim
physical attractiveness (e.g., Seligman, Brickman, & Koulack, 1977).
The Just World Theory and the Defensive Attribution Hypothesis are the two most
commonly cited theories used to explain victim blaming. The Just World Theory (Lerner &
Matthews, 1967; Lerner & Miller, 1978; Kleinke & Meyer, 1990) states that people are
motivated to believe that the world is a fair place and that individuals generally “get what they
deserve.” Thus, observers judge the victim to be at fault for the rape in order to explain an
injustice and maintain a view of the world as a just and safe place. Alternately, the Defensive
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Attribution Hypothesis (Shaver, 1970) posits that blame is a function of both perceived similarity
between the observer and victim and the perceived likelihood of similar future victimization
befalling the observer. When observers feel vulnerable to experiencing a certain negative event
(e.g., a rape), they are more likely to defensively attribute more blame for that event to the
victim. However, as the perceived similarity between the observer and victim increases,
observers are less likely to blame the victim. By defensively attributing less blame to the victim
that is perceived as similar to oneself, observers decrease their perceived likelihood of being
blamed if a similar event should happen to them in the future.
In previous work, the measurement and operationalization of blame has varied across
studies. Specifically, the terms “causality,” “blame,” and “responsibility” are often used
interchangeably. For example, Seligman, Brickman, and Koulack (1977) assessed perceptions of
victim and perpetrator blame. However, when discussing their findings, they used the term
“responsibility.” Of note, accumulating evidence indicates that these terms are distinct constructs
(Bradbury & Fincham, 1990; Sasson, Milliken, & Paul, 2014). Further, previous research on
victim blame has often used a single, bipolar, response scale to assess both victim blame and
perpetrator blame. Thus, while victim blame has been extensively researched with respect to
several participant- and assault-related variables, future research on victim blame should measure
blame and responsibility separately rather than using the terms interchangeably. Further,
research should measure victim blame and perpetrator blame on separate scales in order to allow
for the possibility that participants may blame both the victim and the perpetrator for the assault,
and that this blame may not be zero sum.
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Rape-Related Factors Affecting Victim Blame

Assault Characteristics

Perpetrator Identity

Research shows that blame attributions differ based on the identity of the perpetrator.
Early studies have found that participants typically attribute greater blame to victims of stranger
rape than to those of acquaintance rape (e.g., Bolt & Caswell, 1981; Calhoun, Selby, & Warring,
1976; Check & Malamuth, 1983; Smith, Keating, Hesler, & Mitchell, 1976). To explain these
findings, Calhoun and colleagues (1976) posited that when the assault is perpetrated by a random
stranger, the victim’s behavior (e.g., walking home alone) is of immediate salience, and thus it is
more likely that she will be seen as having provoked the assault. On the other hand, the victim’s
interpersonal relationship with the perpetrator becomes the context of the assault when the
perpetrator is an acquaintance. Thus, it is less obvious whether the victim’s behavior directly
contributed to the assault. It is noteworthy, however, that the authors of this study initially
hypothesized the opposite effect; they predicted that victims who were assaulted by an
acquaintance would be seen as having a greater opportunity for provoking the rape, and thus
would be held more responsible than victims who were assaulted by a stranger. Their initial
hypothesis is consistent with results of other studies—including two review articles—which
found that victims of acquaintance rape were blamed more than victims of stranger rape (e.g.,
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Bell, Kuriloff, & Lottes, 1994; Frese, Moya, & Megías, 2004; Grubb & Harrower, 2008;
Schuller & Klippenstine, 2004; Whatley, 1996). This general pattern may be due to the random
nature of stranger rape and the perception of an increased likelihood of provocation in the
context of an acquaintance rape. One possible explanation for the discrepancy in results is the
difference in procedures across studies. For example, Calhoun and colleagues (1976) showed
participants a video recording of an interview with a presumed rape victim in addition to a
written description of the incident, while Frese and colleagues (2004) only gave participants a
written vignette describing the assault. Further, some studies measured blame (e.g., Calhoun et
al., 1976), while other studies measured responsibility (e.g., Frese et al., 2004), which also may
have contributed to differences in findings across studies.

Victim Use of Resistance

Another factor that has been shown to influence blame attributions is victim resistance
during the assault. Research has shown that victims who physically resist the assault are blamed
less than victims who do not physically resist the perpetrator (Branscombe & Weir, 1992;
Davies, Rogers, & Whitelegg, 2009; Krulewitz & Nash, 1979; Ong & Ward, 2006; Pollard,
1992). Shotland and Goodstein (1983) manipulated the degree of victim resistance (verbal vs.
verbal and physical resistance combined) in a hypothetical scenario of a sexual act in the context
of a date and found that assaults in which victims resisted both verbally and physically were
more likely to be viewed as rapes and participants were more likely to believe that the
perpetrator’s actions were “wrong.” Hannon, Kuntz, Van Laar, Williams, and Hall (1996)
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assessed “disapproval” of the perpetrator’s behavior after manipulating victim resistance in
various sexual assault scenarios. In accord with previous research, they found that physical
resistance yielded the highest disapproval ratings of the perpetrator’s behavior, and no resistance
by the victim yielded the lowest disapproval ratings for the perpetrator.
Krulewitz and Payne (1978) hypothesized that, even when participants do not necessarily
attribute more blame to a non-resisting victim, they may believe that she was potentially more
capable of engaging in resistance behavior and thus view her as less concerned with avoiding the
assault. Furnham and Boston (1996) found that the effect of victim resistance on blame was
moderated by participant gender; men blamed the victim more when she did not resist, while
women blamed the victim more when she resisted than when she did not. This result was
consistent with findings of another study, which also found a moderating effect of gender
(Krulewitz & Nash, 1979). Although Furnham and Boston (1996) did not offer an explanation
for the fact that victim resistance was associated with lower victim blame for male participants
and higher victim blame for female participants, this finding may provide useful information
about gender differences in interpreting victim behavior. It is possible that men view lack of
victim resistance as an indicator that the victim was not attempting to stop the attack and
therefore may not have clearly conveyed that the sexual contact was not wanted. Women, on the
other hand, may believe that resisting the attack would lead to increased aggravation and use of
force by the perpetrator, and thus would actually be perceived as an undesirable and risky
behavior.
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Perpetrator Use of Force

Perpetrator use of force is associated with lower levels of victim blame and higher levels
of perpetrator blame. Shotland and Goodstein (1983) presented participants with a hypothetical
scenario of a sexual act in the context of a date and manipulated the degree of force used by the
perpetrator (i.e., low and moderate); they found that participants were more likely to label the
perpetrator’s actions as wrong and perceive the assault as a rape when the perpetrator used
moderate levels of force (e.g., pinning the victim’s arms behind her) than when he used low
levels of force (e.g., verbal coercion). These results are consistent with those of Proite, Dannells,
and Benton (1993); when the perpetrator used a greater amount of physical force, participants
attributed more responsibility to the perpetrator in an acquaintance rape. Further, another study
found that when the perpetrator used a greater amount of physical force, participants were more
certain that a rape had occurred (Krulewitz & Payne, 1978).

Stereotypical Rape

The aforementioned assault characteristics—stranger perpetrator identity, victim use of
resistance, and perpetrator use of force—converge to create a schema-consistent depiction of
sexual assault, commonly referred to as stereotypical rape. As described by Estrich (1987), a
stereotypical rape is one in which a male stranger forces a woman to have sex without her
consent and uses physical force to overcome the woman’s physical resistance. While this
conceptualization of stereotypical rape is now over 20 years old, a recent study showed that rape
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is still conceptualized in this stereotypical manner (Anderson, 2007), despite the fact that the
majority of sexual assaults do not conform to this stereotype (Koss, Heise, & Russo, 1994;
Littleton, Tabernik, Canelas, & Backstrom, 2009). In fact, the majority of rapes are perpetrated
by a man known to the victim and do not involve perpetrator use of physical force, threat of a
weapon, or victim resistance (Gavey, 1991; Koss, 1988; Koss et al., 1988). The current study
will utilize two vignettes, one describing a stereotypical rape and another depicting a
nonstereotypical rape, to examine further how these factors influence victim blame.
Generally speaking, victims whose rape consists of one or more stereotypical rape
characteristics, such as perpetration by a stranger (e.g., Clay-Warner & Burt, 2005; Felson &
Pare, 2005; Williams, 1984), victim resistance (e.g., Golding, Siegel, Sorenson, Burnam, &
Stein, 1989), or perpetrator use of force, including use of a weapon (e.g., Clay-Warner &
McMahon-Howard, 2009; Williams, 1984), are more likely to report their rape to police. Given
the lower reporting rate of nonstereotypical rape, it is reasonable to infer that victims of a
nonstereotypical rape may receive less encouragement to report their assault to police than
victims of stereotypical rape. A recent study (Sarmiento, 2011) showed that only 48% of
participants believed that an acquaintance rape case should be tried in criminal court, providing
preliminary support for this postulation. However, given that this finding provides only indirect
evidence for lack of encouragement of reporting, additional research is needed in this area.
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Victim Attractiveness

In addition to exploring assault-related characteristics, victim-related variables may also
affect responses from others and victims’ post-assault decisions. One variable that has been
previously studied is victim attractiveness. Findings are mixed regarding the effect of victim
attractiveness on rape blame attributions. The majority of studies support the “what is beautiful
is good” stereotype (Dion, Berscheid, & Walster, 1972), with attractive victims blamed less for
their assaults than unattractive victims (Ferguson, Duthie, & Graf, 1987; Kanekar & Vaz, 1988;
Seligman, Brickman, & Koulack, 1977; Thornton & Ryckman, 1983; Vrij & Firmin, 2001).
However, some studies found no effect of victim attractiveness on blame attributions (Best &
Demmin, 1982; Thornton, 1977). One possible explanation for the null findings of Best and
Demmin (1982) is the fact that the authors manipulated attractiveness and provocativeness of the
victim’s behavior across four vignettes, and participants read all vignette variations and rated
victim blame for each one. Although the order of vignette presentation was counterbalanced, the
data were not completely independent and carryover effects may have contributed to their null
findings.
Yet another study found that attractive victims were blamed more than unattractive
victims (Jacobson & Popovich, 1983). Jacobson and Popovich (1983) utilized a sexual assault
vignette depicting an acquaintance perpetrator and found that only 25% of participants thought
that the victim had actually been raped, and that the attractive woman was seen as being more
careless and marginally more responsible for the assault. However, this study utilized an
ambiguous vignette; the woman in the vignette claimed she was raped and called the police, but
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the assault itself was not described and participants were left to judge whether or not they think a
rape actually occurred. The ambiguity of the scenario likely interfered with the attractiveness
manipulation, since it is possible that participants simply did not believe that she was raped and
thus saw her as partaking in consensual sexual activity with someone she may or may not know.
To date, only one study has investigated the conjoint effects of assault characteristics and
victim attractiveness on blame attributions, although this study only manipulated perpetrator
identity and did not vary other assault characteristics. Gerdes and colleagues (1988) found that
attractive victims were blamed more than unattractive victims when the perpetrator was a
stranger, but unattractive victims were blamed more than attractive victims when the perpetrator
was an acquaintance. The authors hypothesized that when the perpetrator is an acquaintance, an
unattractive woman may seem an unlikely target unless she had acted provocatively, and thus is
blamed more than an attractive woman. However, when the perpetrator is a stranger, and thus
the attack seems more random, attractive victims may be blamed more because of their presumed
ability to arouse men. An alternative explanation suggested by Gerdes and colleagues is that
attractive victims are perceived as more likely targets of rape, and thus it is assumed that they
were more careless than the unattractive victims (or rather, that they should have been more
careful given their increased likelihood of being assaulted). Although the findings of this study
have not been replicated, they highlight the importance of examining assault characteristics and
their potential interaction with victim attractiveness in influencing blame attributions. The
current study will use two pilot-tested photos to depict an attractive victim and an unattractive
victim, respectively, to determine how victim attractiveness influences victim blame in the
context of stereotypical versus nonstereotypical rape.
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Participant-Related Variables Affecting Victim Blame

Rape Myth Acceptance

Rape myth acceptance (RMA) refers to an individual’s endorsement of false beliefs about
rape, rape victims and rape perpetrators. These beliefs often serve to deny or justify acts of
sexual violence (e.g., a woman who is dressed provocatively is asking to be assaulted; a woman
who is raped while she is drunk is responsible for allowing the assault to occur; Burt, 1980;
Gerger, Kley, Bohner, & Siebler, 2007). Thus, individuals who strongly endorse these false
beliefs are likely to have stereotypical, negative attitudes towards sexual assault victims.
Research demonstrates a significant positive relation between high levels of RMA and negative
attitudes and behaviors towards victims, including perceptions of blame (see Grubb & Turner,
2012 for a review). Generally, men score higher on RMA than do women (Aronowitz, Lambert,
& Davidoff, 2012; Davies, Gilston, & Rogers, 2012; Hammond, Berry, & Rodriguez, 2011;
Kopper, 1996; Lonsway & Fitzgerald, 1995; see Suarez & Gadalla, 2010 for a review), which
may help to explain the general finding that men are more likely to blame victims of sexual
assault than women (Ahrens & Campbell, 2000; Bell et al., 1994; Hammond, Berry, &
Rodriguez, 2011).
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Victim Empathy

Empathy is an important variable to assess with respect to blame attributions for rape, as
it can influence judgments of rape victims and perpetrators (Smith & Frieze, 2003). Deitz and
colleagues (1982) developed the Rape Empathy Scale (RES), which was designed to measure
empathy towards the rape victim and the perpetrator in a hypothetical heterosexual rape
situation, with empathy for the victim and perpetrator rated in a mutually exclusive manner (i.e.,
forcing participants to empathize with either the victim or the perpetrator). They found that
female participants endorsed greater empathy for the rape victim than did males, and women
who had previously experienced a rape endorsed greater victim empathy (VE) than women with
no prior rape experience. Empathy scores were also predictive of ratings of defendant guilt and
attributions of responsibility for the crime, such that individuals who endorsed higher VE
expressed greater certainty that the defendant was guilty and attributed greater responsibility to
the defendant (Deitz, Tiemann-Blackwell, Daley, & Bentley, 1982).
Results of Coller and Resick (1987) were inconsistent with results of Deitz and
colleagues (1982). Coller and Resick found that VE had no effect on victim blame, and
concluded that it is not necessary to empathize with a victim in order to refrain from blaming her.
However, it is noteworthy that Coller and Resick attempted to manipulate the degree of empathy
experienced via the use of vignettes; participants were asked to imagine that the victim was a
good friend of theirs who was about the same age and shared common interests. While this
instruction effectively manipulated the degree of perceived similarity to the victim, it did not
appear to manipulate the degree of empathy experienced by participants, as evidenced by the fact
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that participants in the low empathy condition actually had slightly higher empathy scores on the
RES than did participants in the high empathy conditions. Thus, it is possible that VE is a trait
construct that cannot be manipulated directly, but rather is a variable that should be controlled
for in studies examining victim blame.
However, it is also important to note that the RES includes items that measure RMA
(e.g., “I believe that all women secretly want to be raped;” Jones, Russell, & Bryant, 1998; Smith
& Frieze, 2003), and thus assumes that individuals who reject rape myths necessarily empathize
with the victim. This scale also assumes that an individual can empathize with the victim or the
perpetrator, but not both. Using a dichotomous measurement of empathy ignores the possibility
that VE and perpetrator empathy are independent of each other and could be endorsed
simultaneously (Smith & Frieze, 2003).
Smith and Frieze (2003) recognized these limitations and sought to validate new scales
for rape victim and perpetrator empathy. By using two separate scales, Smith and Frieze allowed
for the possibility of empathizing with both the victim and the perpetrator, rather than one or the
other. Moreover, the authors excluded all items that were related to the construct of RMA and
only included items that captured the cognitive and emotional aspects of empathy. This change
was crucial, as it emphasized that endorsement of rape myths does not imply lack of VE, and
rejection of rape myths does not imply high VE. Of note, the perpetrator empathy scale
demonstrated lower internal reliability than the VE scale, and thus the VE scale is preferable to
both the perpetrator empathy scale and Deitz and colleagues’ RES. Results of Smith and Frieze
converged with those obtained by Deitz and colleagues (1982); perceived victim responsibility
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was negatively correlated with higher VE, and women endorsed higher VE than did men (Smith
& Frieze, 2003).

