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ABSTRACT

THE EFFECTS OF THE DANGEROUSNESS OF THE ENVIRONMENT
IN ATTRIBUTION OF RESPONSIBILITY TO THE VICTIM
IN THE INCIDENCE OF RAPE. (June 1983)
Kathy D. Sain
B. A., University of North Carolina-Charlotte
M. A., Appalachian State University

Thesis Chairperson: Susan D. Moss

The purpose of the present study was to assess the
attribution of responsibility to the rape victim as a
function of the dangerousness of the environment. It
was hypothesized that victims raped in an environment
which was perceived as dangerous would be attributed
more responsibility for the rape incident than those
victims who were raped in an environment which was per-
ceived as nondangerous. The secondary aim of the study
was to explore the relationship of sex of respondent to
the attribution of responsibility to the rape victim.
It was hypothesized that if sex differences did emerge
they would reflect a greater attribution of responsi-
bility to the victim by males than by females. A series

of ten hypothetical rape settings which were rated
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individually on a scale from 1 (least dangerous) to 10
(most dangerous) were used to determine the experimental
conditions for the actual research. Fifty-two male and
47 female students were used, ranging in age from 18-30.
An analysis of variance for a 2(dangerous versus non-
dangerous) x 2(male versus female) factorial design was
conducted. Results of the 2 x 2 factorial analysis of
variance supported both hypotheses with main effects of
environment (F(l, 95) = 66.0, p < .001) and gender
(F(1,95) = 4.95, p < .05). One can conclude from these
results that victims raped in a setting which was per-
ceived to be dangerous were attributed more responsibil-
ity for the incident than victims raped in a setting
which was perceived as nondangerous. With regard to
gender, males attributed more responsibility to the vic-
tim than females. 1In addition, a main effect of gender
(F(1,95) = 4.30, p < .05) emerged with females per-
ceiving the victim as needing psychological treatment

as a result of the incident to a greater extent than

did males.
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INTRODUCTION

In recent years, an increasing amount of attention
has been given to the crime of rape and the impact of
the assault on the victim. Research has shown that
certain characteristics of rape victims and observers'
characteristics influence the attribution of responsi-
bility in the incident of rape (Jones & Aronson, 1973;
Calhoun, Selby, & Warring, 1976; Feldman-Summers &
Lindner, 1976). The research clearly indicates that
observers' evaluations of the rape incident and the
raped victim are based on a variety of variables. These
include a wide range with everything from characteris-
tics of the victim to the observers' own attitudes and
locus of control.

One variable, as yet unexamined, which would seem
likely to affect observers' evaluation is the context
or environment in which the rape occurred or, more spe-
cifically, the dangerousness of the environment. The
primary purpose of the present study was to assess the
attribution of responsibility to the victim as a func-
tion of the dangerousness of the environment in hypo-

thetical rape incidences. It was hypothesized that
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victims raped in an environment which was perceived as
dangerous would be attributed more responsibility for
the rape incident than those victims who were raped in
an environment which was perceived as nondangerous.

The secondary aim of the present study was to ex-
plore the relation of sex of respondent to the attri-
bution of responsibility to the rape victim. Current
findings are contradictory (Jones & Aronson, 1973;
Calhoun et al., 1976). It was hypothesized that if sex
differences did emerge in the present study, they would
reflect a greater attribution of responsibility to the
victim by males than by females.

A thorough review of the literature reveals many
variables which affect observers' evaluations of the
rape incident and the rape victim. Among those vari-
ables are: (a) respectability of the victim, (b) com-
pleted or attempted rape, (c) amount of victim's
resistance to attack, (d) sexual experience of the
victim, (e) victim's history of having been raped be-
fore, (f) number of rapes in a given area, (g) victim
acquaintance with rapist, (h) physical attractiveness
of victim, (i) emotional response of victim, (j) locus
of control of respondent, (k) Personal vs. Environmental
locus of control of respondent, and (1) sex of respon-
dent. The word "rape" takes on many definitions. For

the purpose of this study and the following literature
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review, rape will be defined as, "sexual penetration of

a woman against her will..." (Hibey, 1973).

