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ABSTRACT

Ressarch in the field of sexual violence has increasingly focused oa various cultural beliefs
that appear (o support the existence of raps, first termed rape myrAs in Bust (1980). Burt
concluded that rape myth accoptaiice was strongly related to varisbles of adversarial sexnal beliefs,
accepiance of inierpersonal violerce, and sex role stereotyping. However, her measuremeat of
these thres constructs is problematic both theoretically and psychomstrically. Most importantly,
ber scales appear lo be satursted with segative and hostile attitudes towsrd womea. Using
altsrmative measures, we demonstrats that this element partially (but not completsly) accounts for
the strong relationship of the Burt concepts with rape myts acceplance. I[n addition, the Mostility
Toward Women Scale exhibits more predictive power among the mea than women. The pattern
of resuits suggests (1) that rape myths may functioa differently for men than for women, and (2)
the utility of sxploring a more broadly defined comstruct of misggyny for understanding the

ascceptance of sexual violence toward women.



INTRODUCTION

Thers are & multitude of theories attempting 10 account for the sxistence and prevaiencs of
rape. However, two ideas about the motivation for rape have historically predominated, i.9., the
traditional “sexual theory® and the newer “cultursl theory.” The sexual theory of rape describes
it as & sexual event, in which aggression is incidental to the achisvement of sexual gratification.
In the mid-1970"s a new “cultural theory® of rape stiology came into prominence, a theory that
doscribed rape as an act of power and aggression rather than seauality. It suggested that sexual
aggression is justified and condoned by cultural sttitudes and beliefs about violence against
women. Writers such as Susan Brownmiller indicted our society as & “rape culture,*® attributing
the perpetustion of sexual violeace to specific cultural characteristics. Such depictions wers
supported by svideace that rape is not & universsl phenomenca. For example, Sanday (1981)
reported that & higher incidence of rape is found in those cultures that sandorse attitudinal
characteristics of iaterpersonal violence, male dominance, and sexual separation. [n eddition,
Baroa and Straus (1929) demoastrated that the prevaleace of raps in s particular geographical ares
can be predicted from various sociocultural measures of womea's relative status. Therefors, it
sesns clear that both sggressive motivation and cultural supports both play s role in the
coatinuation of raps. Ressarch based ca this assumption has incressingly focused on particular
cultural characteristics that may support this “rape culture.®
Rapa Mths

Ressarch sitempting to uaderstand the characteristics of our “rape culture,” has incressingly
conceatrated on the complex network of beliefs and attitudes that support sexual asssult. Omns of
the most fruitful lines of research in this area has bess the sxamination of thoss cultural beliefs
about rape termed °‘reps mytha® (Burt, 1980). Burt defined rape myths as prejudicial,
stereotyped, or false beliglt asbout rape, rape victims, and rapiziz (Bust, 1980, p. 217). A recent
literature review has examined the body of ressarch arising from Bust’s original formulations, and
proposed a somewhat modified chasacterization. Lossway and Fitzgeraid (1992) define rape
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myths as deligfs abowt rape that are generally false yes widely and persistenily held, and that serve
1o deny and rationalize male sexual aggression against women. Synthesizing their definition from
sualysis of 8 variety of disciplinary perspectives, (i.e., psychology, sociology, philosophy, and
anthropology), they note that the essential characteristic of s myth 1s not the degree to which it
represeats empirical fact (many myths contain some “grain of truth®) but rather the function it
serves.! Lonsway and Fitzgerald (1992) argued that, consonant with other analyses of myth, rape
mythology serves to justify curreat cultural practices, in this case the widespread sexual
victimization of women. Therefore, more recent definitions of these myths emphasize their
functiop in society in addition to their more geaeral nature.

Examples of such rape myths include the belief that women lie about rape, that they elicit rarz
by their dreas or behavior, that they enjoy it whea it occurs, or that oaly “certain kinds® of
women are raped, such as ‘loose” women or thoss with “bad reputations. Others swte that oaly
*certain kinds® of men rape, such as psychopathic men, thoss who are mentally ill, or men from
minonty groups. Although such characterizations may apply in widely publicized, isolated
instances, they are generally untrus. The persistence of such beliefs has been attributed to the
function they serve, which has beea hypothesizad to be the demial of sexual assault (e.g..
Browamiller, 1975). For sxample, although the most common myth suggests that women (falsely)
*cry raps,” FBI statistics indicate that the percentage of rape charges deemed to be false is iess
than 2%, no higher than for any other felony (LeGrand, 1977). In addition, ressarch
demoanstrates that thers are almost no reliably discriminating characteristics between individuals
who report experience with sexual violence, and thoss who do not’.

Octher hypothesized functioas of rape myths, include trivialization and justification of the crime
(Brownmiller, 1975); oppression and social coatrol (Burt, 1983); and women's denia’ of personal
vulnersbility. The evidence clearly suggests that significant acceptance of thess rape myths
charscterizes the general populstion (Feild, 1978; Giacopassi & Dull, 1986; Gilmartin-Zena,
1987).




The firet empirical sxamination of rape myths was reported in Burt (1990), which pressnied
s caussl model of rape myth acceptance (RMA) that included background, personality,
expericatial, and attitudinal verisbles (See Figwre 1). Her amalysis indicated that the cluster of
attitudinal variables (Sev Role Steveotyping, Adversarial Sexual Beliefs, and Accepitance of
Intevparsonal Violence) wes the strongest predictor of rape myth acceptasce. Among this cluster,
the strongest single preucior wis Acceptamce of Inerpersonal Violence; background sad
personaliy variables only predictes rage mydlis scoeptance when medisted by the attitudinal cluster
of varighles. Burt suggeetal fhst the sirang predictive power of thess attitudingl variables

Insert Figure | about here

provided support for feminist theories of rape that implicats cultural forces in the continustion of
sexwal aggression.

In the decade since Burt (1980) first defined and investigsted rape myths, ber original 19-itsm
Rape Myth Accepiance Scale has remained the most widely utilized instrument. In sddition, ber
measures of the sititudiaal constructs related 1o RMA (Sex Role Stereonyping, Adven;arial Sexual
Belighs, and Acceptance of Inerpersonal Violence} are frequently utilised in the raps myth field
(ooe Tables 1, 2, & 3). Studies using these instruments have supported Burt’s origioal findings
that adveraarial sexual beliefs and scceptance of interpersonal vinlence are cloesly relatad to rape

{nsert Table | sbout here

myth accepiance (Burt & Albin, 1981; Chack & Malamuth, 1985; Quackesbush, 1989; Ward,
1988). Thers is alsc & large body of dats suggesting that higher levels of rape myth acceptance
are relatad to more negative and stersotypical attitudes toward women, operationalized primarily
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by Burt's Sex Role Stereotyping Scale or Speace & Heimreich’s (1972) Attitudes Toward Women

{nsert Table 2 about here

Scale. (Ses, for example, Bunting & Reeves, 1983; Check & Malamuth, 1983; Check &
Malamuth, 1985; Costin, 198S; Costin & Schwarz, 1987; Hall, Howard, & Boezio, 1986. La~en
& Long, 1988; Meyersoa & Taylor, 1987; Quackenbush, 1989; Utigard, Thalberg, & Whesler,
1986; Ward, 1988; Weidner, 1983). Only one reported study (Fischer, 1986) has failed to

replicats this relationship.