Prior Experiences with Rape

Previous direct and indirect experiences with rape also appear to affect perceptions of,
and responses to, victims. Personal history of victimization, or knowing someone who has been
raped, predicted rape intolerant attitudes (Ching & Burke, 1999), lower RMA (Anderson,
Cooper, & Okamura, 1997), and higher VE (Ching & Burke, 1999; Deitz et al., 1982). These
findings are consistent with those of later studies, which found that women with a history of
victimization were more empathic toward a rape victim (Osman, 2011; Smith & Frieze, 2003).
However, research with respect to the role of direct and indirect experiences with rape and
subsequent victim blame is scarce and some findings are mixed. While one study of
undergraduate females found that victimization history did not predict blame or responsibility
attributions (Mason, Riger, & Foley, 2004), another study found that recipients of a sexual
assault disclosure who also had their own personal victimization history blamed the victim less
(Ahrens & Campbell, 2000).
One explanation for the findings of Ahrens and Campbell is that victimization history
may predict higher empathy and lower blame attributions due to a latent variable of perceived
similarity to the victim, as posited by Shaver’s (1970) Defensive Attribution Hypothesis.
Consistent with this hypothesis, Jimenez and Abreu (2003) found that White women displayed
greater empathy toward a hypothetical White victim of acquaintance rape than they did toward a
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Latina victim, indicating that perceived similarity to the victim may have affected their empathy
levels. Further, Feldman, Ullman, and Dunkel-Schetter (1998) found that observers who
perceived greater similarity to a hypothetical victim assigned less blame to the victim and
displayed more empathy towards her. Accordingly, an individual who has personally
experienced a sexual assault or has received a disclosure of a sexual assault may be more
empathic towards the victim and blame her less for the rape, as it is a personally relevant event.
This explanation is consistent with the aforementioned studies showing this association.

Rationale for the Current Study

With the exception of Vrij and Firmin’s (2001) study, research on victim attractiveness
and blame attributions has not been published since the 1990s and attitudes about sexual assault
victims may have evolved since that time. Thus, it is unclear whether the “what is beautiful is
good” stereotype continues to characterize perceptions of sexual assault victims or whether
shifting societal definitions of, and attitudes towards, sexual violence (McMahon, 2007;
McMahon, 2011; Gerger et al., 2007) have modified this relation. Because explicit victim
blaming has become less acceptable (McMahon, 2011) and rape myths have changed to reflect
more subtle forms of sexism and justification of rape (Gerger et al., 2007), it is possible that
victim attractiveness is no longer perceived as a contributing factor to rape. Further, since only
one study manipulated both victim attractiveness and perpetrator identity (Gerdes et al., 1988),
and none have looked at other rape characteristics and victim attractiveness, it remains unclear
how these variables interact to affect blame attributions. In addition, relevant control variables
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have not typically been included in prior research; only one study (Vrij & Firmin, 2001)
accounted for RMA when examining the effect of victim attractiveness on blame attributions,
and all other studies on victim attractiveness did not account for any control variables. Finally,
encouragement of rape reporting by disclosure recipients has not been assessed with respect to
victim attractiveness or as a proxy for victim blame, making it another worthwhile variable to
assess in this regard.
The majority of prior research in this area, including the study by Gerdes and colleagues
(1988), has been conducted with undergraduate samples; as such, the use of a college population
in this study is appropriate. In order to extend these findings, a Mechanical Turk sample was
used to see if these results can be replicated in a more general adult population of internet users.
A power analysis conducted using G*Power (Erdfelder, Faul, & Buchner, 1996) indicated that
280 participants from each sample were necessary to observe medium effects (f2 = .15, p = .05)
with a power of 0.95.
The present study addressed the gaps in the literature by exploring the conjoint effect of
rape stereotypicality and victim attractiveness in predicting both victim blame and
encouragement of reporting. In addition to attempting to replicate prior findings, the present
study also controlled for other variables associated with these outcomes (i.e., RMA, VE,
victimization history, and disclosure receipt history) in order to strengthen the scientific rigor of
this research. Thus, this study is proposed with the following research questions in mind. First,
to what extent does rape stereotypicality predict victim blame? Second, to what extent does
victim attractiveness predict victim blame? Third, does victim attractiveness moderate the
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effects of rape stereotypicality in predicting victim blame? Finally, does rape stereotypicality
predict encouragement of reporting?

Hypotheses

On the basis of previous research and theory, it is hypothesized that:
1. Victims of stereotypical rape will be blamed less than victims of nonstereotypical rape.
Studies have shown that victims who were assaulted by stranger perpetrators (e.g., Snell &
Godwin, 1993; Krahé, Temkin, & Bieneck, 2007), who did not engage in resistance against the
pereptrator during the assault (e.g., Shotland & Goodstein, 1983), and whose perpetrators used
force or a weapon (e.g., Shotland & Goodstein, 1983) were blamed less than victims who were
assaulted by acquaintances, who resisted during the assault, and whose perpetrators did not use
force or a weapon, respectively. Since the above findings converge to support the notion that
victims of stereotypical rape are blamed less than victims of nonstereotypical rape, the proposed
hypothesis is meant to replicate previous research.
2. Attractive victims will be blamed less than unattractive victims. This hypothesis is
based on previous research that shows an adherence to the “what is beautiful is good” stereotype
(Dion, Berscheid, & Walster, 1972). Studies have shown that attractive victims are blamed less
for their assault than unattractive victims (Ferguson, Duthie, & Graf, 1987; Kanekar & Vaz,
1988; Seligman, Brickman, & Koulack, 1977; Thornton & Ryckman, 1983; Vrij & Firmin,
2001).
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3. Victim attractiveness will moderate the relation between rape stereotypicality and
victim blame. It is hypothesized that victims of stereotypical rape will be blamed more when
they are attractive and less when they are unattractive. Victims of nonstereotypical rape,
however, will be blamed more when the victim is unattractive and less when she is attractive.
While this interaction has yet to be investigated with respect to rape stereotypicality more
generally, the aforementioned study by Gerdes and colleagues (1988) manipulated perpetrator
identity and victim attractiveness and found that unattractive victims were blamed more than
attractive victims when the perpetrator was an acquaintance, while attractive victims were
blamed more than unattractive victims when the perpetrator was a stranger. Although this study
did not manipulate assault characteristics other than perpetrator identity, it is hypothesized that
these results will extend to assaults that are depicted as stereotypical vs. nonstereotypical more
broadly. Thus, the present study is a replication-extension of the study conducted by Gerdes and
colleagues (1988).
4. Victims of stereotypical rape will be more likely to receive encouragement to report
their assault than victims of nonstereotypical rape. The construct of encouragement of reporting
has never been assessed in the context of a hypothetical vignette study. However, given that
victims of stereotypical rape are more likely to report their assault (Clay-Warner & McMahonHoward, 2009; Williams, 1984), that victims who are encouraged to report are more likely to
actually report their assault (Paul et al., 2013), and that stereotypical assaults are more likely to
be labeled as sexual assaults (Hannon et al., 1996), the inference is made that victims of
stereotypical rape will be more likely to receive encouragement to report their assault than
victims of nonstereotypical rape.

CHAPTER 2
PILOT TESTING STUDY 1: PHOTO SELECTION

Method

Attractiveness ratings were obtained for 30 headshots of women. Pilot testing of these
photos was necessary so that the most and least attractive photo could be selected for use in the
current study, in order to endure valid manipulation of victim attractiveness.

Participants

Participants were 116 (n = 50 female) undergraduate students from introductory
psychology classes at a Midwestern university with a mean age of 19.35 years (SD = 2.11).
Participants were excluded from the final sample if they indicated that they recognized the
women in the photos (n = 15) or had missing demographic data (n = 1). The final sample
consisted of 100 (n = 43 female) students with a mean age of 19.30 years (SD = 2.07).
Participants were given course credit for completion of the study. The pilot project was
approved by the Institutional Review Board at the Midwestern university where the data was
collected.
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Stimuli

Fourteen photos for this study were obtained from a preexisting database of photos, the
Center for Vital Longevity Face Database (Minear & Park, 2004); the remaining 16 photos were
purchased from the online photo database iStock. All photos were standardized for presentation
(i.e., cropped to be equal in size and made black-and-white) in order to control for skin tone, hair
color, and eye color.

Measures

Photo Ratings

Participants were asked the following questions: (a) “On a scale from 1 (very
unattractive) to 10 (very attractive), how attractive is the woman in this photo?” and (b) “Do you
recognize the woman in this photo?”

Socio-Demographics

Participants were asked to indicate their gender and age.
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Procedure

Participants who signed up for the study were directed to a secure online survey site,
where, upon completion of the informed consent page, participants rated a total of 30 photos of
women on attractiveness. The order of picture presentation was randomized prior to data
collection and held constant across participants. Photos were displayed individually and each
photo was rated before seeing the next photo. Finally, participants completed the sociodemographics questionnaire and were presented with the debriefing form.

Results

The photo that received lowest attractiveness rating (M = 2.27, SD = 1.50) was selected
as the unattractive photo to be used in the current study. In order to better match the
demographic qualities of the woman in the photo with the lowest attractiveness rating, the photo
receiving the second highest attractiveness rating (M = 8.54, SD = 1.32) was selected as the
attractive photo in lieu of the photo that received the highest attractiveness rating (M = 8.79, SD
= 1.40). The attractive and unattractive photos received significantly different attractiveness
ratings in this pilot testing, t(99) = 31.13, p < .001 (see Appendix A).

CHAPTER 3
PILOT TESTING STUDY 2: INITIAL VIGNETTE VALIDATION

Method

Pilot testing of two vignettes was completed to ensure that the vignettes accurately
portrayed the assault characteristics (i.e., perpetrator identity, perpetrator use of force, victim use
of resistance) associated with a stereotypical and nonstereotypical rape.

Participants

A total of 31 (n = 15 female) undergraduate students (M = 19.52, SD = 1.44) from
introductory psychology classes at a Midwestern university participated in this study. All
participants who completed the study received course credit. The pilot project was approved by
the Institutional Review Board at the Midwestern university where the data was collected.

Stimuli

Stimuli comprised two vignettes, one depicting stereotypical rape characteristics and one
depicting nonstereotypical rape characteristics (see Appendix B). Vignette development was
informed by feedback from experts in the field of sexual assault research as well as institutional
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colleagues. The stereotypical rape vignette was written with a stranger perpetrator, perpetrator
use of physical and verbal force, and victim use of physical and verbal resistance. The
nonstereotypical rape vignette was written with an acquaintance perpetrator, lack of perpetrator
use of physical force, and lack of victim use of physical resistance; of note, lack of force and
resistance were implied via omitting the mention of these features in the vignette.

Measures

Socio-Demographics

Participants were asked to indicate their gender and age.

Vignette Validation Questions

Several questions inquired about the content of each vignette in order to ensure that the
desired assault characteristics were accurately manipulated. Participants answered the following
“yes” or “no” questions after reading each vignette: (a) “Is the perpetrator a stranger?” (b) “Does
the perpetrator use verbal force against the victim?” (c) “Does the perpetrator use physical force
against the victim?” (d) “Does the victim use verbal resistance against the perpetrator?” (e)
“Does the victim use physical resistance against the perpetrator?” and (f) “Is the assault
description realistic?” Participants also answered the following open-ended questions: (a) “Is
there anything that was confusing to you about the vignettes?” (b) “If you felt that some of the
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vignettes were not realistic, what could help to make them more realistic?” (c) “Please provide
any other comments or questions that you have about the vignettes.”

Procedure

Participants who signed up for the study were directed to a secure online survey site.
Upon completing the informed consent page, they read each vignette individually and answered
questions regarding the vignette’s content; participants completed all questions related to the first
vignette prior to reading the second vignette, and the order of vignette presentation was not
counterbalanced. Finally, participants completed the socio-demographic characteristics
questionnaire and were presented with the debriefing page.

Data Analysis Strategy

Following completion of data collection, chi-square analyses were performed in order to
evaluate whether participants accurately perceived the intended assault characteristics depicted in
each vignette. Revisions made to the vignettes following this study were informed by the chisquare analyses, as well as participants’ answers to the open-ended questions.
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Results

As expected, participants were more likely to perceive the stereotypical vignette as
depicting a stranger perpetrator, χ2(1) = 11.65, p = .001, perpetrator physical force, χ2(1) = 23.52,
p < .001, victim verbal resistance, χ2(1) = 9.32, p = .002, and victim physical resistance, χ2(1) =
27.13, p < .001. All participants (n = 31) correctly indicated that the perpetrator used verbal
force. Also as expected, participants were more likely to perceive the nonstereotypical vignette
as depicting an acquaintance perpetrator, χ2(1) = 23.52, p < .001, lack of perpetrator verbal force,
χ2(1) = 17.07, p < .001, and lack of victim physical resistance, χ2(1) = 20.16, p < .001. All
participants indicated that the stereotypical assault description was realistic, and a significant
majority believed that the nonstereotypical assault description was realistic, χ2(1) = 14.23, p <
.001. However, participants’ perceptions were not in the expected direction for other validation
questions related to the nonstereotypical vignette. Participants were not more likely to perceive a
lack of perpetrator force, χ2(1) = .032, p = .86, or a lack of victim verbal resistance, χ2(1) = .81, p
= .37. Specifically, only 48.4% of participants (n = 15) correctly perceived a lack of perpetrator
force, and lack of victim verbal resistance was only perceived by 41.9% of participants (n = 13).

Discussion of Pilot Testing Study 2

Chi-square analyses revealed that all assault characteristics were accurately conveyed in
the stereotypical assault vignette, but that the nonstereotypical vignette did not convey the
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absence of perpetrator use of physical force and victim use of verbal resistance as intended.
Therefore, the vignettes were revised to clarify these manipulations.
In addition, the principal investigator’s committee members raised concerns regarding the
conceptualization of stereotypical and nonstereotypical rape, given that the vignettes were
written from the viewpoint that nonstereotypical rape was anything that was not stereotypical
rape. This type of conceptualization comprised a multitude of possible vignette permutations
that could not be adequately tested within a reasonable amount of time. Committee members
requested that the principal investigator empirically investigate the necessary and sufficient
features of stereotypical rape; as such, the subsequent round of vignette pilot testing aimed to
clarify which permutations of assault characteristics best captured participants’
conceptualizations of stereotypical and nonstereotypical rape. In order to avoid testing an
unmanageable number of vignette permutations, the committee members decided that only
perpetrator identity (stranger vs. acquaintance), perpetrator use of physical force (present vs.
absent), and victim use of physical resistance (present vs. absent) would be manipulated across
vignettes, and that perpetrator use of verbal force and victim use of verbal resistance would be
present and held constant across all vignette permutations.