Respectability of the Victim/Completed or Attempted
Rape

Jones and Aronson (1973) looked at how the respect-
ability of the rape victim influenced attribution of
responsibility. The study was based upon the "just
world" notion developed by Melvin Lerner and colleagues
(Lerner, 1965; Lerner & Simmons, 1966). The basic idea
is, "people are inclined to believe in a just world--a
place where individuals get what they deserve and de-
serve what they get." According to this notion, if
something pleasant (or unpleasant) happens, the person
is seen as deserving it for one of two reasons: the
person (a) is intrinsically good (or evil) or, (b) be-
haved in a specific way to bring about the good/bad
outcome.

Jones and Aronson (1973) extended the "just world"
reasoning to make the prediction that if a disaster be-
falls an individual, more fault is attributed to that
victim if he/she is a respectable person than if he/she
is less respectable. For example, if a street bum
crosses the street and is hit by a car, an observer may
say, "Ah, he got what he deserved," but, if a doctor or
nurse walks across the street and is hit, according to

the just world idea, an observer would think, "Well,
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he/she had something on his/her mind, or was not look-
ing, etc." More responsibility is attributed to the
more respectable person because his/her character did
not deserve it, so their actions were responsible.

In their study, Jones and Aronson (1973) presented
written case accounts of a rape. Three descriptions of
the victim in the rape case were used: she was married,
a virgin, or a divorcee. In this culture, married wom-
en and virgins are assumed to be more socially respect-
able than divorcees. To assess this assumption, a set
of 19-point rating scales were administered to 90 un-
dergraduates (45 males and 45 females). The subjects
were requested to rate the respectability of a number
of people in a variety of occupations and circumstances.
Buried among those rating scales were the crucial ones
for the purpose of the study: a female undergraduate,
age 20, divorcee; a married female undergraduate, age
20; and a female undergraduate, age 20, who was a vir-
gin. 1In addition to rating the respectability of the
people, the subjects also rated how respectable they
thought most people would regard each of the people de-
scribed. Results indicated a significant difference of
respectability between the virgin and the divorcee,
with the virgin being viewed as more respectable: the
difference between the married woman and the divorcee

was significant, with the married woman being viewed as



more respectable. The difference between the virgin
and married woman was not significant. 1In response to
the question, "How respectable do you think most people
consider this person?", each pair (virgin-divorcee,
married woman-divorcee, virgin-married woman) of dif-
ferences for this question reached the .001 level of
significance. It was hypothesized, that if the victim
were married or a virgin, subjects would attribute
greater responsibility to her than if she were a divor-
cee.

The experiment was also aimed at replicating the
research of Landy and Aronson (1969) and Walster (1966).
Landy and Aronson (1969) demonstrated that character-
istics of the victim of a crime influence how much pun-
ishment is assigned to the accused. They found that a
defendant was sentenced to a longer imprisonment when
his victim was described as a respectable citizen than
when the victim was described as socially unrespectable.
Similarly, Walster (1966) found that people attributed
more responsibility for an accident to a negligent per-
son if the consequences of the accident weré severe
than if they were trivial. If married women and virgins
are considered to be more respectable than divorcees, it
should follow that the sexual violation of the married
or virgin victim would be viewed as a more serious or

severe consequence than the sexual violation of the



latter. Therefore, Jones and Aronson (1973) expected
that subjects would suggest a more severe punishment
for the rapist if his victim were married or a virgin
than if she were a divorcee. Finally, Jones and
Aronson assumed that people would consider an actual
rape to be more severe than an attempted rape; there-
fore, they would have a greater need to "justify" or
explain the crime when it was completed than when mere-
ly attempted. They predicted that the defendant would
be assigned a longer imprisonment for an actual (com-
pleted) rape than for an attempted rape.