Insert Table 3 about here

Thua, the literaturs has strongly supported Burt's con.usion that rape myth acceptance is closely
related to attitudes regarding intsrpersonal violence, sex role stereotypes, and adversarial sexual
belisfs; most of this ressarch has utilized the measures developed by Burt (1980). Given the
relatively wide accepiance of thess measures, it is somewhat surpnising that research has not
specifically examioed their structure, psychomstric properties, aad theorstical basis.
Re-Examining the Original C lizati

In the sleven ysars since Martha Burt first defined and investigated rape myths, there has besa
a virtual explosion of ressarch in this field. Literully bundreds of studiss have examined the
properties and associations of raps myth acceptance, masy of them using Burt's (1980) onginal
Rape Myh Accepiance Scale. As voted, much of this ressarch bas supported her original
conclusions that individuals who endorse cultural myths about raps also endorse the use of
violence as & means of solving interpersonal probiems, belisve ia traditional roles for women, and
tend to think that relatiooships betwess the sexes are marked by manipulstion and deceit (Burt &
Albin, 1981; Check & Malamuth, 1985; Quackenbush, 1989; Ward, 1988). However,



10
examination of the instruments which underpin this body of research suggests that they suffer from
a variety of theoretical and psychometric shortcomings, and that the conclusions drawn from the
research may be to some degree artifactual (Lonsway & Fitzgerald, 1992).

Psychometric Considerations, On the most concrete level, the wording of items in the Rape
Myth Acceptance Scale is quite problematic with respect to both clarity and complexity. Itisa
sing gus nog of reliability that scale items are writtea in such a way that all respondents interpret
them in the same manner; this is not the case with the Rape Myrh Acceptance Scale. For
example, one item on the RMAS states, A woman who is stuck-up and thinks she is too good 1o
talk 10 guys on the strees deserves 1o be taught a lesson. Endorsemsnt of this item does not
necessarily provide information about the respondent’s level of raps myth acceptance as the phrase
*taught & lesson’ is unclear in meaning. Possibly, the woman deserves to be harassed, insulted,
degraded, or physically attacked; thers are a varity of possible interpretations, only & few of
which tap into RMA.

Similarly, another item states, f a woman gets drunk at a party and has intercourse with a
man she's just met there, she should be considered fair game' 10 other males at the party who
want 10 have sex with her too, whether she wanis to or not. This scenario is much too aarrow
and specific to bs a common rape myth; more importantly, it is far too complex (o be reliable as
it is impossible to determine to which of its several idess th~ resr-adent is attending. Similarly
problematic is the item, AMasy women have ar uncomscious wish 1o be raped, and may then
unconrcionsly 1@t up a situation in which they are lkely 10 be anacked, which conlains two
separste propositions; it is quite possible to eadorse cae without the other. For example,
respondents may belisve that many women bave an unconscious wish to be raped without
concurrsatly believing that much women actually "set up® situations ia which they are likely to be
sttacked; the reverse, of courss, is also trus. Thus it is unclear exactly what is being measured
by thess items, as respondents may endorse them for a variety of reasons.

Related issuse are raised by itemw that ask for estimated percentages of womea who report &
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rape because they are angry and want to get back al the man they accuse or for some other

reason. Such estimation is difficult and unreliable, and appears to assess knowludge of rape
statistics rather than mpe myth acceptance. A more effective way to word items sbout false
charges would be to state that “most womes. lic sbout rape® or * women frequently lie about
rape.” This altemative wording more accurately reflects the nature of what is generally meant by
rape myths, a3 well m conforming more closely to accepted standards for item writing.

An additional protlem with the Rape Myth Acceptance Scale is found in the aet of items that
ask how likely a subject is to believe the following people if they were to report a rape: “your
best frisnd, an Indian woman, & neighborbood woman, s young boy, s black woman, and s white
woman.” Response sets are highly likely on such an item since it appears 8 if the individual
beliefs constitute one item rather than many. Item and factor analysis results could be skewed by
the construction of items that appear as if they are only parta of a larger item. Factlor analysis
indeed revealed that all of thess items clustered into one factor (Briere, Malamuth, & Check,
1585), and it is unclear whether this is dus to conceptual similarity or artifactual response sets.
Thus item is also scored differsntly than the rest of those on the RMAS, most of which are scaled
using 8 7-point Likert scale with responses ranging from strongly agree to sirongly disagree. Two
items ask for percentages, and are scaled with five possible responses: almost all, abows 3/4,
abowus half, abous 1/4, and aimost none. The final six items - concerning the verscity of raps
reports by various clasess of individuals - aleo offer five possible responses: always, freguemly,
sometimes, rarely, and never. Although explicit directioas for scoring the RAMAS are not described
in Burt's (1980) article, the different ilsms are appareatly simply combined to provide s total score
without taking into asccount the differeat scales and itam types included.

A final coasideration with respect to scale construction of the Rape Myvh Accepiance Scals
has to do with the use of various colloquial phrases nch as fair game, 1aught g lasson, asking for
it, necking, snd so forth. Such phrases mean different things to different people. Equally
important, they quickiy becoms outdated and are highly culturally specific, thus precluding their
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use with certain populations. Although slang phrases are difficuit to svoid completely, as sexual

communication ~fiea relies on such colloquialisms, they should be avoided to the extent possible.
Whea they are included, care should be taken to protest them systematically to determine the
clarity of their meaning for all groups of respondeats. Similar problems are spparent in several
of Burt's measures, particularly the Rape Myth Accepiance Scale, Adversarial Sexual Beliefs
Scale, and Accepiance of Interpersonal Violence Scale.

Theoretical Issues, There are also theoretical concerns with Burt's (1980) original
measurement instruments. [n particular, the Rape Myth Acceprance Scale, Adversarial Sexual
Beliefs Scels and Acceptance of Interpersonal Violence Scale appear to lack coantent validity,
which can oaly be established by sampling from the entire specified domain of potential
stataments. However, in the case of the RMAS, the domain itse!f has never besn specified
(Lonsway & Fitzgerald, 1992). Although several instruments have bee coa:tructad to assess rape
myth accsptance,’ and RMA has been considersd a multidimeasional construct (e.g., Briers,
Malamuth, & Check, 198S; Burt, 1980; Feild, 1978), current measures vary sxtensively in the
dimeansions that are emphasized or neglected. Burt’'s (1980) Rape Mwh Acceptance Scale places
considerable emphasis on the charsctenistics and rolc of raps victims, but neglecis other
dimensicas such as the characteristics of the rapist, the situation in which the crime occurs, or the
role of socisty and community in the perpetuation of ssxual ssssult. As s result, it is unclear
which aspects of RMA account for the relationships reported in Burt (1980). If adequate conteat
validity is 10 be sttained, then investigators must specify the domain of possible rape myths and
develop a measure that samples rystematically from that domain.

A similar lack of content validity characterizes Burt's other measures. For example,
sxamination of the Adversarial Sexual Beliefs Scale reveals that most of the items in the scale
450008 Degative belisfs about women rather than adversarial sexual beliefe, par aa, Specifically,
only two of the items sppear 10 asesss bostility toward men, whereas the remaining six reflect
negative belisfs about women. Thus, although the yerhal definition of the construct states tA¢
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«xpectation that sexual relationships are fundamenially exploitative, that each party to them is

manipulative, sly, cheating, opaque 10 the other's understanding, and not to be trusted, its
operational definition is slmost exclusively concerned with the notion that womep are deceitful and
manipulative. Therefore, it seems reasonable 10 r+: = questions sbout the construct validity of the
Adversarial Sexual Beiiefs Scale. We suggest that the important relationrhip here appears to be
between rape myth acceptance and Aostility toward women, « relationship with differeat theorstical
implications than those of the term adwrsarial sexual beliefs. Research on the convergent and
discriminant validity of these two concepts would be useful and important for clarifying these
issues,

Finally, the construct validity of the Acceprance of Interpersonal Violence Scale 13 not well
established since most ~f the itsms assess acceptancv of violence against women. If this scale
indesd measures mainly the endorsement of violencs against women, the accepted relationship
betwesn & more general acceptance of violence and rape myth accaptance is thrown 1.ii: question.
Ustil & measurs of more general attitudes toward interpersonal violence is develuped, the
relatioaship with RMA is unclear. This is particularly critical issus as the cultural theory of raps
motivation rests on the ussumption that rape is an expression of aggression rather than sexuality.
Thus, the relationship of general attitudes toward violence to raps myth acceptance is critical to
an aamssment of the cultural theory.