CHAPTER 4
PILOT TESTING STUDY 3: FINAL VIGNETTE VALIDATION

Method

The purpose of this study was twofold: (a) to ensure that the revised vignettes accurately
portrayed both a stereotypical and a nonstereotypical rape, and (b) to ensure that the revised
vignettes accurately portrayed perpetrator identity and perpetrator use of physical force.
Importantly, victim physical resistance in both the stereotypical and nonstereotypical vignettes
was accurately perceived by participants in Pilot Testing Study 2. Coupled with the fact that
extant literature suggests mixed findings regarding the effect of this assault characteristic on
perceptions of sexual assault, the principal investigator and her committee members concluded
that it was not necessary to inquire about victim physical resistance for the purpose of validating
these stereotypical and nonstereotypical rape vignettes. Thus, even though victim physical
resistance was manipulated across vignettes, validation questions regarding this assault
characteristic were not included in this round of pilot testing.

Participants

In order to quickly gather data from a large number of participants, a total of 234
participants were recruited from Amazon.com’s Mechanical Turk crowdsourcing work site.
Inclusion criteria for this study required that participants were at least 18 years old, lived in the
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United States, and had a 95% or higher accuracy rating on the site (to increase the likelihood of
accurate responses). All participants received monetary compensation (i.e., $.50) credited to
their Mechanical Turk accounts upon completion of this study. This pilot project was approved
by the Institutional Review Board at the Midwestern university where the data was collected.

Stimuli

Four vignette permutations were tested in this study: (a) stranger perpetrator / perpetrator
physical force / no victim physical resistance (i.e., Vignette A); (b) stranger perpetrator / no
perpetrator force / victim physical resistance (i.e., Vignette B); (c) acquaintance perpetrator /
perpetrator force / no victim physical resistance (i.e., Vignette C); (d) acquaintance perpetrator /
no perpetrator force / victim physical resistance (i.e., Vignette D). Perpetrator verbal force and
victim verbal resistance were present and held constant in all four vignettes. Vignettes A and D
were the revised vignettes from Pilot Testing Study 2, while Vignettes B and C were adaptations
that were created for the purpose of this validation study (see Appendix C).

Measures

Socio-Demographics

Participants were asked to indicate their gender and age.
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Vignette Validation Questions

Several questions inquired about specific characteristics of each vignette in order to
ensure that the desired assault characteristics were accurately manipulated. In order to allow for
greater variability in participant responses and obtain a more a precise assessment of
participants’ perceptions, dichotomous (yes/no) questions were revised from Pilot Testing Study
1 to reflect continuous measurement. Participants answered the following questions after
reading each vignette: (a) “On a scale from 0% (not at all certain) to 100% (very certain), how
certain are you that Amanda knew [the man/Matt] prior to the event described above?” (b) “On a
scale from 0% (not at all certain) to 100% (very certain), how certain are you that [the man /
Matt] used physical force against Amanda?” (c) “On a scale from 0% (not at all certain) to
100% (very certain), how certain are you that the event described in the vignette was a rape?”

Procedure

Mechanical Turk workers who signed up for the study were directed to a secure online
survey site (i.e., SurveyMonkey), where they were asked to enter their Mechanical Turk ID and
indicate their consent to participate. After completing the informed consent page, participants
completed a measure assessing socio-demographic characteristics. Participants were then
randomly assigned one of the four rape vignettes described above and were asked to indicate
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their answers to each of the vignette validation questions; each participant only responded to one
vignette. Finally, participants were presented with the debriefing page.

Data Analysis Strategy

Three one-way ANOVAs were conducted to determine whether any differences existed
between vignettes on each of the validation questions. Follow-up Bonferroni pairwise
comparisons (revised α = .007) were utilized to test for differences between vignettes on the
perpetrator identity and physical force characteristics. In order to retain the revised vignettes
from Pilot Testing Study 2, several conditions must be upheld. First, there can be no significant
differences between vignettes that depict the same perpetrator identity (i.e., Vignettes A and B,
and Vignettes C and D, respectively). Second, there must be significant differences between
vignettes depicting different levels of perpetrator force (i.e., Vignettes A and B, and Vignettes C
and D, respectively). Finally, the revised vignettes from Piloting Study 2 (i.e., Vignettes A and
D, reflecting the most and least stereotypical assaults, respectively) must show significant
differences on validation questions concerning perpetrator identity, perpetrator physical force,
and rape certainty, indicating that participants perceive these vignettes to represent significantly
different situations (i.e., stereotypical vs. nonstereotypical rape).
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Results

There were significant differences in participants’ perceptions of perpetrator identity
between the vignettes, F(3,163) = 135.57, p < .001. As expected, participants who viewed the
most stereotypical vignette (Vignette A) were less certain that the victim knew the perpetrator (M
= 14.19, SD = 32.35) than participants who viewed Vignette C (M = 91.88, SD = 19.5) or the
least stereotypical vignette (Vignette D; M = 87.17, SD = 24.17), p’s < .001. Also as expected,
participants’ perpetrator identity certainty ratings for the most stereotypical vignette (Vignette A)
were not significantly different from those of Vignette B (M = 7.60, SD = 23.50), p > 1.00.
Similarly, participants’ perpetrator identity certainty ratings for Vignette C and the least
stereotypical vignette (Vignette D) were not significantly different, p = 1.00.
There were significant differences in participants’ perceptions of perpetrator physical
force between the vignettes, F(3,163) = 20.41, p < .001. Participants’ certainty ratings of
perpetrator physical force for the most stereotypical vignette (Vignette A) were higher (M =
97.57, SD = 8.87) than those for Vignette B (M = 78.17, SD = 32.65) and the least stereotypical
vignette (Vignette D; M = 56.74, SD = 39.54), p = .009 and p < .001, respectively. Similarly,
participants’ certainty ratings of perpetrator physical force for Vignette C were higher (M =
99.22, SD = 4.42) than those for Vignette D, p < .001.
Finally, there were significant differences between vignettes with respect to participants’
rape certainty ratings, F (3,163) = 7.34, p < .001. Specifically, participants who viewed Vignette
A were more certain that a rape had occurred (M = 99.32, SD = 3.37) than participants who
viewed Vignette D (M = 81.85, SD = 33.17), p < .001.
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Discussion of Piloting Study 3

Results of this pilot study demonstrated that the vignettes intended to represent
stereotypical and nonstereotypical rapes (Vignettes A and D, respectively) were significantly
different with respect to participants’ perceptions of perpetrator identity, perpetrator physical
force, and rape certainty, and that all differences were in the expected directions. Thus, it was
concluded that Vignettes A and D depict significantly different situations that are consistent with
the current study’s conceptualizations of stereotypical and nonstereotypical rape, respectively.
Consequently, Vignettes B and C were deemed unnecessary and were not utilized in the current
study.

CHAPTER 5
GENERAL METHODOLOGY

Study 1 (Undergraduate Sample)

Participants in this study were 431 undergraduate students from introductory psychology
courses at a Midwestern university; the only participation eligibility criterion for these
participants was that they be over the age of 18. All participants received course credit upon
completion of this study. One question (i.e., “Answer completely agree on this question”) was
included to increase the likelihood that participants were carefully responding to the study
measures. Forty participants were removed from the dataset due to a missing or incorrect
response on this item; an additional 22 participants indicated that they were taking the survey a
second time (i.e., duplicates) and were also removed from the dataset. Following the removal of
outliers (procedure discussed below), a final sample of 354 participants remained; all reported
statistics reflect data post-exclusion of outliers. Approximately half of the participants were
female (52.3%, n = 185); the mean age was 19.23 (SD = 1.80) and 52 participants (14.8%)
identified as Hispanic or Latino. Racial identification was not mutually exclusive, and the
majority of participants identified as White (62.7%, n = 222). Other participants identified as
Black (26.0%, n = 92), Asian (5.6%, n = 20), Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander (1.4%, n = 5)
and of an unknown racial background (3.4%; n = 12). Most participants were unemployed
students (60.6%, n = 214) and approximately one-third were employed part-time (30.6%, n =
108). The majority of participants was single (79.5%, n = 280).
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Study 2 (Mechanical Turk Sample)

Participants were 404 workers from Amazon.com’s Mechanical Turk, a crowdsourcing
work site in which adults worldwide may become workers and complete brief tasks (Human
Intelligence Tasks, or HITs) posted by companies and individual users for a user-determined
amount of compensation. Benefits of using Mechanical Turk include a more diverse and
representative population – both worldwide and in the US – than convenience samples, a lower
cost and quicker timeframe for conducting research, and the ability to quickly collect data from
various populations of interest (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011; Kittur, Chi, & Suh, 2008;
Mason & Suri, 2012; Paolacci, Chandler, & Ipeirotis, 2010). Importantly, results obtained with
this population are generally consistent with other research and respondent samples (e.g., labbased testing sessions; Kittur et al., 2008; Paolacci et al., 2010). Inclusion criteria for this study
included age of 18 or older, residence in the US, and an approval rating of 95% or higher on the
site (to increase the likelihood of quality responses). Monetary compensation in the amount of
$1.00 was credited to each participant’s Mechanical Turk account upon completion of this study.
Consistent with recommendations made by others for conducting research using
Mechanical Turk (e.g., Kittur et al., 2008; Mason & Suri, 2012), the aforementioned accuracy
check question (i.e., “Answer completely agree on this question”) was included to increase the
likelihood that participants were actual respondents (rather than “bots”) who were carefully
responding to the study measures. One hundred and five participants were removed from the
dataset due to a missing or incorrect response on this item. Following the removal of outliers
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(procedure discussed below), a final sample of 283 participants remained; all reported statistics
reflect data post-exclusion of outliers. The majority of participants were male (64.2%, n = 181);
the mean age was 33.95 (SD = 11.20) and 20 participants (7.2%) identified as Hispanic or
Latino. Racial identification was not mutually exclusive, and the majority of participants
identified as White (78.8%, n = 223); other participants identified as Asian (14.1%, n = 40),
Black (4.9%, n = 14), American Indian or Alaskan Native (2.1%, n = 6), Native Hawaiian or
Pacific Islander (1.4%, n = 4) and unknown racial background (1.1%; n = 3). Most participants
were employed full-time (54.4%, n = 154) and approximately one-third of participants was
single (34.4%, n = 97). With respect to geographic region, 98 (34.8%) lived in the South, 80
(28.4%) lived in the Midwest, 56 (19.9%) lived in the West and 48 (17.0%) lived in the
Northeast.

Design

Both studies were cross-sectional and employed a between-subjects design. In each
sample, two dependent variables (i.e., victim blame and encouragement of reporting) were
assessed via hierarchical multiple regression and t-test analyses, respectively.
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Stimuli

The attractive and unattractive photos selected from Pilot Testing Study 1 were used in
these studies. Participants were randomly assigned to view the attractive or unattractive photo
alongside their assigned rape vignette.
Vignettes A and D from Pilot Testing Study 3 were used to depict stereotypical and
nonstereotypical rape, respectively (see Appendix D). Participants were randomly assigned to
read one of the two vignettes.

Measures

Socio-Demographics

Several questions inquired about participants’ socio-demographic characteristics (e.g.,
age, gender, ethnicity). See Appendix E for the full measure.

Victim Blame

Consistent with previous research assessing blame, participants were asked the following
questions: (a) “On a scale from 1 (not at all to blame) to 7 (entirely to blame), to what extent do
you think Amanda is to blame for what happened?” (b) “On a scale from 1 (not at all to blame)
to 7 (entirely to blame), to what extent do you think [the man/Matt] is to blame for what
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happened?” (c) “What, if anything, did Amanda do to bring about what happened?” See
Appendix F for all vignette-related questions.

Encouragement of Reporting

Participants were asked the following questions: (a) “If Amanda told you about this event
happening to her, what would you advise her to do next?” (b) “On a scale from 1 (not at all
likely) to 7 (very likely), how likely would you be to encourage Amanda to file a formal report
about this event with the police?” (c) “Please explain why you would or would not encourage
Amanda to report this event to the police.” See Appendix F for all vignette-related questions.

Vignette Manipulation Checks

Participants were asked to answer the following questions: (a) “On a scale from 0% (not
at all certain) to 100% (very certain), how certain are you that the event described in the vignette
was a rape?” (b) “On a scale from 0% (not at all certain) to 100% (very certain), how certain are
you that Amanda knew [the man/Matt] prior to the event described above?” (c) “On a scale from
0% (not at all certain) to 100% (very certain), how certain are you that [the man/Matt] used
physical force against Amanda?” (d) “On a scale from 0% (not at all certain) to 100% (very
certain), how certain are you that Amanda used verbal resistance against [the man/Matt]?” (e)
“On a scale from 0% (not at all certain) to 100% (very certain), how certain are you that
Amanda used physical resistance against [the man/Matt]?” Participants also answered the
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following open-ended question: “Briefly, how would you describe what happened to Amanda?”
Participants’ answers were used to evaluate whether they correctly perceived the assault
characteristics depicted in the vignettes. See Appendix F for all vignette-related questions.

Photo Stimuli Manipulation Check

Following their responses to all other vignette-related questions, participants were
presented with the photo that previously accompanied their vignette and were asked to rate the
attractiveness of the woman in the photo on a scale from 1 (very unattractive) to 10 (very
attractive).

Rape Myth Acceptance

RMA was measured using the Acceptance of Modern Myths about Sexual Aggression
scale (AMMSA; Gerger et al., 2007). The instrument consists of 30 items that assess
contemporary myths about sexual violence. Respondents indicate their agreement with each
statement (e.g., “If a woman invites a man to her home for a cup of coffee after a night out this
means that she wants to have sex”) on a scale from 1 (completely disagree) to 7 (completely
agree). A RMA score is computed by summing scores across the 30 items, with higher scores
indicating greater endorsement of rape myths (Study 1 range: 30-182; Study 2 range: 30-194).
The scale was validated with both German and English samples; reliability for the 30 items in the
original sample was consistently above α = .90 for both samples. In the current studies,
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reliability for the 30 items was α = .92 in Study 1 and α = .96 in Study 2. The AMMSA was
shown to correlate with RMA as assessed by the Illinois Rape Myth Acceptance scale (r = .83)
and hostile sexism (r = .76) and was uncorrelated with impression management (r = -.01) in the
original validation study (Gerger et al., 2007). It was also shown to predict victim blame
judgments in the original validation study, suggesting that scores yielded by this measure
demonstrated both construct and predictive validity. Permission to use this measure was
obtained from the authors. Of note, the aforementioned additional question that asked
participants to answer “completely agree” was added to this scale in order to exclude data from
participants who engaged in random responding; this question was not included when calculating
participants’ total RMA scores. See Appendix G for the full measure.