Subjects read case accounts which varied in terms
of whether the victim were married, virgin, or divorced
and whether the crime was a completed or an attempted
rape. After reading the written case accounts of the
rape incident, subjects were asked to recommend a prison
term using a scale marked "less than 1" to "more than
40" with five year intervals marked, for the defendant
and also answer a questionnaire in which they rated the
extent to which the victim herself may have been at
fault. The questionnaire consisted of five questions.
Four of the questions were filler items in which the sub-
jects were asked to rate the validity of the evidence.
The crucial item was, "How much do you consider the
crime to be the victim's fault?" The subjects answered

by circling a number on a 2l-point scale from -10 to +10.
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When the victim was a divorcee, the mean attribu-
tion of fault to the victim was less than when she was
either a virgin or married. There was no significant
difference between the virgin condition and the married
condition. There were no significant differences be-
tween males and females assignment of responsibility to
the victim.

These findings indicated that the respectability
of the victim did influence the attribution of respon-
sibility. Also, the results supported Lerner's notion
of "just world" where the more respectable person was
attributed more responsibility for his/her own mis-
fortune because he/she did not deserve the misfortune
as a function of his/her intrinsic characteristics.

Jones and Aronson (1973) also found that the as-
sailant of the married victim was assigned a longer
prison sentence than the assailant of the divorcee.
Although the difference between the divorcee and the
virgin condition were in the expected direction, (with
assailant of the virgin victim assigned a longer prison
sentence than the divorcee victim) the difference was
not significant. There was no significant difference
between the virgin and married conditions. Again, there
were no sex differences. It seems that injuring a
highly respectable person can be viewed as a more seri-

ous outcome than injuring a less respectable person.



The defendent was assigned a mean imprisonment
sentence for 16.17 years for an actual rape which was
significantly greater than the mean sentence of 10.40
years given for an attempted rape. The interaction be-
tween the variable married-virgin-divorcee aﬁd the con-
ditions of actual and attempted rape were nonsignificant.
There were no significant differences between the ac-
tual and the attempt condition in the amount of fault
attributed to the victim.

Feldman-Summers and Linder (1976) examined how the
respectability of the rape victim influenced attribu-
tion of responsibility. They felt the results found by
Jones and Aronson (1973) were puzzling. First, if the
married woman were attributed more responsibility for
the rape than the divorced woman, the subjects should
have assigned shorter jail terms to the rapist who at-
tacked the married woman. The results reported by
Jones and Aronson were just the opposite.

Feldman-Summers and Linder (1976) systematically
varied the respectability of the victim, type of crime
committed and sex of subject. Each subject was told
they would be given a written description of an actual
crime which had been committed and had eventually been
brought to trial. They were then asked to read the de-

scription of what happened between the victim and
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defendant and to answer a few questions based on their
impressions of the case account.

Unlike findings reported by Jones and Aronson
(1973), the results indicated that the responsibility
assigned to the prostitute (less respectable) was sig-
nificantly greater than the responsibility assigned to
the married woman, the single virgin, and the single
nonvirgin, but not significantly different from respon-
sibility assigned to the divorced woman. Overall, as
the respectability of the victim decreased, her per-
ceived responsibility for the rape increased.

The victim responsibility findings were consistent
with the length of the jail sentence assigned to the
defendant. Specifically, there was a tendency for the
length of the sentence to increase as the respectabil-
ity of the victim increased.

Although the findings about recommended length of
the jail sentence were consistent with the results of
Jones and Aronson (1973), the results obtained concern-
ing perceived responsibility were radically different.
Feldman-Summers and Linder (1976) suggest one plausible
explanation for the discrepancy: their study included
a condition involving highly "unrespectable" victim
(the prostitute), whereas Jones and Aronson did not.
Possibly, Feldman-Summers and Linder did not include a

sufficiently wide range of respectability conditions.
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Also, there were minor differences in the two experi-

ments: (a) location of the crime (university parking
lot versus a shopping center parking lot); (b) partic-
ipants were different (different colleges); (c) year in

which the studies took place (1971 versus 1974); (d)
number and sex of experimenters (1 female experimenter
in Jones and Aronson (1973) study versus 2 male and fe-
male experimenters in Feldman-Summers and Linder (1976)
study); and (e) the scales used to measure responsibil-
ity were different (-10 to +10 versus 0 to 9).