It is also important to note that many of the items on the Acceprance of Interpersunal Violence
Scale reflect gazual sggreesion. A more appropriate operationalization of this construct (general
attitudes toward violence) would consist of statements about violeace that are devoid of sexual
context, and that reflect tolerance of interpersonal violeace in 3 wide variety of situations,
contexts, and levels (e.g., corporal punishmeat, capital punishmeat, the use of force betwesn
nations, as well as to settle disputes betwesn individuals).

It is reasonabls to suggest, therefors, that the Acceprance of Interpersonal Violence Scale and
the Adversarial Saxual Belig/t Scale commonly used in investigations of rape myth accepiance are
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sctually asscesing s basic Aostility toward women, Such a distinction has important theoretical
implications for 3 re-examination of the original conceptualization of rape myth acceptance and
the nomological net of its correlates. In addition to this major theoretical distinction, there are
a number of psychometric considerations discussed above that limit the poteatial of Burt's (1980)
measurement instruenents and conclusions.

Resonceptualization of Burt's Modsl

The preseat paper provides evideace for our contention that the measursment instruments
preseated in Burt (1980), and wtilizec! in the majority of studies in the rape myth field, are
theorstically problematic and psychometrically weak. Despite such criticisms, we emphasize that
the significance of this research cannot be overstated, as it has immense potential for the

understanding of sexual assault. As Bunting and Reeves (1983) declared,

As long as we allow thess misconceptions [rape myths] to cloud our vision, we
will oot be able to deveiop treatment and preveation programs to deal adeguately

with victims and offenders, nor will our laws adequately deal with the crime of

rape (p. 282).

Ressarch must investigate these myths and develop strategies to uncioud our vision. As Burt's
(1980) work with rape myths has been the most influcatial in this field, a recouceptualization of
her theoretical model and » modified replication of her study sppears overdus. Such a re-
examination would strengthen the theorstical and smpirical underpinnings of the rape myth fieid.
To begin, we specifically propose to separats hogtility toward womeg from the other coastructs
defined by Burt, i.e., adversarial sexual beliefs and acceptance of interpersonal violence. This
will be sccomplished by revising thess two measures (ASBS and A/VS) to be gender neutral and
to more closely parallel their respective constructs as theorstically defined. A separuls scale

assessing hostility toward women will also be included. Finally, an alternative meesure of rape
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myth acceptance wiil be utilized, one derived from a careful specification of the rupe myth domain
(Fitzgerald, Payne, Tanaka, & Hesson-McGinnis, 1992) and whose items are clear, concise, and
casily interpretable. These procedures will aliow a direct test of our hypothesis that the
relationship of Burt's variables to rape myth acceptance was mostly attributable to the relationship
of RMA to hostility toward women.

We hypothesize the following:

1. Scores on the Hostility Toward Women Scale will be more highly correlated
with Burt's measures of adversanal sexual beliefs and acceptence of

interpersonal violence than they are with “neutral” measures of these constructs.

2. The Burt measures will bear a stronger relation to RMA than aitemative,

gender neutral measures.

3. Hostility toward womea will add little if any power tc the ability of Burt's
measures of adversarial suxual beliefs and acceptance of interpersonal violence
to predict raps myth acceptance; but it will significantly improve the ability of
*seutral® measures of adversarial sexual beliefs and acceptance of interpersonal

violeacs to predict rape myth acceplance.

Simply stated, we believe that the critical construct in understanding 1uape myth acceptance is a
basic hostility ioward women; the streagth of correlation and prediction of all other variables

should pale in companson.
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METHODS
Qverview

The study was conducted in three phases. The first invoived a pilot sample of subjects, whose
responses were used for preliminary scale developmens; s second group of subjects participated
in the scale developmens phase, o examine the reliability and validity of the revised instruments.
A final group of participants constituted the core sample, and gonerated correlation and regreasion
data to test our hypotheses. These subsamplea are deacribed more fully below.

Subjects

A total of 429 University of lllinois students (199 male and 230 fomale) participated in the
three phases of this study.

Phase 1: Pilot sample. The participation of 51 studeats for preliminary pilot analysis was
obtained by offering money on s sign-up sheet posted in the psychology building. Thirty-six
students were female and 15 wers male.

Phase 2: Scale development sample. Responsea from 200 students (100 female and 100 male)
were used in scale development. Participation of these students was oblained through either
introductory psychology or educational psychology courses; they received course credit for their
participation. Average age of the students was 18.64.

Phase 3; Core sample, The core sample consisted of 176 students (92 womea and 84 men).
Their participation was also obtained through psychology or educational psychoiogy, in sxchange
for counw credit. Participants’' average age was 18,14,

Ioatruments

Burt's Scalas. To test our hypotheses, participants in the core sample (o= 176; 92 fervale and
84 male) were asked to complets three of the scales pressuted in Burt (1980). Participants
respoaded to the §-itam Accspiance of Interpersonal Violence Scale (ses Tabie 1), the 9-item
Adversarial Sexual Beliefs Scale (ses Table 2), and the 9-item Sex Role Stereotyping Scale (see

Table 3). Coefficient aiphas, as reported in Burt (1980) were: .80 for the ASBS, .59 for the
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AIVS, and .66 for the SRSS. Analysis of the core sample in the present study yielded similar
alpha coefficients for each of the scales: .79 for the ASBS .62 for the A/VS, and .66 for the
SRSS.

Attitudes Toward Violence Scale (ATVS). All participants responded to & measure of attitudes

toward violence consisting of 20 items denived from the 47-item Astitudes Toward Violence Scale
preseated in Velicer, Huckel, and Hansen (1989). This measure was inciuded to assess

information relevant to Burt's (1980) construct: “the notion that force and coercion are legitimate

Insert Table 4 about here

ways o gain compliance and specifically that they are legitimate in intimate relationships® (p.
218). W presented participants in the pilot (a=51; 36 women and |5 men) and development
sample (n=200; 100 women and 100 men) with 20 items that were chosen tn repressat the
theoretical domains described in Velicer, Huckel, and Hansen (19%9): war, capital punishmeat,
corporal punishment, interpersonal disputes, etc. Of these 20 items, 10 statements constitute a
subscale that assesses attitudes toward violence i interpersonal relationships, and a subecale of
10 itema assess attitudes toward violence in other domains.

Wording of several of Velicer, Huckel, & Hansen's (1989) items was modified to reflect
lower levels of violsnce W reduce possible social desirability effects. Itemns were selecied which
did not over-smphasize sexual violence or violence sgainst women. Typical items are “The death
peaalty should be part of every peaal code,” or “It is all right for s partoer to hit the other if they
are unfaithful.* Items are written only in & positive direction; that is, higher scores reflect more
accepting attitudes toward violencs.

Analysis of pilot data (n=51; 36 female and 15 male) yielded Cronbach's alpha of .82. Data
from the development sample (n=200; 100 female and 100 male) yielded an alpha of .87. lteme

wers pressated to participants in eight different randomized orders, and are provided in Table 4
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soag with sdditional psychometric information about the scale.