Victim Empathy

VE was measured using the Rape Victim Empathy Scale (REMV; Smith & Frieze, 2003),
an 18-item instrument assessing empathy towards a rape victim. Respondents indicate their
agreement with each statement (e.g., “I can imagine how a victim feels during an actual rape”)
on a scale from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). A total VE score is computed by
summing scores across the 18 items; several items are reverse-scored, such that higher scores
indicate higher empathy for all items (Study 1 range: 30-90; Study 2 range: 27-90). The REMV
consists of two subscales: VE during a rape (during subscale) and VE post-rape (post subscale).
Internal consistency for the 18 items of the REMV was α = .92 and both of the subscales showed
high internal consistency in the original sample (during subscale α = .87; post subscale α = .90).
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Internal consistency for the 18 items was α = .88 in Study 1 (during subscale α = .84; post
subscale α = .81) and α = .89 in Study 2 (during subscale α = .87; post subscale α = .83). This
measure was shown to correlate with a general empathy scale, the Questionnaire Measure of
Emotional Empathy (QMEE; Mehrabian & Epstein, 1972) for both men (r = .53, p < .01) and
women (r = .29, p < .01) in the original validation sample (Smith & Frieze, 2003). The REMV
was also shown to predict female participants’ rape victim responsibility ratings in the original
validation sample, thus demonstrating that scores yielded by this measure have both convergent
and predictive validity. See Appendix H for the full measure

Victimization History

The Stressful Life Events Screening Questionnaire (SLESQ; Goodman, Corcoran,
Turner, Yuen, & Green, 1998) consists of 15 questions inquiring about various traumatic life
events and details of each endorsed event. In the original sample, test-retest reliability for the
number of items endorsed over a two-week period was r = .89. Selected items from the SLESQ
(items 5, 6, and 7) were used to assess for sexual assault history in Studies 1 and 2. These items
are “yes” or “no” questions that inquire about history of forcible rape, attempted rape, and
unwanted sexual contact, respectively. A composite dichotomized victimization history variable
(yes vs. no) was created. Only participants who endorsed a rape or attempted rape (items 5 and
6) were coded as having a victimization history in the current study. Participants who chose not
to respond to questions concerning victimization history were excluded from relevant analyses
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(i.e., only participants who marked “no” for both item 5 and item 6 were coded as non-victims).
See Appendix I for the full measure

Disclosure Receipt History

Participants were asked the following “yes” or “no” question: “Has anyone ever disclosed
a sexual assault directly to you (i.e., has anyone ever told you that another individual had
touched her/him and/or made her/him have intercourse when she/he did not want to)?” See
Appendix J for the full measure

Procedure

Study 1 (Undergraduate Sample)

Introductory psychology students were able to read the study description and sign up for
the study through the SONA computer sign-up system (see Appendix K). Participants who
signed up for the study were directed to a secure online survey site (i.e., SurveyMonkey), where
they were asked to indicate their consent to participate (see Appendix L). After completing the
informed consent page, participants completed a socio-demographic characteristics measure.
They were then presented with one of the two randomized rape vignettes (stereotypical or
nonstereotypical) alongside one of the two randomized photos of women (attractive or
unattractive). Participants were told that the woman in the photo was the victim of the assault
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described in the vignette and were asked to answer all of the vignette blame questions. On the
next page, participants answered the encouragement of reporting questions, and on the following
page, the manipulation check questions. Each subsequent measure (i.e., RMA, VE, victimization
history, and disclosure receipt history) was presented on its own page. Finally, participants were
presented with the debriefing page (see Appendix M) and were directed to a separate survey to
enter their identifying information for crediting purposes.

Study 2 (Mechanical Turk Sample)

Mechanical Turk workers were able to read the study description and sign up through the
Amazon.com Mechanical Turk site (see Appendix K). Procedure for the Mechanical Turk
sample was identical to that of the undergraduate sample. See Appendices L and M for
corresponding informed consent and debriefing forms, respectively.

Data Management

Study 1 (Undergraduate Sample)

Data values were missing for 3.66% (n =108) in this sample. Little’s (1998) MCAR test
was used to determine whether data were missing completely at random (MCAR); the chi-square
test was not significant, χ2(29) = 18.94, p = .92, indicating that missing data did not occur
systematically in this sample (Schlomer, Bauman, & Card, 2010). Research has shown that
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missing data techniques yield little differences in parameters when the amount of missing data is
small (i.e., less than 10%, as was the case in the present study; see Tsikriktsis, 2005 for a
review). Thus, in order to improve the accuracy of parameter estimates, person mean
substitution was used to replace missing values for the attitudinal control variables in this study
(i.e., RMA and VE); this approach has been supported for use with missing items of self-report
attitude scales measuring a unitary construct (Downey & King, 1998; see Fox-Wasylyshyn & ElMasri, 2005 for a review). Person mean substitution was conducted in in cases that were missing
3 or fewer items on the RMA measure (n = 57) and 2 or fewer items on the VE measure (n = 24).
Pairwise deletion was used for all subsequent analyses.
Prior to the testing of specific hypotheses, the data were first inspected for any out-ofrange values by running descriptive statistics in IBM SPSS Statistics 20 on all variables. Means
and standard deviations were also assessed to ensure that these values were plausible. Data were
inspected for univariate and multivariate outliers. Data from 15 participants were determined to
be extreme univariate outliers (i.e., standardized residual values greater than or equal to three);
these cases were consequently excluded from study analyses (as recommended by Judd &
McClelland, 1989), leaving a final sample of 354 participants. There were no extreme
multivariate outliers (i.e., no cases with Mahalanobis values greater than or equal to 15).
Next, the data were assessed for normality, linearity, homoscedasticity, and
multicollinearity via visual inspection of P-P plots, boxplots and histograms of standardized
residuals. With the exception of normality, these assumptions appeared to be supported. Victim
blame ratings were non-normally distributed, with skewness of 1.55 (SE = .13) and kurtosis of
1.24 (SE = .26). Encouragement of reporting ratings were also non-normally distributed, with
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skewness of -2.78 (SE = .13) and kurtosis of 7.53 (SE = .26). All other variables were normally
distributed. Efforts to address the aforementioned normality concerns are discussed for each
analysis. After the data were cleaned in accordance with the previously mentioned procedures,
specific hypotheses were tested using bivariate correlations, hierarchical multiple regressions,
and t-tests.

Study 2 (Mechanical Turk Sample)

Data values were missing for 5.40% (n = 113) of this sample. Little’s (1998) MCAR test
was used to determine whether data were missing completely at random (MCAR); the chi-square
test was not significant, χ2(28) = 26.42, p = .55, indicating that missing data did not occur
systematically in this sample (Schlomer, Bauman, & Card, 2010). Identical data management
procedures were carried out for Sample 2 as those described for Sample 1 (i.e., person mean
substitution). Person mean substitution was conducted in cases that were missing 3 or fewer
items on the RMA measure (n = 23) and 2 or fewer items on the VE measure (n = 29). Pairwise
deletion was used for all subsequent analyses.
Prior to the testing of specific hypotheses, data were inspected according to procedures
described for Sample 1. Data from 12 participants were determined to be extreme univariate
outliers (i.e., standardized residual values greater than or equal to three) and data from 4
participants were determined to be extreme multivariate outliers (Mahalanobis values greater
than or equal to 15); these cases were consequently excluded from study analyses (as
recommended by Judd & McClelland, 1989), leaving a final sample of 283 participants.
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Next, the data were assessed for normality, linearity, homoscedasticity, and multicollinearity;
with the exception of normality, these assumptions appeared to be supported. Victim blame
ratings were non-normally distributed, with skewness of 1.82 (SE = .15) and kurtosis of 2.11 (SE
= .29). Encouragement of reporting ratings were also non-normally distributed, with skewness
of -2.73 (SE = .15) and kurtosis of 6.98 (SE = .29). All other variables were normally
distributed. Efforts to address the aforementioned normality concerns are discussed for each
analysis. After the data were cleaned in accordance with the previously mentioned procedures,
specific hypotheses were tested using bivariate correlations, hierarchical multiple regressions,
and t-tests.

Data Analysis Strategy

Two multiple regression analyses were proposed to test hypotheses pertaining to victim
blame main effects. The first regression included only the main study variables as predictors
(i.e., rape stereotypicality and victim attractiveness), while the second regression also included
any control variables relevant to that particular sample. The null hypotheses would be rejected if
victims of nonstereotypical rape were blamed significantly more than victims of stereotypical
rape (Hypothesis 1) and unattractive victims were blamed significantly more than attractive
victims (Hypothesis 2), respectively. Alpha was held at .05 for all study analyses. The same
regression analyses were used to examine the interaction between rape stereotypicality and
victim attractiveness (Hypothesis 3). Continuous variables (RMA, VE) were mean-centered and
categorical variables were dummy-coded in order to mitigate the relations of these variables with
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the interaction term. The null hypothesis would be rejected if there was a significant change in
R2 after adding the interaction term to the model. Finally, a one-tailed independent sample t-test
was conducted to assess for differences in of encouragement of reporting across rape vignettes
(Hypothesis 4). The null hypothesis would be rejected if victims of stereotypical rape received
significantly more encouragement to report their assault compared to victims of nonstereotypical
rape.

CHAPTER 6
STUDY 1 RESULTS (UNDERGRADUATE SAMPLE)

Manipulation Checks

In order to test whether rape stereotypicality and victim attractiveness were successfully
manipulated, several analyses were carried out as manipulation checks. All intended vignette
manipulations were successful. Participants who viewed the stereotypical vignette were equally
as likely to believe that the assault was realistic (95.8%) as participants who viewed the
nonstereotypical vignette (95.1%), χ2 (1) = .10, p = .75. Participants who viewed the
stereotypical vignette were more certain that the man had used force (M = 89.12, SD = 22.39)
than participants who viewed the nonstereotypical vignette (M = 54.03, SD = 35.43), t(313) =
11.20, p < .001. Participants who viewed the stereotypical vignette were less certain that the
victim knew the man prior to the assault (M = 19.48, SD = 27.78) than were participants who
viewed the nonstereotypical vignette (M = 77.37, SD = 27.24), t(351) = 19.75, p < .001. Finally,
participants who viewed the stereotypical vignette indicated greater certainty that the assault
constituted a rape (M = 88.54, SD = 20.52) than did participants who viewed the
nonstereotypical vignette (M = 80.28, SD = 28.66), t(333) = 3.13, p = .002. The victim
attractiveness photo manipulation was also successful. Participants who viewed the attractive
victim photo rated the victim as significantly more attractive (M = 8.04, SD = 1.53) than did
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participants who viewed the unattractive victim photo (M = 3.86, SD = 1.79), t(333) = 23.43, p
< .001.

Descriptive Analyses

Participants generally absolved the victim of all blame for the rape (M = 1.58, SD = .94)
and were likely to encourage that the victim report the rape to police (M = 6.47, SD = 1.25).
Similarly, participants generally endorsed disagreement with rape myths (M = 110.30, SD =
24.44) and agreement with statements reflecting VE (M = 64.71, SD = 11.82). Approximately
one-sixth of participants (17.4%, n = 59) reported an experience that met behavioral criteria for a
rape or attempted rape; 3.4% (n = 12) participants chose not to provide information regarding
their victimization history. With respect to disclosure receipt, 54.6% of participants (n = 191)
reported receiving a rape disclosure.
Bivariate correlations were computed for all variables (Table 1); all significant
correlations were in the predicted directions. Two hypothesized control variables (i.e.,
victimization history and disclosure receipt history) were not significantly correlated with either
manipulated independent variable (all p’s > .09) and were consequently excluded from main
study analyses. Variables that were significant in the bivariate analyses were assessed for
homogeneity of regression in order to determine their appropriateness as control variables; this
assumption was met for both the RMA and VE control variables in this sample.

Table 1
Bivariate Correlations and Descriptive Statistics in Undergraduate Sample.
Variable
1
2
3
4
5
1. Rape stereotypicality
(stereotypical)
2. Victim blame
.143**
3. Encouragement of reporting
-.259** -.396**
4. Victim attractiveness
-.031
-.121
.048
5. RMA
.027
.296**
-.169** -.138**
6. VE
-.001
-.113*
.113*
.101*
-.192**
7. Victimization history (no)
.070
.078
-.049
-.017
-.070
8. Disclosure receipt history (no)
.027
-.029
.039
.003
-.164**
M
1.581
6.473
6.014
110.299
SD
.938
1.246
2.669
24.436
N
354
353
351
350
354
* p < .05 (one-tailed); ** p < .01 (one-tailed)
Note. Reference group is in parentheses. RMA = rape myth acceptance; VE = victim empathy.
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8

.295**
.266**
64.712
11.818
351

.282**
339

350
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Main Study Analyses: Hypotheses 1-3

As noted above, participants’ blame ratings were positively skewed. A log
transformation was conducted to help correct for this skew and all regression results and tables
reflect this transformation.1 All continuous variables were mean centered. See Tables 2 and 3
for all regression analyses for this sample.
The first hierarchical multiple regression analysis examined the main effects of rape
stereotypicality and victim attractiveness on victim blame ratings (Hypotheses 1 and 2). As
expected, there was a main effect of rape stereotypicality on victim blame; victims of
nonstereotypical rape were blamed more than victims of stereotypical rape,  = .14, t(346) =
2.61, p = .009, g = .29. Also as expected, there was a main effect of victim attractiveness on
victim blame; attractive victims were blamed less than unattractive victims,  = -.12, t(346) = 2.17, p = .03. However, the model only accounted for 3.3% of the variance in victim blame, R2
= .03, F(2, 346) = 5.95, p = .003. To test whether victim attractiveness moderated the relation
between rape stereotypicality and victim blame, an interaction term was calculated and added to
the regression model. The interaction between victim attractiveness and rape stereotypicality
was not significant,  = .08, t(345) = .98, p = .33.

1

Similar results are yielded when the untransformed dependent variable is utilized in the
presented analyses.

Table 2
Hierarchical Regression Predicting Victim Blame in Undergraduate SampleControl Variables Excluded.
Predictor
B
SE (B)
sr2
t

Model 1
Constant
.258
.037
Rape stereotypicality (stereotypical)
.132
.051
.138
.019
2.613
Attractiveness
-.021
.009
-.115 .013 -2.169
Model 2
Constant
.259
.037
Rape stereotypicality (stereotypical)
.131
.051
.137
.02
2.580
Attractiveness
-.030
.014
-.169 .014 -2.210
Rape stereotypicality X Attractiveness
.019
.019
.075
.003
.983
N = 349; *p < .005
Note. Reference group is in parentheses; attractiveness variable is mean centered.

p

R2

ΔR2

.009
.031

.033*

.033*

.010
.028
.326

.036*

.003
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Table 3
Hierarchical Regression Predicting Victim Blame in Undergraduate SampleControl Variables Included.
Predictor
B
SE (B)
sr2
t
p
R2
ΔR2

Model 1
Constant
.331
.025
RMA
.005
.001
.279
.075
5.325
< .001
VE
-.002
.002
-.057 .003 -1.088
.277
.088** .088**
Model 2
Constant
.265
.035
RMA
.005
.001
.267
.068
5.096
< .001
VE
-.002
.002
-.052 .003
-.998
.319
Rape stereotypicality (stereotypical)
.127
.049
.132 .017
2.591
.01
Attractiveness
-.013
.009
-.073 .005 -1.408
.16
.111**
.023*
Model 3
Constant
.267
.036
RMA
.005
.001
.266
.067
5.088
< .001
VE
-.002
.002
-.053 .003 -1.008
.314
Rape stereotypicality (stereotypical)
.125
.049
.131
.017
2.559
.011
Attractiveness
-.023
.013
-.126 .008 -1.697
.091
Rape stereotypicality X Attractiveness
.018
.018
.074
.003
.999
.318
.113**
.003
N = 347; *p < .05; **p < .001
Note. RMA = rape myth acceptance; VE = victim empathy; Reference group is in parentheses; attractiveness, RMA, and VE
variables are mean centered.
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Main Study Analyses: Hypothesis 4

Finally, a one-tailed independent samples t-test showed that encouragement of reporting
significantly differed across rape vignettes, t(230) = 5.23, p < .001, g = .53. Participants were
more likely to encourage victims to report a stereotypical (M = 6.81, SD = .53) versus a
nonstereotypical rape (M = 6.17, SD = 1.58).