Although the explanation for the discrepancy in
findings is purely speculation, one point remains clear.
Both studies indicated that what should be irrelevant
characteristics of the victim (her respectability) in-
fluenced judgments about her responsibility for the
crime.

Other findings (Feldman-Summers & Linder, 1976)
indicated that rape was perceived as having a signifi-
cantly greater impact on the victim than physical as-
sault and attempted rape was perceived as having a
significantly greater impact on the victim than assault.
Second, the respectability of the victim influenced the
perception of how much the woman was affected by the
assault. Overall, a significant difference was found
between males and females in their perceptions of im-

pact on the victim, with, women feeling that the
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incident had a greater impact than the male subjects.
The females also perceived the crime as a more serious
event than did the males. It seems evident that dif-
ferences in judgments are related to sexual identity
and potential threat.

Amount of Resistance

Kruelwitz and Nash (1979) found that the outcome
of the rape attempt with regards to the amount of re-
sistance of the victim influenced attribution of re-
sponsibility. Kruelwitz and Nash suggest that attitudes
about rape can best be understood in terms of the "so-
cietal sex-role sterotyping." Within this framework,
the aggressive, dominant behavior of rapists is consis-
tent with the stereotype of "masculinity" and the pas-
sive, helpless submission of the rape victim is
characteristic of the "feminine" female role (Bem, 1974;
Broverman, Broverman, Clarkson, Rosenkrantz, & Vogel,
1970; Heilbrun, 1976). Although rape is usually defined
as sexual penetration of a woman against her will, the
legal definition of rape "typically requires proof both
of forced sexual intercourse, as is not the case for
violent crimes, that she was not a willing participant,
e.g., through evidence of strong 'resistance' or subse-
quent trauma (Hibey, 1973). Kruelwitz and Nash maintain
that the role components of many rape situations might

be "misconstrued" for traditional heterosexual behavior,
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e.g., males sexually aggressing to women and women
showing "token" resistance; then "submitting" to the
males' "dominance." Support for the sex-role position
is provided within the context of the assailant's be-
havior in a study reported by Kruelwitz and Payne (1978)
who varied assailant force and found that "the certain-
ty that a woman had been raped was greatest when the
assailant clearly violated the bounds of the male-
aggressiveness norm by using excessive force against
the victim prior to intercourse." Kruelwitz and Nash
suggest that the victim's behavior should follow com-
plementary patterns--to the extent that a victim of
sexual attack shows physical or forceful resistance
sufficient to exceed sex-role expectations of 'token
resistance', and that forceful resistance should indi-
cate that the situation differs from sex with consent.

Kruelwitz and Nash (1979) hypothesized that sub-
jects would believe that a woman who offers none or
only minimal forceful physical resistance to an assail-
ant before intercourse has willingly consented to sex.
Moreover, they hypothesized that subjects' attributions
about the victim's responsibility and behavior would
vary as a function of the victim's ability to thwart a
rape attempt. More specifically, the expectation was

that the victim would be held more responsible for the
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assault when she was raped than when the rape attempt
failed.

Results supported both hypotheses. Subjects con-
sidered the incident as rape to the extent that the
victim physically resisted. The victim was also viewed
as relatively more responsible for a completed rape
than for an attempted rape. The assailant was per-
ceived as more responsible only when the rape was not
completed than when it was. These results imply that
an incomplete attack was taken as evidence that the
victim did not act in a manner to encourage rape (but,
she forcefully resisted); therefore, the rapist must
have been acting entirely without provocation. Also,
by forcefully resisting, the victim was not "willfully
consenting."

Generally, men attribute more responsibility to
the victim than do women. However, results in Kruelwitz
and Nash (1979) study found that the women attributed
more responsibility to the victim than did the male
subjects. The authors suggest that males may have
viewed the victim who is raped as hurt in spite of her
resistance; while females blame the resisting victim
for the rape because she resisted. The results also
indicated that males attributed more intelligence to
the victim as she resisted with greater force and fe-

males attributed less intelligence to her. There were
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no sex differences in attribution of responsibility to

the assailant.