Adversarial Heterosexyal Beliefs Scale (AHBS), Deveioped for the present study, this scale
consists of 15 items written 1o reflect Burt's (1980) original definition of adversarial sexual beliefs:
*the expectation that sexual relationships are fundamentally exploitative, that each party to thes:
is mansipulative, sly, cheating, opaque to the other’s understanding, and aot to be trusted® (p.
218). Thus, care was taken t0 ensure that the items focused on the nature of the relationship
between the sexes, rather than on stereotypical characteristics of either sex. In addition to items
assessing beliefs about heteroserual relationships, we included statements concerning the
sdversarial nature of working relationships, platonic friendships, and societal structure. To
sddress this question, & pool of seventeen itema was presentad to the pilot sample (N=50; 36
womea and 1S men) and development sample (N =200; 100 women and 100 men). These items

sampled from several domains; for example, the adversarial nature of dating reiationships, sexual

Insert Tuble 5 about here

situstions, the workplace, societal structure, platonic frisndships, otc. The items were pressnted
to the pilot participants in eight differest randomized orders.

As 8 result of preliminary analysis with the pilot sample (36 womea and 15 men), one item
was oliminated to strengthen internal consistency; analysis of data from the development sample
(100 women sad 100 men) resulted in the delstion of an additionsl item for similar ressons.
Croubach's alpha for the resulting {S-item scale was .78 on the development sample; itemns and
item-tototal correlations are reported in Table 5. A typical item of the AHES reads ‘It's
impossible for men and womea 10 truly understand each other,” or * In all societies it is inevitable
that one sex is dominant.® Twelve of the iteme reflect an adversarial relationship between the
saxes, whereas three reflect & nna-adversarial relationship and are reversed for scoring.

Saxism Scale (§8), All participants responded to the 20-item Sexism Scale pressnied in
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Rombough and Ventimighlia (1981); these authors report an alpha of .94 based oa & sample of
college studeats, working adults, and members of social and church clubs. This scale was

included in the present study to assess the construct Burt (1980) termed “sex role stereotyping.®

Insert Table 6 about here

A typical item reads, "Men make better engineers than women,* or “Womea should stay home
and care for the children.® Fourteen of the items were wrnitten to reflect traditional and restrictive
beliefs about sex differences and sex roles, whereas six were written to reflect nontraditional,
progressive beliefs about gender. Analysis of responses from the pilot sample (n=51; 36 women
and 15 men) yielded a coefficient alpha of .87. Data from the development sample (n=200; 100
fernale and 100 male) yielded a similar alpha of .83. [tem-to-total correlations for the scale are
reported in Table 6. [tems were pressnied to the participants in the onginal order as described
in Rombough and Ventimighlia (1981).

Hoatility Toward Womes Scale (HTWS), Ninetesn itsms derived from Check, Malamuth,
Eliss, & Barton's (1985) Hostility Toward Women Scale wete pressnted to parcicipants in the pilot
sampis (p=51; 36 female and 15 male). The 19 items were sampled from the original scale, and
wording of several itsms was modified for clenification and sex-neutrality. Slightly different
wording was provided fur the male and female participants.* As a result of preliminary analysis,

nine items were dropped to strengthen internal reliability, and the wording of several items was

Insert Table 7 about bere

fusther modified to reduce the number of itspw requiring reverss scoring. Ten itsms were then
pressnted to the development sample of 100 women and 100 men (o =200); this analysis yislded
a cosfficisnt alpha for the final scale of .83. Typical items include, °| am oasily angered by
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(other) women,* of *Sometimes (other) women bother me just by being around. * Items and item-
to-total corvelations for this scale are included in Table 7.

Rape Myth Scale (RMS). A Rape Myth Scale was developed from analysis of an item pool
containing 95 reflecting the definition described earlier, i.c., beligfs abow rape which are
genevally false bus widely and persisiensly held, and which function 1o deny and justify male sexual
aggression. Analysis of psychometric information from the development sample (n=200; 100
femnale and 100 male) and examination of item coatent and wording resulted in the selection of 19
statements for the final scale. The original item pool was developed to reflect the 19 facets of the
rape myth domain ideatified by Fitzgerald, Payne, Tanaks, & Hesson-McGinnis (1992); one item
was chosen to represent each facet, including myths sbout the victim's behavior and
characteristics, the perpetrator's behavior and characteristics, characteristics of the rape scenario,
otc. Ses Table 8 for a brief description of the 19 domains. Itsme were sslected based on three

Insert Tabis 8 about bere

criteria: clarity of wording and reference 10 sexual assault; least overiap of content with items in
other domains; and psychometric considerstions, such & mwan level of endorssment and item
variance. Cosfficient alpha for the resulting 19-itemn Rape Mtk Scale was .93 in the core sample
(N=176; 92 women and $4 mea), sad is reported along with items and item-to-total correlations
is Tabie 9.

The rape myth statements were pressaied in eight different constrained randomized ordecs:

Insert Tabls 9 about bere

specifically, itam order was modified to insure that the first thres statements in any pressntation
order clearly referred 10 sexual assault and one of the first five statements was reverse acored to
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decrease risk of response bias.

Additional information. Psrticipants provided information regarding sex, age. year in school,
Greek affiliation, parental income, political ideatification, sexual orieatation, and curveat dating
status.

Procedyre

Al} three phases of the present study were conducted using the same procedure. Subjects
participated in same-sex groups of eight or fewer individuals that were rua by s same-sex
experimeater. Both verbal and writtea instructions were provided, and perticipants provided
informed coasent. All experimental items were presented on a computer moaitor, and participants
responded using numeric keys. The items within most of the questionnaires were randomized by
» computerized program, and preseated in eight differsnt orders to the subjects. The ordering
between questionnaires, howsver, was ideatical for all participants.

Responses and response latency were recorded by the computer. Pasticipants with response
limes under 1.5 seconds wers informed by the sound of s low-frequency tone that they had
responded too quickly and reminded 1o consider sach item carefully. Participants wers provided
with the option of responding (o au aiternative set of ilems (from the Minnesota Multiphasic
Personality Invensory) if the expsrimeatal materials were problematic or offensive in any way.
No subjects sxsrcised this option.

A written and verbal debriefing was provided, aloag with the opportuaity to discuse concerns
with the sxperimenter in & privats setting sfer completing the experimental session. Subjects were
thanked for their participation and provided resources 1o acquire information about the experiment
or the issuss involved (e.g., pbons numbers of the local rape crisis center, student counseling

centst, olc.).
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RESULTS

Scale means, standard deviations, and alphas for all scales are reported in Table 10. Our
investigation was devised to test the general hypothesis that Burt's Adversarial Sexual Beliefs Scale
and Accepiance of Inserpersonal Violence Scale are saturated with negative attitudes toward
women. Furthermore, we proposed that this was oot trus for the alternative measures. Thus, our
first hypothesis suggested that Burt's scalc: would exhibit a stronger relstionship with hoatility
toward women than would the alternative measures. The correlation matrix in Table |1 provides
initial support for this idea. Hostility toward women was somewhat more strongly correlated with
Burt's Adversarial Sexual Beliefs Scale (.52) than the alternative Adversarial Heterosexual Beliefs

Scale (.49). Also, Burt's Acceptance of Interpersonel Violence Scale was mors stroagly correlated

Insert Table 10 about here

with bostility toward womea (.40) than with the more general measure of attitades toward violence
(.34). Our second hypothesis stated that Burt's scales would bear a stroager relationship to rape
myth acceptance thas would the alternative measures; this was also supported by our data. Of the
two measures of adversarial sexuel beligft, Bust's ucale was more strongly correlated with rape
myth acoeptance (.70) than was the alternative measurs (.59). Burt's Accepiance of Inerpersonal
Viclence Scale was also more stroagly correlated with RMA (.66) thas was the alternative
messure (.47). [The two mensures of sex role stersotyping sxhibited relationships with rape myth
acceptance that were virtually equivalent (.49 vs. .46); however, we bhald no a priori expectations
regarding thess two scales. |

[nsert Table 11 about hers

Our final hypothesis predicted that the Hosriliry Toward Women Scale would pot account for
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any unique variance in rape myth acceptance. However, HTWS shoyld increass the predictive
power of these alternative measures in & regression of RMA. (We had no specific expectations
for the measurement of sex role stereotyping.) As Table 12 demonstrates, our third hypothesis
was supported by the data. When Burt's measures of adversarial sexual beliefs and acoeptance
of imerpersonal violence were included in & regression predicting rape myth acceptance, the
Hostility Toward Women Scale did oot remain as & significant predictor. However, whea the

alternative measures of these two constructs were used as predictors, the HTWS did account for

Insest Table 12 about bere

uf:iqua vanance in rape myth acceptance. Further analysis also demoanstrated that when scores
on the Hostility Toward Women Scale wers included as the first predictor in a regression, the
addition of Burt's scales accounted for more variance than did the altsrmative measures.