CHAPTER 7
STUDY 2 RESULTS (MECHANICAL TURK SAMPLE)

Manipulation Checks

In order to test whether rape stereotypicality and victim attractiveness were successfully
manipulated, several analyses were carried out as manipulation checks. All intended vignette
manipulations were successful. Participants who viewed the stereotypical vignette were equally
as likely to believe that the assault was realistic (93.1%) as participants who viewed the
nonstereotypical vignette (91.6%), χ2 (1) = .234, p = .63. Participants who viewed the
stereotypical vignette were more certain that the man had used force (M = 94.23, SD = 17.40)
than participants who viewed the nonstereotypical vignette (M = 53.25, SD = 38.49), t(199) =
11.58, p < .001. Participants who viewed the stereotypical vignette were less certain that the
victim knew the man prior to the assault (M = 6.76, SD = 19.53) than were participants who
viewed the nonstereotypical vignette (M = 85.13, SD = 25.08), t(267) = 29.33, p < .001. Finally,
participants who viewed the stereotypical vignette indicated greater certainty that the assault
constituted a rape (M = 97.20, SD = 10.70) than did participants who viewed the
nonstereotypical vignette (M = 78.75, SD = 31.79), t(175) = 6.57, p < .001. The victim
attractiveness photo manipulation was also successful. Participants who viewed the attractive
victim photo rated the victim as significantly more attractive (M = 8.57, SD = 1.35) than did
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participants who viewed the unattractive victim photo (M = 6.12, SD = 1.93), t(239) = 12.22, p <
.001.

Descriptive Analyses

Participants generally absolved the victim of all blame for the rape (M = 1.61, SD = 1.14)
and were likely to encourage that the victim report the rape to police (M = 6.42, SD = 1.37).
Similarly, participants generally endorsed disagreement with rape myths (M = 99.67, SD =
34.23) and agreement with statements reflecting VE (M = 70.97, SD = 10.96). Approximately
one-fifth of participants (21.9%, n = 59) reported an experience that met behavioral criteria for a
rape or attempted rape; 3.5% (n = 10) participants chose not to provide information regarding
their victimization history. With respect to disclosure receipt, 42.7% of participants (n = 111)
reported receiving a rape disclosure.
Bivariate correlations were computed for all variables (Table 4); all significant
correlations were in the predicted direction. Two hypothesized control variables (i.e.,
victimization history and disclosure receipt history) were not significantly correlated with either
manipulated independent variable (all p’s > .08) and were consequently excluded from main
study analyses. Variables that were significant in the bivariate analyses were assessed for
homogeneity of regression in order to determine their appropriateness as control variables. The
assumption was met for VE. There was a significant interaction between RMA and vignette type
(β = .45, p < .001), indicating that the assumption of homogeneity of regression was not met for
this variable; therefore, RMA was excluded as a control variable in this sample.

Table 4
Bivariate Correlations and Descriptive Statistics in Mechanical Turk Sample.
Variable
1
2
3
4
5
6
1. Rape stereotypicality
(stereotypical)
2. Victim blame
.426**
3. Encouragement of reporting
-.326** -.538**
4. Victim attractiveness
-.030
-.017
.058
5. RMA
.127*
.465** -.313** .020
6. VE
-.074
-.046
.111*
.122* -.162**
7. Victimization history (no)
.085
.131*
-.053
-.033
.002
.308**
8. Disclosure receipt history (no)
-.050
-.043
.064
-.036
-.106* .157**
M
1.614
6.418
7.384 99.674 70.968
SD
1.140
1.372
2.058 34.234 10.964
N
283
282
282
279
282
281
* p < .05 (one-tailed); ** p < .01 (one-tailed)
Note. Reference group is in parentheses. RMA = rape myth acceptance; VE = victim empathy. .

7

8

.073
270

260
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Main Study Analyses: Hypotheses 1-3

As noted above, participants’ blame ratings were positively skewed. A log
transformation was conducted to help correct for this skew and all regression results and
tables reflect this transformation.2 All continuous variables were mean centered. See Tables
5 and 6 for all regression analyses in this sample.
The first hierarchical multiple regression analysis examined the main effects of rape
stereotypicality and victim attractiveness on victim blame ratings (Hypotheses 1 and 2). As
expected, there was a main effect of rape stereotypicality on victim blame; victims of
nonstereotypical rape were blamed more than victims of stereotypical rape,  = .44, t(275) =
8.03, p < .001, g = .29. Contrary to Hypothesis 2, victim attractiveness did not predict victim
blame ratings,  = -.03, t(275) = -.57, p = .57. The model accounted for 19% of the variance
in victim blame, R2 = .19, F(2, 275) = 32.33, p < .001. Contrary to Hypothesis 3, the
interaction between victim attractiveness and rape stereotypicality was not significant,  = .05, t(274) = -.58, p = .57.
A second hierarchical multiple regression analysis that included both predictors and
relevant control variables (i.e., VE) was carried out. The model was not significant when only
VE was taken into account, R2 = .001, F(1, 274) = .31, p = .58. Consistent with Hypothesis 1,
there was a main effect of rape stereotypicality on victim blame after accounting for control
variables; victims of nonstereotypical rape were blamed more than victims of stereotypical

2

Similar results are yielded when the untransformed dependent variable is utilized in the
presented analyses.
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rape,  = .43, t(272) = 7.72, p < .001. Contrary to Hypothesis 2, the main effect of victim
attractiveness remained non-significant,  = -.02, t(272) = -.34, p = .74. Also contrary to
Hypothesis 3, the interaction between victim attractiveness and rape stereotypicality was not
significant,  = -.03, t(271) = -.34, p = .73. The full model (i.e., VE and predictor variables)
accounted for 18% of the variance in victim blame, R2 = .18, F(3, 272) = 19.97, p < .001.

Table 5
Hierarchical Regression Predicting Victim Blame in Mechanical Turk SampleControl Variables Excluded.
Predictor
Model 1
Constant
Rape stereotypicality (stereotypical)
Attractiveness

B

SE (B)



sr2

t

p

.080
.457
-.008

.040
.057
.014

.436
-.031

.190
.001

8.034
-.571

< .001
.569

Model 2
Constant
.079
.041
Rape stereotypicality (stereotypical)
.459
.057
.437 .191 8.041
Attractiveness
.000
.020
.001 .000 .011
Rape stereotypicality X
-.016
.028
-.045 .001 -.576
Attractiveness
N = 278; **p < .001
Note. Reference group is in parentheses; attractiveness variable is mean centered.

< .001
.991
.565

R2

ΔR2

.190*
*

.190**

.191*
*

.001
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Table 6
Hierarchical Regression Predicting Victim Blame in Mechanical Turk SampleControl Variables Included.
Predictor
B
SE (B)
sr2
t
p
R2
ΔR2

Model 1
Constant
.306
.031
VE
-.002
.003
-.033 .001 -.553
.581
.001
.001
Model 2
Constant
.081
.041
VE
.000
.003
-.004 .000 -.077
.939
Rape stereotypicality (stereotypical)
.441
.057
.425 .179 7.715 < .001
Attractiveness
-.005
.014
-.019 .000 -.337
.736
.180** .179**
Model 3
Constant
.081
.041
VE
.000
.003
-.004 .000 -.077
.938
Rape stereotypicality (stereotypical)
.442
.057
.426 .180 7.710 < .001
Attractiveness
.000
.020
.000 .000
.006
.995
Rape stereotypicality X
-.010
.028
-.027 .000 -.344
.731
.181**
.000
Attractiveness
N = 276; **p < .001
Note. RMA = rape myth acceptance; VE = victim empathy; Reference group is in parentheses; attractiveness, RMA,
and VE variables are mean centered.
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Main Study Analyses: Hypothesis 4

Finally, a one-tailed independent samples t-test showed that encouragement of
reporting significantly differed across rape vignettes, t(161) = 5.83, p < .001, g = .53. As
expected, participants were more likely to encourage victims to report a stereotypical (M =
6.87, SD = .45) versus a nonstereotypical (M = 5.98, SD = 1.77) rape.

CHAPTER 8
CROSS-SAMPLE COMPARISONS

Prior to conducting parallel regression analyses to directly compare the undergraduate
and Mechanical Turk samples, descriptive statistics were examined in order to assess the extent
to which the samples had similar characteristics. Rates of sexual assault victimization and
disclosure receipt were comparable across the undergraduate and Mechanical Turk samples and
were consistent with rates yielded by national studies (e.g., approximately 18% for victimization
and 44% for disclosure receipt; Kilpatrick et al., 2007 and Paul et al., 2013, respectively). With
respect to demographic characteristics, there were notable differences in age, gender, and marital
status across samples. Mechanical Turk (i.e., Study 2) participants were significantly older and
showed greater variability in age (M = 33.95, SD = 11.20; range: 19-72) compared to
undergraduate (i.e., Study 1) participants (M = 19.23, SD = 1.80; range: 18-38), t(293) = 21.89, p
< .001, g = 1. Mechanical Turk participants also consisted of significantly fewer women (n =
101; 35.8%) than undergraduate participants (n = 185; 52.3%), χ2(1) = 17.15, p < .05, Φ = .16.
Finally, a smaller proportion of Mechanical Turk participants was single (n = 97; 34.4%) relative
to undergraduate participants (n = 280; 79.5%), χ2(1) = 132.40, p < .05, Φ = .46
Participants also differed on various study-related variables across samples. Average
attractiveness ratings for each photo differed across samples; on average, Mechanical Turk
participants rated the unattractive photo as more attractive (M = 6.12, SD = 1.93) than did
undergraduate participants (M = 3.86, SD = 1.79), t(282) = 10.49, p < .001, g = 1.22; they also
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rated the attractive photo as more attractive (M = 8.57, SD = 1.35) than did undergraduate
participants (M = 8.04, SD = 1.53), t(338) = 3.31, p = .001, g = 0.36. Mechanical Turk
participants were less accepting of rape myths (M = 99.67, SD = 34.23) compared to
undergraduate participants (M = 110.30, SD = 24.44), t(491) = 4.40, p < .001, g = 0.36.
Mechanical Turk participants also endorsed more VE (M = 70.97, SD = 10.96) relative to
undergraduate participants (M = 64.71, SD = 11.82), t(616) = -6.89, p < .001, g = 0.55.

Parallel Analyses

In order to facilitate comparability of results across samples, a multiple regression
analysis consisting of VE (i.e., the only control variable common to both samples), both
predictors, and their interaction was carried out for each sample. VE did not significantly predict
victim blame in either sample, although the association was trending in the undergraduate
sample,  = -.10, t(342) = 1.89, p = .06. Rape stereotypicality was a significant predictor of
victim blame in the undergraduate sample,  = .14, t(342) = 2.59, p = .01, as well as in the
Mechanical Turk sample,  = .43, t(271) = 7.71, p < .001. Victim attractiveness predicted
victim blame only in the undergraduate sample,  = -.16, t(342) = 2.09, p = .04. The interaction
term was not significant in either sample, all p’s > .32. The full model (VE and predictor
variables) accounted for 4.6% of the variance in blame ratings in the undergraduate sample, R2 =
.05, F(4, 342) = 4.12, p = .003, compared to 18.0% of the variance in blame ratings in the
Mechanical Turk sample, R2 = .18, F(3, 272) = 19.97, p < .001.