Sexual Experience of the Victim

Attribution theory predicts that an actor will be
assigned less of a personal causal role if the guali-
ties of the entity (in this case, the rape victim) acted
toward also can explain the action (Kelley, 1973). Ex-
tending this to the rape interaction, an accused rapist
might be judged as less responsible if the victim is
perceived by those evaluating the crime as possessing
qualities which might explain the assault. Cann,
Calhoun, and Selby (1979) examined one such character-
istic, sexual experience of the victim, which suggests
itself as potentially important in influencing observ-
ers' judgments. It seems that sexual experience is
considered an important variable and is evident from
the observation that a woman's past sexual experience
is brought out in court whether it is relevant or not
(Wwallace, 1976). Cann et al presented information re-
garding a rape victim's past sexual behaviors to college
students in specially constructed newspaper stories de-
scribing testimony at a trial. The design involved
five levels of information concerning a rape victim's
past sexual activities. Two represented cases of a
sexually very active and a sexually less active victim.

Two other levels involved the explicit withholding of
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the sexual activity information. The difference was in
whether the judge or the victim was the one who refused
to provide (or allowed) the information as testimony.
Finally, a no-information condition was included in
which past sexual activity was not mentioned.

The results indicated that the sexually inactive
victim received a significantly lower rating than any
other victim on the questionnaire which assessed the
victims' behavior, type of person she is, any sugges-
tive behavior immediately before the rape, an uncon-
scious desire to be raped, victim fault, and
believability of the testimony. The sexually active
and victim refuses groups were rated equivalently and
significantly higher than the other victims. There was
also a main effect for sex differences. Males saw the
victim as the type of person who gets herself into
those situations and as more likely to have caused the
rape through her suggestive behaviors.

These results indicated that the victim who refused
to testify is held more responsible for the rape. From
the available data, the basis for this conclusion would
seem to be that she is seen as the type of person who
gets herself into these situations and that she engaged
in suggestive behaviors. The sexually active victim is
also seen as the type of person that gets herself into

these situations, but did not engage in suggestive
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behaviors and therefore was not held more responsible.
When the judge intervenes and prevents the testimony,
the victim is held less responsible than the sexually
inactive and no-information victims. Although only
speculative, Cann et al. (1979) suggest that the judge
prohibiting the testimony leads subjects to conclude
that past sexual activity is not relevant to their de-
cision, while in the other conditions they (subjects)
attempted to use this information, even against the
sexually inactive victim.

Victim's History of Rape, Number of Rapes in Given Area

and Victim Acquaintance with Rapist

The victim's history of rape (having been raped
before), number of rapes in an area and the victim's
acquaintance with the rapist also influence the attri-
bution of responsibility. Calhoﬁn, Selby, and Warring
(1976) presented a video tape of a 25-year old white
female (the role was played by a student) who was de-
scribed as having been the victim of a rape. The taped
segment was made in such a way that the "victim's" back
was to the camera. The interview focused on the con-
tent of the victim's reaction to the rape. The script
was prepared so that although she expressed significant
distress over the incident, her behavior in the inter-

view was not disoriented or confused.
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After seeing the video, each subject was given a
case description of the rape incident and of the rape
victim. The description was similar for subjects in
all conditions except the information about the victim's
previous acquaintance with the rapist, whether or not
she had been raped before, and number of rapes in the
area where the rape occurred were systematically varied.
The resulting design was a 2(male vs. female respon-
dent) X 2(raped before vs. not raped before) X 2(none
vs. seven other rapes in area) X 2(acquainted vs. not
acquainted with rapist) factorial. After reading the
case description, subjects rated the victim on a series
of scales. Each of the ratings was done on 6-point
scales anchored at the extremes (1 = not at all...6 =
to a great extent) with higher ratings indicating
greater endorsement of particular condition.