The best linear combination for the prediction of rape myth ascceptance is Burt’s Adversarial
Sexual Beliefs Scale and Acceprance of Interpersonal Violence Scale. Thess two variables combine
to predict 58.1% of the variance in RMA. I[ndeed, whea gl] of the experimental varisbies are
included into the squation, only Burnt's ASBS and AJ/VS remain significant ss predictors. The
figure of 58.1% is significantly higher than the 46.6 % reported in Burt (1980), using the same
thres measures.’ Interestingly, of all varisbles examined, hostility toward women is the single
laast powerful predictor of mpe myth acceptancs. Scores on the Hostility Toward Women Scale
predict 20.4% of the variance of scores on the Rape Myth Scale.

Neither of the mcasures of sex-role stereotyping accounted for say unique variance in rape
myth acceptance. Howsver, there are relatively strong correlations between sex-role stereotyping
and relevant variables. Clearly, an individual’s acceptance of traditional sex-role stersotypes is
A0 important vaniable in the nomological net surrounding rape myth acceptance. However,
conceptual overiap of this coastruct with others sppears to obscure its importance when utilizing
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regression analysis.
When the core sample was separated by sex, most of the relstionships were similar 10 those
found for the combined sampie (see Table 13). Among the men, Burt's measures of adversarial

sexual beliefs and acceptance of interpersonal violence were more highly correiated with bostility

Insert Table 13 sbout bere

toward wormen than were the altemative measures of these two constructs. However, responses
from the women were somewhat different; our Adversarial Heterosexual Beliefs Scale was more
highly correlated with hostility toward women than was Burt's Adversarial Sexual Beliefs Scale.

. Our second hypothesis was supported when the sample was separated by sex. Specifically,
responses from both the men and the women suggested that each of Burt's scales was more highly
correlated with raps myth acceptance than were the altarnative moasures.

In general, the results of regression analysis of each sex supported the findings in the entire
core sample (ses Table 14). Amoang the women, the Hostility Toward Women Scale did not

account for any unique variance in raps myth acceptance whea Burt's variables were included as

Insert Table 14 about here

predictors; when the altsrnative measures were used as predictors, bostility toward women did
increass the predictive power of the regression. However, the best linear combination of
predictors for RMA among women was Burt's Accepiance of Interpersonal Violencs Scale snd
Adversarial Sexual Beligfs Scale (Ri=.39).

Among the men, the addition of bostility toward women as & predictor increased the predictive
power of regression equations with both Burt's measures and the altsrnative scales. 1o addition,
when bhostility toward women was used as & single predictor of rape myth scceptance for the men,
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it accounted for 40% of the variance; this figure is almost exactly twice that for the women

(R*=.21). The best linear combination of predictors for the men were Burt's A/VS and ASBS,

along with the Hostility Toward Women Scale (R*=.59).



DISCUSSION
Burt's ceatral conclusion in her (1980) article suggested that ber three measures (the
Adversarial Sexual Beliefs Scale, Accepiance of Inierpersonal Violence, and Sex Role Stereotyping
Scale) predicted almost SO% of the vanance in rape myth acceptance. Using our new Rape Myth
Scale, Burt's conclusion was supported; in our experimental sample, her three scales predicted
almost 60% of the variance in rape myth acceptance.
With respect Lo our specific predictions, the primary hypothesis was that two of Burt's scales
(the Acceptance of Imerpersonal Violence Scale and the Adversarial Sexual Beliefs Scale) were
permeated with a component of hostility toward women. Correlation analysis supported this
assumption; Burt's scales were more closely related to the Hostility Toward Women Scale than
were the alternative measures. Regressions of rape myth acceplance scores provided additional
support for this bypothesis, since the Hostiliry Toward Women Scale did not increase the predictive
power of Burt's measures, whereas they did for the alternative measures. As predicted. the use
of allymative, sex-neutral scales to measurs Burt's coastructs (adwrsarial saxual beligfs,
acceplance of interpersonal violence, snd sex role stereotyping) significastly decreases the
predictive powst of thess constructs with rape myth acceptancs. In our sample, Burt's (1980)
thres scales predicted almost 60% of the variance in rape myth acceptance. However, our
altermative measures could account for only 42. % of the variance in RMA. Such a difference
suggests that there is some eclement prosent in Bust's scales that increases their power for
predicting rape myth acceptance ghove and bevond the constructs she has dafined. Second,
gender-osutral measurement of the constructs defined in Burt (1980) still manifested significant
power for predicting rape myth acceptance. The power of sdversarial sexual belisfs, attitudes
toward violence, and sex role stereotyping in predicting 40-50% of the variance in RMA suggests
that thess are important varisbles to address in educational interventions.
W initially predictad that hostility toward women was the critical vaniable when studying rape

myth acceptance; we assumed that the strong relationship between the two would be prominent
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in both correlation and regression analysis. However, the absolute values of correlstions between
Burt's scales and the hosvility toward women were somewhai lowe: than anticipated, ranging from
.38 to .52. This suggests one of two things: either the construct of hostiliry toward women is ot
ar closely related to Burt’s measures as we had believed, or the Hostility Toward Women Scale
may lack comstruct validity. An examination of this second idea will be possible only after
theoretical psychometric work has been focused on the HTWS. It might be important for future
work to examine s multidimensioaal construct of misogyny that includes acceptance of violeace
against women (AJVS), beliefs in traditional and restrictive roles for womea (SRSS), adversanal
attitudes toward women (ASBS), beliefs that women are responsible for rape (RMS), s basic
hostility toward the entire sex (HTWS), and other slements as yet undiscovered.

Our most important finding was that the relationship between hostility toward women and rape
myth acceptance appears to be more powerful for men than for women. The correlstion between
the two vanables was significantly higher for men than womea, and bostility toward women was
more significant as & predictor of RMA for men than women. in fact, the best linear combination
of predictors for mea included scores on the Hosrility Toward Women Scale. This is a significant
finding since it bears on the quastion of sex-relsted differences in the nature and function of rape
myth acceptance. We suggest that rape myth acceptance functions differently for men and
women; that its cnitical function for men is to justify male sexual violence whereas for women it
is t0 deay personal vulnersbility. Our finding that correlation and regression analyses of rape
myth acceptance differs by sex provides some of the first evideace in support of such an idea,
particularly since it has revealed that hostility toward women might be more important in its
relation 10 rape myth acceptance for men than for women. Such a result is in congrusace with
the theory of different functioning of raps myths for men and women; that is, hostility oward
women would be & much more effective means of justifying male violence than deaying it.