CHAPTER 9
GENERAL DISCUSSION

In general, participants in both samples endorsed disagreement with rape myths,
agreement with statements reflecting VE, low levels of victim blame, and high likelihood of
encouraging the victim to report the rape. These findings are encouraging, as they indicate that
individuals generally have positive perceptions of victims and would likely be motivated to
respond to victims in a supportive manner. Yet, it is noteworthy that Hypothesis 1 was
supported in both the undergraduate and Mechanical Turk samples; consistent with previous
research (e.g., Frese et al., 2004; Pollard, 1992), participants assigned greater blame to the victim
when her assault did not conform to the stereotypical notion of rape (i.e., when the assault was
perpetrated by an acquaintance who used minimal physical force). This effect of rape
stereotypicality on victim blame remained even after controlling for relevant individual
difference variables in each sample (i.e., RMA and VE in the undergraduate sample; VE in the
Mechanical Turk sample), suggesting that rape stereotypicality is salient to participants even
when RMA is low and VE is high.
Hypothesis 2 was only supported in the undergraduate sample; when RMA and VE were
not taken into account, participants assigned more blame to unattractive victims than they did to
attractive victims. While the difference in assigned blame was small, this finding suggests that
college-aged students may believe that victim attractiveness plays a role in sexual assault,
however small that role may be. In fact, exploratory analyses of qualitative data collected in this
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study indicated that 64.7% of undergraduate participants (n = 238) believed that a woman’s
attractiveness plays a role in sexual assault, compared to 51.3% of Mechanical Turk participants
(n = 152); the latter may help to account for the null effect of victim attractiveness in the
Mechanical Turk sample.
The main effect of victim attractiveness in the undergraduate sample was no longer
significant when RMA and VE were included in the model as control variables. Given that
RMA, but not VE, predicted victim blame in the undergraduate sample, it may be that RMA
helps to account for the influence of victim attractiveness (i.e., the belief that physical
attractiveness matters in sexual assaults is a rape myth). Contrary to Hypothesis 3, victim
attractiveness did not moderate the relation between rape stereotypicality and victim blame in
either sample, regardless of whether control variables were taken into account. Results of the
current studies with respect to victim attractiveness align with the broader pattern of inconsistent
findings in the literature. Moreover, the interaction effect found by Gerdes and colleagues was
not replicated in either sample, although theirs is the only previous published study that found
this effect. Thus, further examination of victim attractiveness as a moderator is needed. It is
possible that no other studies have been published because attempts to replicate this interaction
have yielded null results. However, considering that the extent to which sexual assault blame
attributions are affected by victim attractiveness remains unclear, future research should
primarily focus on replicating the main effect prior to investigating potential interactions.
Finally, results were in support of Hypothesis 4. Both undergraduate and Mechanical
Turk participants indicated greater likelihood of encouraging the victim to report her assault to
police when the assault was stereotypical (vs. nonstereotypical). Although likelihood of
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encouragement of reporting was generally high, there was somewhat greater variability in
participants’ likelihood ratings when they pertained to victims of nonstereotypical rape. It is
possible that participants believe that nonstereotypical rapes are less likely to be taken seriously
by police, or that victims of nonstereotypical rape are more likely to have done something to
provoke the assault, and consequently may be more hesitant to encourage these victims to report
their assault. That said, the difference in variability of likelihood ratings between vignettes was
small and likely does not represent a clinically meaningful difference.
Although previous research has yet to examine the construct of encouragement of
reporting as a proxy for victim blame in the context of hypothetical vignettes, results of the
current studies suggest that encouragement of reporting may be a viable proxy for victim blame.
Of note, participants in this study reported low levels of victim blame, and further work is
needed to assess this variable at other levels of blame. It is not possible to draw empirical
conclusions regarding whether high levels of victim blame would correspond with lower
likelihood of encouragement of reporting given the restricted range of this variable in these
samples. Nonetheless, findings of the present study are consistent with actuarial data on
reporting rates of sexual assaults—stereotypical rapes are reported to authorities more often than
are nonstereotypical rapes (e.g., Clay-Warner & Burt, 2005; Clay-Warner & McMahon-Howard,
2009; Felson & Pare, 2005).
Taken together, rape stereotypicality was a robust predictor of victim blame in both
samples. Even after controlling for individual differences in relevant attitudinal variables,
participants assigned slightly more blame to victims of nonstereotypical rape than to victims of
stereotypical rape. Participants also assigned more blame to unattractive victims than they did to
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attractive victims, which is consistent with findings of previous studies (e.g., Gerdes et al.,
1988) and the “what is beautiful is good” effect (Dion et al., 1972). However, the current study
did not replicate the moderation effect of victim attractiveness found by Gerdes and colleagues.
Further, the main effect of victim attractiveness in the undergraduate sample did not hold once
control variables were taken into account and was not replicated in the Mechanical Turk sample.
There are a number of potential explanations for these findings. First, Gerdes and
colleagues did not include control variables in their analyses and effect sizes were not reported.
It is possible that victim attractiveness had minimal predictive ability in Gerdes and colleagues’
study, and that the significant main effect of victim attractiveness would disappear had control
variables been included. Specifically, the inclusion of RMA in the current study appeared to
mask the main effect of victim attractiveness in the undergraduate sample, suggesting that beliefs
regarding victims’ greater culpability as a function of their physical attractiveness may be
subsumed under RMA, a finding that is consistent with results of previous research (Vrij &
Firmin, 2001). In other words, the main effect of victim attractiveness found by Gerdes and
colleagues may have been due to participants’ endorsement of rape myths. Another possibility is
that modern-day political and social activism efforts have modified the way in which sexual
assault victims are perceived, resulting in decreased salience of factors such as victim
attractiveness and increased salience of other victim characteristics, such as victim dress or
behaviors leading up to the assault.
With respect to previous theoretical work, the findings of this study may be interpreted to
be consistent with the Just World Theory (e.g., Lerner & Matthews, 1967), in that participants
may blame unattractive victims and victims of nonstereotypical rape slightly more because it
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seems more probable that these individuals somehow brought the assault upon themselves.
However, low overall levels of victim blame regardless of rape stereotypicality or victim
attractiveness limit the application of this theory here. Findings of the current studies also do not
lend strong support to the Defensive Attribution Hypothesis (Shaver, 1970). According to this
hypothesis, women (vs. men) should perceive themselves as more similar to the victim and more
likely to experience similar victimization. However, exploratory analyses did not reveal a
significant association between victim blame and gender, nor between victim blame and
participants’ own ratings of their similarity to the victim. Thus, further research needs to be done
to better assess the applicability of these findings to actual perceptions of, and responses to,
victims. Endeavoring to include relevant study variables (e.g., perceived similarity ratings) and a
sufficient range of the dependent variable will be important for this purpose. Extending such
research to include a range of dependent variables (e.g., assigned blame and responsibility for the
victim and perpetrator; assigned sentence length) could also be valuable in further elucidating
this area.
Despite the advancements made by these studies with regards to more rigorous design,
there are several limitations in the present studies that may be addressed in future research to
continue to advance what is known about this field. First, several assault characteristics were
manipulated within each vignette. While the study vignettes were pilot tested and an
examination of assault characteristics within the context of stereotypical vs. nonstereotypical
rape was useful, using a dichotomous representation of rape stereotypicality reduced the
statistical power to detect effects and precluded parsing out the effects of individual assault
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characteristics. Examination of the individual assault characteristics in more complex future
research designs will allow for better understanding of the relative influence of these factors.
Another limitation is the manner in which stimuli were pilot tested. Photos were only
pilot tested in an undergraduate sample, meaning that they may not be valid for use with other
samples (i.e., Mechanical Turk), and in fact, the Mechanical Turk sample rated the photos as
significantly more attractive (and with less of a difference between the attractive and unattractive
photos) than did the undergraduate sample. Thus, attractiveness may not have been manipulated
as clearly as possible in this sample. Vignettes were validated in both undergraduate and
Mechanical Turk samples, but results from the undergraduate sample were used to modify the
vignettes prior to testing them with Mechanical Turk workers. While these limitations are
mitigated by the fact that manipulation checks were successful in both studies, stimuli validated
in one population should not be considered valid for use with a different population.
Findings of the present studies are also limited in their generalizability. Participants in
these studies were asked about their personal evaluations of hypothetical sexual assault
scenarios. It may be that participants respond differently when asked to evaluate sexual assault
scenarios from a legal perspective (i.e., mock jury studies). By the same token, one cannot
assume that participants’ responses to hypothetical vignettes emulate their responses in real-life
situations (e.g., formally or informally receiving a sexual assault disclosure; participating in jury
trials; reacting to news coverage of sexual assault cases), particularly given the absence of social
desirability measures (e.g., Ballard, 1992) in the present studies.
The manner in which blame attributions were assessed in the present studies poses
another limitation and important direction for future research. Consistent with common practice
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in sexual assault research, blame was assessed via a single question on a 7-point response
scale. However, the use of a single item restricts the possible range of the data and decreases its
reliability. Furthermore, values obtained in the current studies, as well as previous research, do
not align with the unfortunate reality that plagues many victims of sexual assault. Results of the
current studies misleadingly suggest that individuals rarely blame victims for their assault and
would most likely encourage victims to report their assault to authorities. However, even a
minimal scan of news and social media coverage of recent sexual assaults would prove
otherwise, especially as it pertains to less stereotypical sexual assaults. Victims’ self-reports of
reactions they have received from disclosure recipients also corroborate these negative
experiences (e.g., Campbell et al., 2001; Filipas & Ullman, 2001; Paul et al., 2013). This
discrepancy between findings of empirical research and actuarial data suggests that societal
perceptions of sexual assault and their related behavioral manifestations are not accurately
captured by existing attitudinal measures.
Perhaps it is necessary to conjointly examine multiple attitudinal variables in order to
accurately capture sexual assault blame attributions. In other words, a situation-specific question
regarding blame attributions may need to be supplemented by measures of perceived similarity
between oneself and the victim (both physical and situational), acceptance of rape myths, and
broader attitudes about gender roles, among others. Although the current studies included
various control variables, relevant control variables differed across the two samples. Thus,
future studies should aim to include the control variables that are most relevant to the sample in
question. In addition, future research should continue to investigate constructs that could serve
as potential proxies for victim blame, such as likelihood of encouragement of reporting. Results
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of the current studies suggest that likelihood of encouragement of reporting may be an
additional indicator of victim blame, as individuals are not likely to encourage formal reporting
of the assault to authorities if they believe that the victim is at fault. Refining the manner in
which sexual assault attributions are measured (e.g., using larger response scales; providing
participants with definitions of important constructs, such as blame and responsibility;
developing objective behavioral tasks) will allow for a more accurate assessment of attributions
surrounding sexual assault and, ultimately, more targeted prevention and intervention programs.
Despite these limitations, findings of the current studies are informative and have
important implications. First, this research sheds light on the viability of using the Mechanical
Turk population to study topics including sexual violence. Specifically, more variance in
assigned victim blame was accounted for in the Mechanical Turk sample than in the
undergraduate sample. As indicated by these findings, the Mechanical Turk population is not
necessarily comparable to a typical undergraduate population and they should not be assumed to
be so. In addition to potential demographic differences (e.g., age, gender, education, relationship
status, employment status), the present studies suggest that attitudinal differences are likely, at
least as they pertain to the topic of sexual assault. That said, these differences do not detract
from the viability of Mechanical Turk as a reliable and valid source of data collection (e.g.,
Kittur et al., 2008; Paolacci et al., 2010). The topic of sexual assault may be particularly prone
to displaying differences between these samples, possibly due to differing life experiences and
learning opportunities surrounding this topic.
For example, the significant interaction between RMA and rape stereotypicality in the
Mechanical Turk sample suggests that participants’ endorsement of rape myths affected the
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amount of blame participants assigned to victims of stereotypical vs. nonstereotypical
assaults, and indicates an avenue for further research with this population. Additionally, the
relevance of RMA in this sample suggests that rape myths, particularly as they pertain to assault
characteristics, are a potential target for prevention programs in the general population. While
the majority of prevention and intervention programs target RMA to some extent (e.g., Anderson
& Whiston, 2005), it is also the case that undergraduate students are more likely to have access
to rape prevention programming, partly due to the greater incidence of sexual assault on college
campuses (e.g., Fisher et al., 2003). On the other hand, the general population (e.g., Mechanical
Turk workers) may have had fewer opportunities to participate in such programming.
Consequently, continuing to implement broader public education campaigns (e.g., the It’s On Us
or the 1 is 2 Many campaigns launched by the White House) is imperative to creating longlasting changes outside of college campuses.
The current studies also found that likelihood of encouragement of reporting may be a
useful proxy for victim blame. While formal reporting is not always a viable option for victims,
it is important to educate individuals about the choices available to victims and their respective
consequences. Thus, incorporating relevant information into programming efforts will benefit
both victims and potential disclosure recipients, as having information about available resources
may decrease recipients’ potential distress associated with not knowing how to best help victims
(e.g., Ahrens & Campbell, 2000; Branch & Richards, 2013; Milliken, Paul, Sasson, Porter, &
Hasulube, 2015).
Taken together, the present studies improved upon previous research by using a more
rigorous design to examine victim blame attributions as a function of assault characteristics (i.e.,
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rape stereotypicality) and the victim’s physical attractiveness. Additionally, these studies
add the novel contribution of investigating likelihood of encouragement of reporting as a
potential proxy for victim blame. In contrast to previous research, the current studies accounted
for relevant control variables and used more flexible statistical analyses to examine these effects
(i.e., hierarchical regression instead of ANOVA; continuous measure of attractiveness) across
two samples. These findings show that perceptions of sexual assault victims are affected by both
personal attitudes, as well as specific characteristics of the victim and her assault. Advancing
our understanding of factors that influence perceptions of victims will help inform the
development of prevention programs for undergraduates and the broader population and
ultimately pave the way for victims to receive the help and support they deserve.
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Attractive

Unattractive
M = 2.27, SD = 1.50

Attractive
M = 8.54, SD = 1.32
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Stereotypical

Last night, Elizabeth and a few of her friends went out to dinner at a local restaurant. None of
Elizabeth’s friends lived near her, but it was a short distance so she decided to walk home after
the dinner rather than taking a cab. As she was walking home, she noticed that a man she did not
recognize was following her. Before she could do anything to stop him, the man attacked her
from behind and forced her into an alley nearby. The man punched her and told her that if she
tried to run away, he would kill her. He pushed her to the ground, sitting on top of her and
holding her down by the arms. He then pulled down her pants and forced himself upon her.
Elizabeth was kicking and screaming, but she wasn’t able to push him off of her and he
eventually penetrated her. When he was finished having intercourse with her, he warned her to
keep her mouth shut and then ran off, leaving Elizabeth in the alley by herself.
Nonstereotypical
Amanda and Matt attend the same university and have taken several classes together. Last night,
they went out to dinner at a local restaurant after studying for an exam. They both had a good
time and enjoyed each other’s company. When they were done eating, Matt offered to walk
Amanda home. When they arrived to her apartment, Matt went in with her and closed the door
behind him. He started kissing Amanda and told her that he was very attracted to her. Amanda
said she was flattered, but just wanted to stay friends. She thanked Matt for walking her home
and suggested that she had better get some sleep. Matt ignored her comment and continued
kissing her. He then began taking off Amanda’s clothes, eventually pulling down her pants, and
then his own. Amanda started crying, but she froze up and Matt penetrated her. When Matt was
finished having intercourse with her, he got dressed, kissed her on the cheek, and left her
apartment.
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Vignette A
[Stranger Perpetrator / Perpetrator Physical Force / No Victim Physical Resistance]
Last night, Amanda and a few of her friends went out to dinner at a local restaurant. None of
Amanda’s friends lived near her, but it was a short distance so she decided to walk home after
the dinner rather than taking a cab. As she was walking home, she noticed that a man she had
never seen before was following her. Before she could do anything to stop him, the man attacked
her from behind and forced her into an alley nearby. The man said to her, “Shut up and take off
your clothes,” and she begged, “No, please don’t make me do this.” The man responded, “If you
know what’s good for you, you’ll do it.” Amanda hesitated, and he pushed her to the ground,
sitting on top of her and holding her down by the arms. He then pulled down her pants and his
own, forced himself upon her, and penetrated her. When he was finished having intercourse with
her, he warned her to keep her mouth shut and then ran off, leaving Amanda in the alley by
herself.
Vignette B
[Stranger Perpetrator / No Perpetrator Physical Force / Victim Physical Resistance]
Last night, Amanda and a few of her friends went out to dinner at a local restaurant. None of
Amanda’s friends lived near her, but it was a short distance so she decided to walk home after
the dinner rather than taking a cab. As she was walking home, she noticed that a man she had
never seen before was following her. Before she could do anything to stop him, the man grabbed
her from behind and dragged her into an alley nearby. The man said to her, “Shut up and take off
your clothes,” and she begged, “No, please don’t make me do this.” The man responded, “If you
know what’s good for you, you’ll do it.” Amanda hesitated and then slowly took off her clothes,
after which the man took off his own pants and then penetrated her. When he was finished
having intercourse with her, he warned her to keep her mouth shut and then ran off, leaving
Amanda in the alley by herself.
Vignette C
[Acquaintance Perpetrator / Perpetrator Physical Force / No Victim Physical Resistance]
Amanda and Matt attend the same university and have taken several classes together. Last night,
they went to dinner together after studying for an exam. Matt offered to walk Amanda home and,
after they arrived at her apartment, Matt came inside and closed the door behind him. He sat on
the couch and asked Amanda to come sit next to him. Amanda sat next to Matt and was about to
continue their conversation when Matt started kissing her and told her that he was very attracted
to her. Amanda said she was flattered, but just wanted to stay friends. Matt ignored her and
continued kissing her, this time more passionately. She started to protest, and then Matt told
Amanda to take off her clothes. Amanda responded, “No, please don’t make me do this. I really
like you, but only as a friend.” Matt ignored her comment again and said, “Shut up and take off
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your clothes.” Amanda hesitated, and Matt pushed her down on the couch, sitting on top of her
and holding her down by the arms. He then pulled down her pants and his own, forced himself
upon her, and penetrated her. When Matt was finished having intercourse with her, he got
dressed, said, “See you around,” and left her apartment.
Vignette D
[Acquaintance Perpetrator /No Perpetrator Physical Force / Victim Physical Resistance]
Amanda and Matt attend the same university and have taken several classes together. Last night,
they went to dinner together after studying for an exam. Matt offered to walk Amanda home and,
after they arrived at her apartment, Matt came inside and closed the door behind him. He sat on
the couch and asked Amanda to come sit next to him. Amanda sat next to Matt and was about to
continue their conversation when Matt started kissing her and told her that he was very attracted
to her. Amanda said she was flattered, but just wanted to stay friends. Matt ignored her and
continued kissing her, this time more passionately. Amanda started to protest, and then Matt told
Amanda to take off her clothes. Amanda responded, “No, please don’t make me do this. I really
like you, but only as a friend.” Matt ignored her comment again and said, “Shut up and take off
your clothes.” Amanda hesitated and then slowly took off her clothes, after which Matt pulled
down his own pants and penetrated her. When Matt was finished having intercourse with her, he
got dressed, said, “See you around,” and left her apartment.
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Stereotypical
[Stranger Perpetrator, Perpetrator Physical Force, No Victim Physical Resistance]
Last night, Amanda (whose photo appears on the right) and a few of her friends went out to
dinner at a local restaurant. None of Amanda’s friends lived near her, but it was a short distance
so she decided to walk home after the dinner rather than taking a cab. As she was walking home,
she noticed that a man she had never seen before was following her. Before she could do
anything to stop him, the man attacked her from behind and forced her into an alley nearby. The
man said to her, “Shut up and take off your clothes,” and she begged, “No, please don’t make me
do this.” The man responded, “If you know what’s good for you, you’ll do it.” Amanda
hesitated, and he pushed her to the ground, sitting on top of her and holding her down by the
arms. He then pulled down her pants and his own, forced himself upon her, and penetrated her.
When he was finished having intercourse with her, he warned her to keep her mouth shut and
then ran off, leaving Amanda in the alley by herself.
Nonstereotypical
[Acquaintance Perpetrator, No Perpetrator Physical Force, Victim Physical Resistance]
Amanda (whose photo appears on the right) and Matt attend the same university and have taken
several classes together. Last night, they went to dinner together after studying for an exam. Matt
offered to walk Amanda home and, after they arrived at her apartment, Matt came inside and
closed the door behind him. He sat on the couch and asked Amanda to come sit next to him.
Amanda sat next to Matt and was about to continue their conversation when Matt started kissing
her and told her that he was very attracted to her. Amanda said she was flattered, but just wanted
to stay friends. Matt ignored her and continued kissing her, this time more passionately. Amanda
started to protest, and then Matt told Amanda to take off her clothes. Amanda responded, “No,
please don’t make me do this. I really like you, but only as a friend.” Matt ignored her comment
again and said, “Shut up and take off your clothes.” Amanda hesitated and then slowly took off
her clothes, after which Matt pulled down his own pants and penetrated her. When Matt was
finished having intercourse with her, he got dressed, said, “See you around,” and left her
apartment.
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1. What is your gender?