Analysis of the ratings of the degree to which the
rape was caused by the victim's behavior on the night
of the rape revealed that the victim's behavior was
seen as a cause more by males than by females. Her be-
havior was seen as a cause to a greater degree when she
had been raped before than when she was acquainted with
the rapist. The analysis of the three-way interaction
(sex X number of rapes X raped before or not) revealed
that for females there was no difference in the ratings

of victims raped before and not raped before, when
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there were no other rapes in the area, but when there
were seven other rapes in the area, females saw the
rape as due to the victim's behavior more when she had
been raped before than when she had not. For males,
there was no difference in ratings of the victims raped
before and not raped before when there were seven other
rapes in the area, but when there were no other rapes
in the area, males saw the rape as due more to the vic-
tim's behavior when she had been raped before than when
she had not. To a greater extent than females, males
saw the victim as the "kind of person that gets herself
in those situations" and she was seen as that kind of a
person to a greater extent when shé had been raped be-
fore than when she had not.

Analysis of variance of the responses to the item
indicating the extent to which the rape was the vic-
tim's fault revealed that males saw the rape as the
victim's fault to a greater degree than females. The
victim was seen as at fault to a greater extent when
she had been raped before than when she had not. Anal-
ysis of the three-way interaction (sex X number of
rapes in area X raped before or not) indicated that for
females there was no difference in the ratings of vic-
tims raped before and not raped before when there were
no other rapes in the area. When there were seven oth-

er rapes in the area, females saw the rape as the
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victim's fault to a greater extent when she had been
raped before than when she had not. For males, there
was no reliable difference in ratings of victim raped
before and not raped before when there were seven other
rapes in the area. When there were no other rapes in
the area, males saw the rape as more the victim's fault
when she had been raped before than when she had not.
The results of the study also indicated that when the
victim was described as unacquainted with the rapist,
her behavior was seen as contributing more to the rape
than when she was described as acquainted with the
rapist.

Physical Attractiveness of Victim

Physical attractiveness has been one of the most
widely studied variables in the attribution of respon-
sibility. Seligman, Paschall, and Takata (1974) looked
at the interaction between physical attractiveness and
the outcome of an event (good or bad). For example, a
business agreement having a good outcome versus the
same agreement having a bad outcome. The results indi-
cated that physically attractive women were seen as
more responsible for a good outcome than unattractive
women, while unattractive females were seen as more re-
sponsible for a bad outcome than attractive females.
Seligman, Paschall, and Takata suggest that not only

what is "beautiful is good" (a stereotype found by
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Dion, Berschield, and Walster (1972), what is beautiful
is responsible for what is good, and what is not beau-
tiful is responsible for what is not good). However,
Calhoun, Selby, Cann, and Keller (1978) did not find
this to be true in the incidence of rape. They found a
main effect for physical attractiveness close to tradi-
tional levels of statistical significance, (.06), with
the physically attractive victim perceived as playing a
somewhat greater role in her own rape than the less at-
tractive victim. There was also a significant main ef-
fect for sex of the respondent, with males to a greater
extent than females seeing the victim as playing more
of a role in her own rape.

However, Seligman, Brickman, and Koulack (1977)
found in their study, that the physically unattractive
victim was given more responsibility for the rape in-
cident than the physically attractive victim. The re-
sults were explained in terms of the attribution theory.
Since a victim's physical attractiveness may be con-
strued as a cause of her being raped (the implication
here being that physical attractiveness is what triggers
the rapist's behavior), one perspective predicts that
the attractive woman would be held more responsible
than the unattractive woman. However, attribution
theory suggests that the physically unattractive woman

(less likely victim) would be seen as more responsible
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than the physically attractive woman (the more likely
victim). More simply stated, the physically unattrac-
tive woman was perceived somehow to have provoked the
rape (through her behavior or actions) more than the
attractive woman.

Billy Thorton (1977) looked at the effects of a
rape victim's attractiveness in a jury simulation. Al-
though he found no advantage afforded to the victim for
being attractive, he did find that harsher sentence was
handed down to the defendant when the victim was an at-
tractive woman compared to when the victim was relative-
ly unattractive.

Although the findings of the previous cited studies
have contradictory results, the implications of the re-
sults suggest that although physical attractiveness is
a factor in observer's judgments, it does not imply
that attractiveness is a concern of the rapist
(Seligman et al., 1977). And, secondly, physical at-
tractiveness is an important characteristic of the vic-
tim which is used to judge the rape victim and
attribution of responsibility in the incident.