In summary, it appears that individuals who believe that the nature of the relationship of the

sexes is adverswrial in nature, who accept traditional sex roles, and who are relatively accepting
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of violence are indeed more likely to accept commoa rape myths. Individuals who exhibit a basic
hostility toward women sre aiso more likely to sccept rape myths, and this is especially true for
men. However, this study was conducted exclusively with participants from s midwestern
university, and ousr hypotheses require examination in other populstions. College studeats have
been targeted for educstional interventions regarding these issues and it is reasonable Lo assume
that any relationships discovered this population might be even more pronounced among more
general groups. However, future work must examine such an ides.

In sddition, future research should begin to focus on the function of these myths, especially
in light of our suggestion that this may differ by sex. In particular, evideace might be brought
to bear on this issue from investigation of the different domains of rape myths. Researchers have
examined the relative levels of rape myth acceptance with each of the sexes, bowever this has only
besn done in abeo! ute terms, i.e., total scores on some global measures of RMA. To dats, no
riudy has examined the acceptance of specific subiets of thess myths in sach of the sexes; for
example, it is reasoaable to assums that men are more accepting of myths that function to justify
male perpetuation of sexual violence, wheress women are more accepting of myths that function
10 deny their personal vuinerability. Differing patterns of rape myth acceptance could thea be re-
examined in relation to the constructs in this particular project.

It ssema clear that any reductions in the public acceptance of raps myths will cresis an
increasingly compassionats atmosphers for survivors of sexual violence and an increasingly
punitive one for perpetrators of such violencs. In addition, such sfforts would be sided
imeeasiably by aa understending of raps myth acceptance and the wirrouadiag coastellatios of
cultural bolisds and attitudes, as they relste and Auaction differsatly for esch of the sexes.
Thersfore, this ares of ressarch should continue to be s fruitful oas for some tims to coms. The
consequences of such work will not only contribute to the cientific body of kmowledge
surrounding these issuss but can contribute 10 a reduction of thoss chs _teristics that make ours

2 “rape culture. ”
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NOTES

‘Although we define rape myths as generully {alse. it is perhaps beat 1o conceptualize them as stereotypes.
As with other stcreolypes. particular incidents of rape may or may not conform o the myths about them.
Atttudes and actions toward individuals based on stereotypes. or myths, about that group are genenlly
indefensible. The importance of these myths lies in the direct or indirect translation into sctions and attitudes

that may be socially undesirable.

*Studies have been unable 1o identify any relisbly discriminating characteristics of rape survivces (Koss,
198S; Koss & Dinero, 1989). However, one study reported that women with more sexual experience may
be at higher risk of being sexually sssaulted than women with less experience (Koss, 1983). [n addition, one
study has reported that younger women are siatistically more likely (o be raped than older women (Hegemen
& Meikie, 1980). Using a sexual expsrience inventory, Koss at. al. (1983) identified nonincarcersied rapista
snd found that this group of men could be discriminated from others only on the basis of differences in
attitudes and sexual experience; measures of peychopathic tendencies did not discriminate between the groups

(Koss, Leonard, Besziey. & Oros, 1985).

*The other measure that is commonly used 1o assess raps myth acceplance is the Aftitndes Toward Rape Scale
presanted in Feild (1978). However, a mukitude of other scales have besn utilized, including: the Rape
Belief Scale (Bunting & Reeves, 1983), the Rape Atritudes Scale (Utigard, Thalberg, & Whesler, 1986), the
Accepeance of Rape Myths Scale (Gilmartin-Zena, 1987), the General Artindes Toward Rape Scele (Larsen
& Long, 1988), and the Anitudes Towerd Rape Victims Scale (Ward, 1988).

‘For example, ons item is wrilten, “Sometimes women bother me just by being arouad” in the mals version.

The sams ilem in the fomals version is writien, “Sometimes other women bother me just by being around.”

‘Burt’s regression predicting raps myth acceptance included several variables in addition W the thres
sttitudinal varisbles: educational level, age, occupational status, experience of violence, media exposurs to

sexual assault, “romantic self imags,® and level of self-esteem.
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Table 1

Burt’s Pt Qs

alpha = 59 Pu=8

1. People today should not use “an eye for an eye and a tooth for

a tooth" as & ruls for living. .206 518
2. Being roughed up is sexually stimulating to many women. 38 658
3. Many times s woman will pretend she doean't want to have

intercourse because she doean't want to seem loose,

but she's really hoping the man will force her. 348 676
4. A wile should move out of the house if her husband hita her. 254 581
S. Sometimes Uhe only way man can get & cold woman tumned on is to

use force. 396 838

6. A man is never justified in hitting his wils. 318 333

Nols. Prychometric information reporied in Burt (1980) are based ua & sample of “598 Minnesota adults,
aged 18 and ovee, duriag the moths of February-April, 1977° (Bust, 1900, p. 220). Injormation repurted
from the present study are based on responses of 100 female 100 mals University students.



Table 2

ADVERSARIAL SEXUAL BELIEFS SCALE (Burt, 1930)
Burt's Pt Sudy
Sample Qo Sk
alpha = 30 =R

{. A woman will only respect 3 man who will lay down the law to her. 489 391

t2

Many women are so demanding vexually tha! & man just can't satisfy
them. 432 613

3. A man's got to show the woman who's boas right from the start or he'll

end up henpecked. 566 .700
4. Women are usuaily sweet until they've caught & man, but then they et

their true seif show. 562 148
S. A lot of men talk big, but when it comees down Lo i, they can't

perform well sexually. 420 357
6. In & dating relationship s woman i largely out W take advantage of

A man. 580 628
7. Men are out for only one thing. 452 450
§. Mont women are 1ly and manipulating when they are o\t 10 attract
& man. 578 747

9. A lot of women sesm (0 get pleasure in pulting men down. ! 688

Nolg, Psychometric information reportad in Burt (1960) are based on s sample of *598 Minnesota adults,
aged 18 and over, during the moths of Pebruary-April, 1977° (Burt, 1980, p. 220). Information reported

from the present study are based on responses of 100 female 100 male University students.
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Table 3

1. A man should fight when the woman he’s with is insulted by snother

man. 345 .509
2. Rt is acceptable for the woman to pay for *he date. 440 44
3. A woman should be s virgin when she marries. 63} 82

4. There is something wrong with a woman who doesn’t want to marry and

raise a family. 438 637
5. A wife should never contradict her husband in public. 549 628
6. It is better for a woman to use her feminine charm to get what she

wants rather than ask for it outright. Bl 1 474

7. it is acceptable for ¢ woman to have a career, but marnage

and family should come first. 431 644
§. 1t looks worse for & woman to be drunk than for & man to be drunk. 466 583
3. There is nothing wrong with a woman going t¢ ¢ bar slone. 489 488

Nota, Psychometric information reported in Burt (1980) sre beaed on & sample of 398 Mianesota aduks,
aged 18 and over, during the moths of February-Apiil, 1977° (Burt, 1980, p. 220). Information reported

from the present study are based on responses of 100 female 100 mals University studemts.