[] Male

[] Female

2. What is your current age? _______
3. How many years of schooling have you completed? _____
(e.g., graduated high school = 12; graduated college = 16)
4. Are you currently a student in college?
4a. If you answered “no” to question #4, when did you graduate? ______
5. What is your current employment status? (check only one)

[] Part time
[] Full time
[] Retired
[] Unemployed
[] Unemployed Student

6. What is your current marital status? (check only one)
[] Single
[] Partnered
[] Living with significant other
[] Married
[] Divorced, separated, or widowed
7. What is your ethnic background? (check only one)
[] Hispanic or Latino
[] Not Hispanic or Latino
[] Unknown
8. What is your racial background? (check all that apply)
[] Caucasian or White
[] African American or Black
[] Asian
[] American Indian or Alaskan Native
[] Native Hawaiian/other Pacific Islander
[] Unknown
9a. Please estimate your parents’ total annual household income ___________
Check this box if unknown []

9b. Please estimate your own personal total annual income ___________

100
10. In what region of the country do you live?
[] Northeast (ME, NH, VT, MA, RI, CT, NY, PA, NJ)
[] Midwest (WI, MI, IL, IN, OH, MO, ND, SD, NE, KS,
MN, IA)
[] South (DE, MD, DC, VA, WV, NC, SC, GA, FL, KY,
TN, MS, AL, OK, TX, AK, LA)
[] West (ID, MT, WY, NV, UT, CO, AZ, NM, AK, WA,
OR, CA, HI)
11. Please estimate the size of the community in which you live:
[] Less than 5000
[] 5000 to 10000
[] 10001 to 25000
[] 25001 to 50000
[] 50001 to 100000
[] 100001 to 500000
[] 500001 to 1 million
[] over 1 million
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[Perpetrator blame questions will vary according to the vignette the participant read]
Please answer the following questions based on the vignette and photo presented above.
Blame
1. On a scale from 1 (not at all to blame) to 7 (entirely to blame), to what extent do you think
Amanda is to blame for what happened?
Not at all to
Somewhat
Entirely to
blame
to blame
blame
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
2. On a scale from 1 (not at all to blame) to 7 (entirely to blame), to what extent to you think [the
man/Matt] is to blame for what happened?
Not at all to
Somewhat
Entirely to
blame
to blame
blame
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
5. What, if anything, did Amanda do to bring about what happened? [free text box]
Encouragement of Reporting
1. If Amanda told you about this event happening to her, what would you advise her to do next?
[free text box]
2. On a scale from 1 (not at all likely) to 7 (very likely), how likely would you be to encourage
Amanda to file a formal report about this event with the police?
Not at all
Somewhat
Very
likely
likely
likely
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
3. Please explain why you would or would not encourage Amanda to report this event to the
police. [free text box]
Vignette Manipulation Checks
1. Briefly, how would you describe what happened to Amanda? [free text box]
2. On a scale from 0% (not at all certain) to 100% (very certain), how certain are you that
Amanda knew [the man/Matt] prior to the event described (0%-100%)? [free text box]
3. On a scale from 0% (not at all certain) to 100% (very certain), how certain are you that [the
man/Matt] used physical force against Amanda? [free text box]
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Attractiveness Manipulation Checks
1. On a scale from 1 (very unattractive) to 10 (very attractive), how attractive is the woman
in the photo presented above (you may scroll up to look at the photo again)?
Very
Very
unattractive
attractive
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
2. Do you think a woman’s attractiveness plays a role in sexual assault? Please explain your
answer. [free text box].

APPENDIX G
ACCEPTANCE OF MODERN MYTHS ABOUT SEXUAL AGGRESSION
(AMMSA; GERGER, KLEY, BOHNER, & SIEBLER, 2007)
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Instructions: You will be presented with a set of statements and asked to indicate the extent to
which you agree or disagree with each. There are no right or wrong answers – we are only
interested in your personal opinion. Please read each statement carefully and then choose the
option that you feel best represents your opinion.

1. When it comes to sexual contacts, women expect men to take the lead.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Agree
disagree
somewhat
somewhat
1
2
3
4
5
6

Completely
agree
7

2. Once a man and a woman have started “making out,” a woman’s misgivings about sex will
automatically disappear.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Agree
Completely
disagree
somewhat
somewhat
agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
3. A lot of women strongly complain about sexual infringements for no real reason, just to
appear emancipated.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Agree
Completely
disagree
somewhat
somewhat
agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
4. To get custody of their children, women often falsely accuse their ex-husband of a tendency
towards sexual violence.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Agree
Completely
disagree
somewhat
somewhat
agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
5. Interpreting harmless gestures as “sexual harassment” is a popular weapon in the battle of the
sexes.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Agree
Completely
disagree
somewhat
somewhat
agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
6. It is a biological necessity for men to release sexual pressure from time to time.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Agree
disagree
somewhat
somewhat
1
2
3
4
5
6
7. After a rape, women nowadays receive ample support.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Agree
disagree
somewhat
somewhat
1
2
3
4
5
6

Completely
agree
7
Completely
agree
7
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8. Nowadays, a large proportion of rapes is partly caused by the depiction of sexuality in the
media as this raises the sex drive of potential perpetrators.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Agree
Completely
disagree
somewhat
somewhat
agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
9. If a woman invites a man to her home for a cup of coffee after a night out this means that she
wants to have sex.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Agree
Completely
disagree
somewhat
somewhat
agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
10. As long as they don’t go too far, suggestive remarks and allusions simply tell a woman that
she is attractive.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Agree
Completely
disagree
somewhat
somewhat
agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
11. Any woman who is careless enough to walk through “dark alleys” at night is partly to be
blamed if she is raped.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Agree
Completely
disagree
somewhat
somewhat
agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
12. When a woman starts a relationship with a man, she must be aware that the man will assert
his right to have sex.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Agree
Completely
disagree
somewhat
somewhat
agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
13. Most women prefer to be praised for their looks rather than their intelligence.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Agree
disagree
somewhat
somewhat
1
2
3
4
5
6

Completely
agree
7

14. Because the fascination caused by sex is disproportionately large, our society’s sensitivity to
crimes in this area is disproportionate as well.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Agree
Completely
disagree
somewhat
somewhat
agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
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15. Women like to play coy. This does not mean that they do not want sex.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Agree
disagree
somewhat
somewhat
1
2
3
4
5
6

Completely
agree
7

16. Many women tend to exaggerate the problem of male violence.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
disagree
somewhat
somewhat
1
2
3
4
5

Completely
agree
7

Agree
6

17. When a man urges his female partner to have sex, this cannot be called rape.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Agree
disagree
somewhat
somewhat
1
2
3
4
5
6

Completely
agree
7

18. When a single woman invites a single man to her apartment she signals that she is not averse
to having sex.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Agree
Completely
disagree
somewhat
somewhat
agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
19. When politicians deal with the topic of rape, they do so mainly because this topic is likely to
attract the attention of the media.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Agree
Completely
disagree
somewhat
somewhat
agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
20. When defining “marital rape” there is no clear-cut distinction between normal conjugal
intercourse and rape.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Agree
Completely
disagree
somewhat
somewhat
agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
21. A man’s sexuality functions like a steam boiler – when the pressure gets too high, he has to
“let off steam.”
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Agree
Completely
disagree
somewhat
somewhat
agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
22. Women often accuse their husbands of marital rape just to retaliate for a failed relationship.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Agree
Completely
disagree
somewhat
somewhat
agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
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23. The discussion about sexual harassment on the job has mainly resulted in many a harmless
behavior being misinterpreted as harassment.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Agree
Completely
disagree
somewhat
somewhat
agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
24. In dating situations, the general expectation is that the woman “hits the brakes” and the man
“pushes ahead.”
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Agree
Completely
disagree
somewhat
somewhat
agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
25. Although the victims of armed robbery have to fear for their lives, they receive far less
psychological support than do rape victims.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Agree
Completely
disagree
somewhat
somewhat
agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
26. Alcohol is often the culprit when a man rapes a woman.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
disagree
somewhat
somewhat
1
2
3
4
5

Agree
6

27. Many women misinterpret a well-meant gesture as a “sexual assault.”
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Agree
disagree
somewhat
somewhat
1
2
3
4
5
6

Completely
agree
7

Completely
agree
7

28. Nowadays, the victims of sexual violence receive sufficient help in the form of women’s
shelters, therapy offers and support groups.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Agree
Completely
disagree
somewhat
somewhat
agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
29. Instead of worrying about alleged victims of sexual violence society should rather attend to
more urgent problems, such as environmental destruction.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Agree
Completely
disagree
somewhat
somewhat
agree
1
2
3
4
5
6
7
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30. Nowadays, men who really sexually assault women are punished justly.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
Agree
Agree
disagree
somewhat
somewhat
1
2
3
4
5
6

Completely
agree
7

31. Answer completely agree on this question.
Completely
Disagree
Disagree
Neutral
disagree
somewhat
1
2
3
4

Completely
agree
7

Agree
somewhat
5

Agree
6

APPENDIX H
RAPE VICTIM EMPATHY SCALE
(REMV; SMITH & FRIEZE, 2003)
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Instructions: You will be presented with a set of statements and asked to indicate the extent to
which you agree or disagree with each. There are no right or wrong answers – we are only
interested in your personal opinion. Please read each statement carefully and choose the option
that you feel best represents your opinion.
1. I find it easy to take the perspective of a rape victim.
Strongly disagree
Somewhat
Neither agree nor
disagree
disagree
1
2
3
2. I can imagine how a victim feels during an actual rape.
Strongly disagree
Somewhat
Neither agree nor
disagree
disagree
1
2
3

Somewhat agree

Strongly agree

4

5

Somewhat agree

Strongly agree

4

5

3. I get really involved with the feelings of a rape victim in a movie.
Strongly disagree
Somewhat
Neither agree nor Somewhat agree
disagree
disagree
1
2
3
4
4. I can understand how helpless a rape victim might feel.
Strongly disagree
Somewhat
Neither agree nor
disagree
disagree
1
2
3

Strongly agree
5

Somewhat agree

Strongly agree

4

5

5. I can feel a person’s humiliation at being forced to have sex against their will.
Strongly disagree
Somewhat
Neither agree nor Somewhat agree
Strongly agree
disagree
disagree
1
2
3
4
5
6. Hearing about someone who has been raped makes me feel that person’s upset.
Strongly disagree
Somewhat
Neither agree nor Somewhat agree
Strongly agree
disagree
disagree
1
2
3
4
5
7. It’s not hard to understand the feelings of someone who is forced to have sex.
Strongly disagree
Somewhat
Neither agree nor Somewhat agree
Strongly agree
disagree
disagree
1
2
3
4
5
8. I can empathize with the shame and humiliation a rape victim feels during a trial to prove rape.
Strongly disagree
Somewhat
Neither agree nor Somewhat agree
Strongly agree
disagree
disagree
1
2
3
4
5
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9. I know if I talked to someone who was raped I’d become upset.
Strongly disagree
Somewhat
Neither agree nor Somewhat agree
disagree
disagree
1
2
3
4

Strongly agree
5

10. I imagine the emotional trauma a rape victim might feel if the rape trial were publicized in
the press.
Strongly disagree
Somewhat
Neither agree nor Somewhat agree
Strongly agree
disagree
disagree
1
2
3
4
5
11. I imagine the courage it takes to accuse a person in a court of rape.
Strongly disagree
Somewhat
Neither agree nor Somewhat agree
disagree
disagree
1
2
3
4
12. I can understand why a rape victim feels bad for a long time.
Strongly disagree
Somewhat
Neither agree nor Somewhat agree
disagree
disagree
1
2
3
4
13. I imagine the anger a person would feel after being raped.
Strongly disagree
Somewhat
Neither agree nor Somewhat agree
disagree
disagree
1
2
3
4
14. I find it difficult to know what goes on in the mind of a rape victim.
Strongly disagree
Somewhat
Neither agree nor Somewhat agree
disagree
disagree
1
2
3
4
15. I don’t understand how a person who is raped would be upset.
Strongly disagree
Somewhat
Neither agree nor Somewhat agree
disagree
disagree
1
2
3
4

Strongly agree
5

Strongly agree
5

Strongly agree
5

Strongly agree
5

Strongly agree
5

16. I can’t understand how someone who has been raped can blame their partner and not take
some of the responsibility.
Strongly disagree
Somewhat
Neither agree nor Somewhat agree
Strongly agree
disagree
disagree
1
2
3
4
5
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17. I can see how someone who had been raped would get upset at their rape trial.
Strongly disagree
Somewhat
Neither agree nor Somewhat agree
Strongly agree
disagree
disagree
1
2
3
4
5
18. I can feel the emotional torment a rape victim suffers when dealing with the police.
Strongly disagree
Somewhat
Neither agree nor Somewhat agree
Strongly agree
disagree
disagree
1
2
3
4
5