Table 4
' W, i 9
(Cronbach’s alpha = .873)
Iem-to-otal
Correlations
1. Violent crimes should be punished violently. 624
2. The death penalty should be part of every pensl code. 601
3 Any prisoner deserves to be mistreated by other prisoners in jsil 486
4. Any nation should be ready with & strong military at all times. $70
S The manulacture of weapons is necessary. .601
6. War is often necessary. 343
7. The government should send armed soldiers 10 control violent university riots. 492
$. Our ~ountry should be aggressive with its military intermationally. 624
9. Killing of civilisns should be accepted as an unavoidable part of war. 544
10. Our country has the right to protect its borders forcefully. m
11. A child’s habitual discbedience should be punished physically. 649
12. Giving mischievous children & quick slap is the best way to quickly end ouble. 838
13. Children shouid be spanked for temper tantruma. 583
14. Punishing children physically when they dessrve it will make them responsible and
mature adults. 638
15. Young children who refuse 1o obey should be whipped. 578
16. k ia all right for a partner 10 hit the other if they are unfaithful. 319
17. K ia all right for s partasr to slap the other if insulted or ridiculed. %6
18. R is all right for s partaer to slap the other's face if challenged. 362
19. An aduk should whip s child for breaking the law. 603
0. 1t is all right for a pastner to hit the other if they flirt with others. .61

Nolg. Paychometric information for scales is based on data from the development sample in the present

study (n=200; 100 men snd 100 women).
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Table §
ADVERSARIAL HETEROSEXUAL BELIEES SCALE (Loraway & Fitzgerald, 1992)
{Cronbach's alpha = .77

ltem-to-total

Correlations
1. In dating relationships peopie are mostly out to take advantage of each other 543

2 If you don't show who's boss in the beginning of a relationship you will be taken
advantage of later. 545
3. Most people are pretty devious and manipulstive when they are trying to attract

someone of the opposite sex. 483
4. Men and women are genersily out 10 use each other. 666
5 It's impossible for men and women o truly understand each other. 463
6. In the work force any gain by one sex necoasitates a loss for the other. 493
7. When women enler the work force they are taking jobs away from men. .565
3. Men and women cannot really be friends. 413
9. Sex is like a game where one person "wins” and the other "loses.” 417
10. In all socisties it is inevitable that one sex is dominam. 538
11. It is natursl for one spouss to be in control of the other. 545
12. When &t comes to sex, most psople are just trying (o use the other person. 509
13. It is possible for the scxae to be equal in society. 476
14 Men and women share more similaritics than differences. 44
15. & is possible for & man and @ woman to be “just friends.” m

Noig, Psychometric information for scales is basod on data from the development sampie in the present

study (n=200; 100 men and 100 women).
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Table 6
SEXISM SCALE (Ramboush & Veninishlia, 1981
(Cronbach's alpha = .875)

Item-to-total

Correlations
1. The job of plumber is equally suitable for men and women. 402
3. It's sl right for the woman to have a caresr and the man 10 stay &t home. 356
3. Men make better engineers than women. 678
4. Working woman are lon independemt. 613
S. Women should not be discriminated sgainst in geiting manual labor jobs. 34
6. Driving a truck is equally suitable ior men and womer.. 578
7. 1t is more imporant for a wifs to help her husbaznd than to have a career hereell. 754
8. A woman should willingly take her husband’s name at marnage. 546
9. The husband should make the major decisions. M
10. The husband should handle the money. 749
11. A woman should wait 1ntil her children are out of school defore she goes 1o work. 520
12. A woman's purposs in life should be 1o taks care of her family. 621
13. Women should stay home and care for the childrea. 836
14. The major responsibility of the wife is (o keep Aer husband and children happy. 634
1S. Women should have the same ssxual freedom as men. 408
16. Men are more emotiosally suited for politics than are women. 5%
17. Young girls are entitied %0 a3 much independence as young boys. 336
18. Men are betier leaders than women. 658
19. Women are more envious than men. 454
20. Women have more intuition than men. 128

Noig. Peyshometris information for soaies is based on data from the development sample in the present
study (n=200; 100 men end 100 women).
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tem-to-total

Correlations
t. 1 feel that many times women flirt with men just to tease them or hurt them. : 583
2. 1 believe that most won... tell the truth. 484
3. I ususlly find myself agresing with (other) women. 329
4. | think that most women would lie just 1o get shesd. .682
5. (M) Generally, i is safer not to trust women. m

(F) &t is genenally safer not to trust women too much.

6 When it really comes down 0 &, a lot of women are deceithul. 763
7. 1 am easily angered by (other) women. 702
$. lamaure | gat & aw deal from the {other) women in my life. 708
9. Sometimes (other) women bother me by just being around. 594
10. (Other) Women are responsible for most of my truubles. 651

Nota, Psychometric information for scales is based on dats from the development sample in the present
study (n=200; 100 men and 100 women).



Table §

Outline of T} isal Domaias of Rape My
1. THE GENERAL NATURE CF RAsrt

A Rape is really "no big desl.”

m o 0o @

Rape is purely & sexual event, not an act of violence.
Rape s an inevitable, naturs! event.
Only cerain types of men rape.

Only certain types of women are raped.

F. Rape only happens in very specific places/situations.

G. Women lie about rape.

. RAPE IN SPECIFIC INSTANCES

A. DENIAL

It couldn't have boen & rape because...

1.

4
-

she didnt fight back enough.

. there was no vicience involved.

she implicitly agresd to have sex.
she miscommunicated her lack of consent.

B. JUSTIFICATION

It migt have been & rape, ...

1.

she saked fur & by acting seductively.
she csused it by her own carclessnsss/stupidity.
she deserved 8.

she lod him on.

he didn't really mean %o do i.

she really wanted it o happen.

she enjoyed it.



Table 9

AAPE MYTH SCALE (Fizgeraid. Pasne. Taoaka, & Hesson-McGinnia, 1992

e

10.

11.

12.

13.

14.

15.

16.

(Cronbach's ajpha = 891)

When women talk and act sexy, they are inviting rape.

When a woman is raped, she usually did something careless to put herself in that

situalion.

41

ltem-to-total

Corvelations

587

An) woman whc teases n man sexually and doesn't finish what she started realistically

deserves anything she gets.

Many rapcs happen because women lead men on.

655

Men don't usually imend to force sex on & woman, bt someurnes they get o sexuaily

carned awsy.

in some rspe ~ases, the woman actually wanted # ‘o happen.

Even though the woman may call it rape, she probably enjoved &

If » woman doesn’t physically fight back, you can’t really say that it was a rpe.
A mape probably didn't happen if the woman has no bruises or marks.

When 2 woman sllows petting to get 10 & cenain point, she is implicily agreeing W

have s2x.

If s woman is maped, often it's because she didn't say “nn° clearly enough.
Women tand to exaggerate how much rape affecia them.

Whea men rape, & is becauas of their strong desire for sex.

592

582

g

K is just part of human nature for men 1o take sex from women who let their guard down. .497

A repist is more likely to be Black or Hispanic than White.

[n any rape case one would have to question whethsr the victim is promiscuous or has

s bad reputation

- TABLE CONT.NUES -

637
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Hem-to<otal
Correlations
17. Rape mainly occurs on the “bad” side of town. 419
18. Many so-calied rape victims are actually women who had sex and "changed their minds®

alerwards. 680
19. 1f & husband pays all the b 'ls, he has the night to sex with his wife whenever he wants. .36

Nois, Peychometric information for scales is based on data from the development sample in the present

study (n=200; 100 men and 100 women).



Acceptonce of Inierpersonal

Vielence Scale (Bun, 1980
Coefficient alpha 62
Mean Response 2274
Sundard Deviation 907
Adversarial Sexual Beliefs

Scale (Burt, 1980

Coefficiem alphe 788
Mean Resprnse bR ¥
Standard Deviation 917
Sex Role Stereotyping Scale
(Rurt, J980)

Coefficient alpha 657
Mean Response 2.9
Standard Deviation 904

Aniwies Toward Violence

Scale (Velicer, Huckel, &

Hanscn, 1989)

Coefficient alpha R ¥
Meoan Response 2881
Standard Deviation 493

Adversarial Heterosexual

Beliefs Scale (Lonawsy &
Eizgenald, 1997)

Coefficient alpha m
Mean Response 2.59%
Standard Deviation 7%9
Sacxism Scale (Rombough &
Ventimighlia. 1981

Coefficient alpha 378
Mean Response 22
Standard Deviation M

- TABLE CONTINUES -

43



Hosnlity Toward Women

Scale (Check, Malsmuth,

Elias & Banton, 1988}

Coefficicnt slpha 830
Meas Response 3.08t
Swundard Deviation 1.100

Nots, Peychometric information for scales is based on data from the development sampls in the present

study (n=200; 100 men and 100 women).

Rape Myth Scale (Fizgenald,

Payne, Tanaka, & McGinnws.

1992)

Coefficient alpha "l
Mean Response 2.386
Standard Deviation N 25



43
Table 11

Peapron Correlation Matny of Scale Scores

CORE SAMPLE: n=176 .52 Women and 84 Men)

AlVS ASBS SRSS ATVS AHBS SS$ HTWS RMS

ASBS 0613 1.000

SRSS 0420 0353 1.000

ATVS 0476 03511 0509 1.000

AHBS 03543 0698 0381 0453 1000

SS 0458 0495 0621 0515 0434 1000
HTWS 0407 03520 0380 0337 049¢ 0344 1.000

RMS 0663 0704 0491 0470 0589 0436 0452 1.000

Noig, AIVS =Burt's Acceptance of Inerpersonal Violance Scale, ASBS = Bunt's Adversarial Sexual Beliefs
Scale, SRSS = Bunt's Sex Role Stereotyping Scale, ATVS = Velicer, Huckel, and Hansen's (Antitudes Toward
Violence Scale, AHBS = Lonsway and Fitzgernid's Adversarial Heterosexual Beliefs Scale, 33 = Rombough
and Ventimighlia's Sexiom Scale, HTWS = Check, Malamuth, Elias, and Barton’s Nostillly Toward Women

Scale, RMS =Payne, Pitzgerald, and Lonsway's Rape Myth Scale.



Table 12

YARIABLE

5

ta

td

&

. CONSTANT
. AIVS

. ASBS

. CONSTANT
. AIVS
. ASBS

. HTWS

. CONSTANT

. ATVS

AHBS

. CONSTANT
. ATVS
. AHBS

. HTWS

. CONSTANT

. HTWS

STANDARD SQUARED
COEFFICIENT BG-TALL) MULTIPLE R
0.000 0.012

0.370 v.000

0.478 0.000 581

0.000 0.220

0.359 0.000

0 446 0.000

0.074 0.206 58S

0.000 0.3%2

0.255 0 000

0.474 0.000 39

0.000 0.099

0 230 0.60}

0.3958 0.000

0.178 0.009 423
0.000 0.000

0.452 0.000 204

- TABLE CONTINUES -



YARIABLE

!

-
-

. CONSTANT

. ASBS

. AIVS

STANDARD

CQEFFICIENT

0.000
048

0.3

RQ-TAIL)

0012
0.000

0.000

SQUARED
MULTIPLE R

0.581
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Notg. AIVS =Burt's Accepiance of Inierpersonal Violence Scale, ASBS =Bunt's Adversarial Sexual Beliefs

Scale, SRSS = Burt's Sex Role Sereotyping Scale, ATVS = Velicer, Huckel, and Hansen's (Atitudes Toward

Violence Scale, AHBS = Lonsway and Fitzgerald's Adversarial Hetsrosexual Belicft Scale, 38 = Rombough

and Ventimighlia's Sexism Scale, HTWS =Check, Malamuth, Elias, and Barton's Hostility Toward Women

Scale, RMS =Payne, Fitzgerald, and Lonswey's Rape Myth Scale.
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Table 13

Pearson Correfation Matrix of Scale Scores by Sex

CORE SAMPLE. WOMEN (n=92)
AIVS ASBS SRSS ATYS AHBS S§ HTWS RMS
AIVvS 1000
ASBS 0344 1000
SRSS 0513 03519 1.000
ATVS 0419 02366 0420 000
AHBS 0421 03823 0312 0301 1.000
ss 0.57% 03¢ 0597 0362 0317 1.000
HTWS 0510 053 048 0339 0361 0450 1000

RMS 0625 0567 0449 0330 0399 0427 0459 1000

CORE SAMPLE: MEN (n=84)
AIVS ASBS SRSS ATVS AHBS St HTWS RMS
AIVS  1.000
ASBS 0.562 1.000
SRSS 0.29¢ 03516 1.000
ATVS 0452 035352 0353 1000
AHBS 0307 0739 0375 0487 1.000
s 0335 0511 062 0588 0413 1.000
HTWS 0410 0634 0366 0376 0349 0300 1.000
RMS 0584 068 0501 0489 0363 0398 0832 1.000

« TABLE CONTINUES -
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Nojg, AIVS=Burt's Accepiance of Interpersonal Violence Scale, ASBS =Bun's Adversarial Sexual BDeliehs
Scale, SRSS=Bunt's Sex Role Stereotyping Scale, ATVS = Velicer, Huckel, and Hansen's (Attisudes Toward
Violence Scale, AHBS =Lonsway and Fitzgensid's Adversarial Heterosexnal Beliefs Scale, $S =Rombough
and Ventimighlia's Sexism Scale, HTWS = Check, Malamuth, Elias, and Barton’s Hostility Toward Women

Scale. RMS = Payne, Fitzgersld, and Lonsway's Rape Myth Scale.




Table 14
Rexreasion Analyses of Core Sample Separsted by Sex
REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF CORE SUBSAMPLE: 92 WOMEN

STANDARD SQUARED

YARIABLE CURFEIIENT EL:TAIL) MULTIPLE R
1. CONSTANT 0.000 0.000

2. AIVS 0.450 0.000

3. ASBS 0.322 0.001 464

1. CONSTANT 0.000 0.006

2. AIVS 0.42 0.000

3. ASBS 0.290 0.004

4. HTWS 0.089 0.361 469

1. CONSTANT 0.000 0.132

2. ATVS 0.230 0.022

3. AHBS 0.330 0.001 208

1. CONSTANT 0.000 0.262

2. ATVS 0.17 0.0

3. AHBS 0.1 0.112

4. HTWS 0.29% 0.010 266

1. CONSTANT 0.000 0.000

2. HTWS 0.459 0.000 211

« TABLE CONTINUES -



REGRESSION ANALYSIS OF CORE SUBSAMPLE: 34 MEN

STANDARD SQUARED

VARIABLE COEFFICIENT BA:TAL)  MULTIPLER
1. CONSTANT 0.000 0.013

2. AIVS 0.280 0.00)

3. ASBS 0.540 0.000 541

1. CONSTANT 0.000 0.633

3. AIVS 0.23% 0.004

3. ASBS 0370 0.000

4. HT™WS 0.296 0.002 594

}. CONSTANT 0.000 0.558

2. ATVS 0.282 0.006

3. AHBS 0.426 0.000 Yy |

1. CONSTANT 0.000 0.606

2. ATVS 0.221 0.013

3. AHDS 0.221 0.032

4 m\vs 0.427 0.000 502

1. CONSTANT 0.000 0.02¢

. H™WS 0.632 0.000 399

- TABLE CONTINUES -
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Nots. AIVS=Burt's Accepiance of Interpersonal Violence Scale, ASBS = Bust's Adversarial Sexual Beliehs
Scale, SRSS = Burt's Sex Role Stereotyping Scale, ATVS = Valicer, Huckel, and Hansen's (Antitudes Toward
Violence Scale, ARBS = Lonsway and Fitzgerald's Adversarial Heterosexual Beliefs Scale, $3 = Rombougn
and Ventimig' '3's Sexism Scale, HTWS = Check, Malamuth, Eliae  d Barwon’s Hosnility Toward Women

Scale, RMS = Payne, Fitzgerald, and Lonsway’s Rape Myih Scale.
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