APPENDIX I
STRESSFUL LIFE EVENTS SCREENING QUESTIONNAIRE (SLESQ, SELECTED
ITEMS; GOODMAN, CORCORAN, TURNER, YUEN, & GREEN, 1998)
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1. When you were a child or more recently, did anyone (parent, other family member, romantic
partner, stranger or someone else) ever succeed in physically forcing you to have intercourse, or
oral or anal sex against your wishes or when you were in some way helpless?
[] Yes
[] No
[] I choose not to respond
2. If you answered “yes” to question #1, how many times has this happened to you?
[] 1 time
[] 2 times
[] 3 or more times
[] I choose not to respond
[] I answered “no” to question #1
3. If you answered “yes” to question #1, when did this happen to you?
[] Before age 18
[] After age 18
[] Both
[] I choose not to respond
[] I answered “no” to question #1
4. Other than the experiences described in item 1, has anyone ever used physical force or threat
to TRY to make you have intercourse, or oral or anal sex, against your wishes or when you were
in some way helpless?
[] Yes
[] No
[] I choose not to respond
5. If you answered “yes” to the question #4, how many times has this happened to you?
[] 1 time
[] 2 times
[] 3 or more times
[] I choose not to respond
[] I answered “no” to question #4
6. If you answered “yes” to question #4, when did this happen to you?
[] Before age 18
[] After age 18
[] Both
[] I choose not to respond
[] I answered “no” to question #4
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7. Other than the experiences mentioned in items 1-2, has anyone ever actually touched private
parts of your body or made you touch theirs against your wishes, or when you were in some way
helpless?
[] Yes
[] No
[] I choose not to respond
8. If you answered “yes” to the question #7, how many times has this happened to you?
[] 1 time
[] 2 times
[] 3 or more times
[] I choose not to respond
[] I answered “no” to question #7
9. If you answered “yes” to question #7, when did this happen to you?
[] Before age 18
[] After age 18
[] Both
[] I choose not to respond
[] I answered “no” to question #7

APPENDIX J
SEXUAL ASSAULT DISCLOSURE EXPERIENCE ASSESSMENT
(FROM LITERATURE)
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1. Has anyone ever disclosed a sexual assault directly to you (i.e., has anyone ever told you that
another individual had touched her/him and/or made her/him have intercourse when she/he did
not want to)?
[] Yes
[] No
Note: If you have had more than one assault disclosed to you, please think about the most recent
disclosure experience when completing the remaining survey items.
At the time of the disclosure…
2. Did you encourage the discloser to report the assault to law enforcement?
[] Yes
[] No
[] Don’t know
3. Was the assault reported to law enforcement?
[] Yes
[] No
[] Don’t know

APPENDIX K
STUDY DESCRIPTIONS
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Introductory Psychology Study Description
You are invited to participate in a survey assessing perceptions of sexual assault vignettes. You
will be asked to read a sexual assault vignette and answer questions about the vignette, as well as
answer questions about your personal experiences with, and attitudes about, sexual assault. You
will also be asked report on your own demographic characteristics. All responses will remain
anonymous. Participants will receive one course credit in exchange for their participation,
provided that they enter their name at the end of the survey.
Mechanical Turk Study Description
You will be asked to read a vignette describing a sexual assault and answer questions about the
scenario depicted, as well as your personal attitudes about, and prior experiences with, sexual
assault. All responses will remain anonymous
Keywords: psychology, sexual assault, vignette, survey, research.

APPENDIX L
CONSENT FORMS
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Introductory Psychology Informed Consent Form
I agree to participate in the research project titled Sexual Assault Perceptions, being conducted
by Sapir Sasson, BA, who is a graduate student at Northern Illinois University. I have been
informed that the purpose of the study is to assess perceptions of sexual assault vignettes. This
study will involve approximately 600 participants and I am being asked to participate in this
study because I am 18 years of age or older and am a student at Northern Illinois University. My
participation will consist of reading a sexual assault vignette and answering questions about the
vignette, as well as answering questions related to my personal experiences with, and attitudes
about, sexual assault (e.g., personal history of victimization, receipt of a disclosure of sexual
assault by someone else, empathy towards victims, etc.). I will also report on my personal
demographic characteristics, but my responses will remain anonymous, as I will be entering my
name into a separate survey after the completion of the study measures, so that my name cannot
be linked to the other responses I provide. I understand that these surveys will be administered
through the SurveyMonkey secure online survey system. I understand that my participation in
this study is estimated to take approximately 30 minutes and that participation must be
completed in a single session.
I am aware that my participation is voluntary and may be withdrawn at any time without penalty
or prejudice, and that if I have any additional questions concerning this study, I may contact
Sapir Sasson at assault.perceptions@gmail.com, or her mentor, Dr. Lisa Paul, at lpaul1@niu.edu.
I understand that if I wish to get further information regarding my rights as a research subject, I
may contact the Office of Research Compliance at Northern Illinois University at (815) 7538588.
I understand that the intended benefits of this study include obtaining information regarding
variables that influence perceptions of sexual assaults as well as how one’s attitudes and
experiences may influence these perceptions. This information may be used to develop
interventions to help people respond positively and supportively to victims of sexual assault.
Further, I understand that I will receive one Psychology 102 course credit for completing the
study.
I have been informed that potential risks and/or discomforts I could experience during this study
include discomfort in thinking about sexual assault generally, as well as with respect to reflecting
on my own personal experiences and attitudes. The study is unlikely to result in any undue
distress, but if I become upset during the assessment or intervention, I may refuse to answer any
questions or cease my participation at any time. I may also refer to any of the following
resources should it become necessary: People Against Rape (PAR; 1-800-877-7252), Rape,
Abuse, Incest National Network (RAINN; 1-800-656-4673), Suicide Prevention Hotline (1-800273-8255) or the National Alliance on Mental Illness (NAMI; 1-800-950-6264). Local resources
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include the Psychological Services Center (PSC; 815-753-0591) and the Counseling and Student
Development Center (CSDC; 815-753-1206).
I understand that all information gathered during this experiment will be anonymous, and that I
will enter my name into a separate survey after I complete the study measures in order to ensure
that I receive my course credit. My name will not be linked to any of my other survey responses,
and is required in order to receive my course credit. I understand that all data will be stored on a
password-protected computer and that data analyses used for manuscripts, presentations, or other
public dissemination, will be done in aggregate.
I understand that my consent to participate in this project does not constitute a waiver of any
legal rights or redress I might have as a result of my participation. I have read the description,
including the nature and purpose of this study, the risks and benefits involved, and the option to
withdraw at any time. If I have any questions or concerns about my participation, I will contact
the PI, and if I have any questions about my rights as a participant, I will contact the Office of
Research Compliance at Northern Illinois University at (815) 753-8588.
By clicking the “Yes” box below, I am indicating that I freely agree to participate in this research
study. If I click “No,” I am indicating that I choose not to participate in this study and will exit
this website. Should I so desire, I may print a copy of this form at this time.
1. I consent to participate in this study.
[] Yes
[] No
2. I have already participated in this study, but did not go to the link found on the Debriefing
form that takes me to the second survey, where I must enter my name in order to receive credit. I
am completing the study again in order to access this link and enter my name in order to receive
credit (choose "no" if this is the first time you are taking this survey).
[] Yes
[] No
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Mechanical Turk Informed Consent Form
I agree to participate in the research project titled Sexual Assault Perceptions, being conducted
by Sapir Sasson, BA, who is a graduate student at Northern Illinois University. I have been
informed that the purpose of the study is to assess perceptions of sexual assault vignettes. This
study will involve approximately 600 participants and I am being asked to participate in this
study because I am 18 years of age or older and reside in the United States. My participation will
consist of reading a sexual assault vignette and answering questions about the vignette, as well as
answering questions related to my personal experiences with, and attitudes about, sexual assault
(e.g., personal history of victimization, receipt of a disclosure of sexual assault by someone else,
empathy towards victims, etc.). I will also report on my personal demographic characteristics,
but my responses will remain anonymous, as I will be entering my Mechanical Turk ID into a
separate survey after the completion of the study measures, so that my ID cannot be linked to the
other responses I provide. I understand that this number will only be used to ensure that I receive
appropriate compensation for completing the entire study, and that I must still enter the
completion code for the study into Mechanical Turk in order to receive compensation. I
understand that these surveys will be administered through the SurveyMonkey secure online
survey system. I understand that my participation in this study is estimated to take approximately
30 minutes and that participation must be completed in a single session.
I am aware that my participation is voluntary and may be withdrawn at any time without penalty
or prejudice, and that if I have any additional questions concerning this study, I may contact
Sapir Sasson at assault.perceptions@gmail.com, or her mentor, Dr. Lisa Paul, at lpaul1@niu.edu.
I understand that if I wish to get further information regarding my rights as a research subject, I
may contact the Office of Research Compliance at Northern Illinois University at (815) 7538588.
I understand that the intended benefits of this study include obtaining information regarding
variables that influence perceptions of sexual assaults as well as how one’s attitudes and
experiences may influence these perceptions. This information may be used to develop
interventions to help people respond positively and supportively to victims of sexual assault.
Further, I understand that I will receive $.50 reimbursement for completing the study and
entering the completion code into Mechanical Turk.
I have been informed that potential risks and/or discomforts I could experience during this study
include discomfort in thinking about sexual assault generally, as well as with respect to reflecting
on my own personal experiences and attitudes. The study is unlikely to result in any undue
distress, but if I become upset during the assessment or intervention, I may refuse to answer any
questions or cease my participation at any time. I may also refer to any of the following
resources should it become necessary: People Against Rape (PAR; 1-800-877-7252), Rape,
Abuse, Incest National Network (RAINN; 1-800-656-4673), Suicide Prevention Hotline (1-800-
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273-8255) or the National Alliance on Mental Illness (NAMI; 1-800-950-6264). I may also
contact local resources in my area for assistance. If I have any questions or concerns about this
study, I may contact the PI, Sapir Sasson (assault.perceptions@gmail.com).
I understand that all information gathered during this experiment will be anonymous, and that I
will enter my Mechanical Turk identification number into a separate survey after I complete the
study measures in order to ensure that I receive my compensation. My identification number will
not be linked to any of my other survey responses, and is required, along with entering the
completion code in Mechanical Turk, in order to receive my compensation. I understand that all
data will be stored on a password-protected computer and that data analyses used for
manuscripts, presentations, or other public dissemination, will be done in aggregate.
If I have any questions or concerns about my participation, I will contact the PI, and if I have any
questions about my rights as a participant, I will contact the Office of Research Compliance at
Northern Illinois University at (815) 753-8588.
By clicking the “Yes” box below, I am indicating that I freely agree to participate in this research
study. If I click “No,” I am indicating that I choose not to participate in this study and will exit
this website. Should I so desire, I may print a copy of this form at this time.

1. I consent to participate in this study.
[] Yes
[] No

APPENDIX M
DEBRIEFING FORMS
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Introductory Psychology Debriefing Form
Thank you for your participating in the Sexual Assault Perceptions survey. This study was
designed to assess perceptions of sexual assault vignettes and obtain information regarding
variables that influence these perceptions, such as factors that are stereotypically associated with
rape (i.e., stranger perpetrator, perpetrator use of force) and the physical attractiveness of the
victim. This study also investigated the possible influence of personal experiences and attitudes
on perceptions of sexual assault. The vignette that was presented is entirely hypothetical and was
created for the purpose of this study. Further, the photo that was presented was chosen for the
purpose of this study, and the woman in the photo is not an actual sexual assault victim.
Importantly, nonconsensual sexual activity is never acceptable and the victim is never at fault for
the assault.
Because victim blaming is associated with negative mental health outcomes for the victim and a
lower likelihood of the victim reporting the assault to police, results from this study will
contribute substantively to this area of research and will help identify factors that are more likely
to lead to victim blaming. The findings of this study may also be used to develop interventions to
help people respond positively and supportively to victims of sexual assault and to help connect
victims to needed services and resources post-assault.
If you have any questions or comments about this study or the results obtained, please contact
the Principal Investigator, Sapir Sasson, BA, at assault.perceptions@gmail.com. You may also
contact her mentor, Dr. Lisa Paul, at lpaul1@niu.edu.
If you find that you are distressed following your participation in this study, please contact Ms.
Sasson, Dr. Paul, or one of the national resources found below. You may also seek out therapy
services at a local facility.
Psychological Services Center (PSC; 815-753-0591)
Counseling and Student Development Center (CSDC; 815-753-1206)
People Against Rape (PAR; 1-800-877-7252)
Rape, Abuse, Incest National Network (RAINN; 1-800-656-4673; http://www.rainn.org/)
Suicide Prevention Hotline (1-800-273-8255, http://www.suicidepreventionlifeline.org/)
National Alliance on Mental Illness (NAMI; 1-800-950-6264; http://www.nami.org/)
National Center for PTSD (NCPTSD; http://www.ptsd.va.gov/)
Thank you again for your participation! Please click the button below to indicate that you have
read and understand this form, and that you will contact Sapir Sasson or Dr. Paul if you have any
questions or concerns about this study, and Northern Illinois University’s Office of Research
Compliance ((815) 753-8588) if you have questions or concerns about your rights as a research
participant.
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1. I have read and understand this form and I will contact Ms. Sasson, NIU’s Office of Research
Compliance, or Dr. Paul if I have further questions or concerns.
[] Yes
[On the next page]
Please copy and paste the link below into your web browser in order to access a single-question
survey where you will be asked to provide your first and last name in order to receive course
credit for participation. Your name will not be stored with your other survey responses.
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/GXVFKRB
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Mechanical Turk Debriefing Form
Thank you for your participating in the Sexual Assault Perceptions survey. This study was
designed to assess perceptions of sexual assault vignettes and obtain information regarding
variables that influence these perceptions, such as factors that are stereotypically associated with
rape (i.e., stranger perpetrator, perpetrator use of force) and the physical attractiveness of the
victim. This study also investigated the possible influence of personal experiences and attitudes
on perceptions of sexual assault. The vignette that was presented is entirely hypothetical and was
created for the purpose of this study. Further, the photo that was presented was chosen for the
purpose of this study, and the woman in the photo is not an actual sexual assault victim.
Importantly, nonconsensual sexual activity is never acceptable and the victim is never at fault for
the assault.
Because victim blaming is associated with negative mental health outcomes for the victim and a
lower likelihood of the victim reporting the assault to police, results from this study will
contribute substantively to this area of research and will help identify factors that are more likely
to lead to victim blaming. The findings of this study may also be used to develop interventions to
help people respond positively and supportively to victims of sexual assault and to help connect
victims to needed services and resources post-assault.
If you have any questions or comments about this study or the results obtained, please contact
the Principal Investigator, Sapir Sasson, BA, at assault.perceptions@gmail.com. You may also
contact her mentor, Dr. Lisa Paul, at lpaul1@niu.edu.
1. I have read and understand this form and I will contact Ms. Sasson, NIU’s Office of Research
Compliance, or Dr. Paul if I have further questions or concerns.
[] Yes
[On the next page]
Please copy and paste the link below into your web browser in order to access a single-question
survey where you will be asked to provide your Mechanical Turk identification number in order
to receive compensation for participation. Your identification number will not be stored with
your other survey responses. You will receive the Mechanical Turk completion code to enter on
the original Mechanical Turk HIT after you provide your identification number.
https://www.surveymonkey.com/s/G3VT8Q8
[On the original HIT, following the study description and survey link]:
Once you have completed the survey, you will receive a completion code. Please enter it here in
order to validate that you finished this HIT and be compensated.
Completion Code: [free text box