Emotional Response of Victim

In the rape research concerning the attribution of
responsibility and observers' characteristics, there
are several variables that have received minimal atten-

tion. Among these variables are the victim's emotional
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response, and the observer's locus of control (internal
versus external). Burgess and Holstrom (1973) noted
that the actual rape victims' overt emotional behavior
response patterns tend to fall into two general cate-
gories. The "controlled" victim is outwardly calm,
without obvious signs of emotional distress. On the
other hand, the "expressed" victim clearly exhibits her
emotional distress about the rape. Calhoun, Cann,
Selby, and Magee (1981) looked at the emotional re-
sponse of the rape victim after the incident as a like-
ly characteristic that would affect an observer's
evaluation of the victim. Calhoun et al. suggests that
emotional style would seem to be an element in deter-
mining the social reactions others would have to the
rape victim and the rape incident.

Calhoun et al. (1981) examined the effects of the
victim's emotional style on social reactions to the
rape victim. Of particular interest were the percep-
tions of the victim's credibility, and the degree to
which she would be socially accepted, and the degree to
which observers believed the victim found the rape un-
pleasant.

Two studies were conducted. In the first study,
the effects of the victim's emotional response were as-
sessed using a written description of the response,

(expressive versus calm). In the second study, the
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victim's emotional response was manipulated using vid-
eotape. In the first study, (written description),
the perceived credibility of the victim was signifi-
cantly affected by the style of her emotional response.
When the victim was described as expressive, she was
viewed as significantly more credible than when de-
scribed as calm. Although non-significant, a trend was
apparent on the perceived motivation factor, with the
expressed victim rated as having more motivation to
avoid the rape than the controlled victim. The emo-
tional style of the victim did not significantly affect
the perceived causal role of the victim, the perceived
role of factors external to the victim, or the liking
for the victim.

In the second study, on the perceived motivation
factor, subjects rated the expressed victim as having
greater motivation to avoid the rape than the control-
led victim. Also, when the victim was controlled, she
was rated as less credible than when she was expressed.
A borderline significant effect on liking for the vic-
tim factor suggested that when the victim was expres-
sive, she was liked significantly more than when she
was controlled. Again, the perceived causal role of
the victim and the perceived causal role of the factors
external to the victim were not affected by the vic-

tim's emotional style.
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Respondent's Locus of Control

The locus of control of the respondent is also a
factor that affects observers' evaluations of rape vic-
tims. Paulsen (1979) attempted to replicate Jones and
Aronson's (1973) study of the socially respectable rape
victim with the added variable of locus of control.

The author hypothesized that subjects having an inter-
nal locus of control would attribute greater fault to

a rape victim than subjects having an external locus of
control.

The Rotter's Internal-External Locus Scale (I-E)
was administered to 32 undergraduate psychology students
to assess and classify the subjects as internally or
externally controlled. Subjects were classified as to
internality-externally on the I-E Scale by means of the
median split. The median score for internals was 8.9
and for externals, 15.9. Subjects answered two-
irrelevant questionnaires, read Jones and Aronson's
(1973) rape report, and answered the questionnaire de-
signed by Jones and Aronson (1973) which assessed the
attribution of responsibility to the rape victim. Al-
though the results failed to replicate Jones and
Aronson's findings that greater fault is attributed to
more respectable rape victims, Paulsen (1979) did find
that internal locus of control attributed greater fault

to the rape victim, regardless of sexual status, than
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external locus of control. Paulsen's results indicate
that observers' characteristics do affect the attribu-
tion of responsibility.

Personal vs. Environmentals

Paulsen's (1979) results are similar to those found
by Thorton, Robbins, and Johnson (1981). Thorton et al.
divided subjects according to the Personal-Environmental
Causal Attribution Scale. The PECA scale is a 26-item
measure designed to assess an individual's tendency to
rely on external, environmental causes or personal, in-
ternal ones in attributing causality for the outcomes
or events in other people's lives (Lowe, Medway, &
Beers, 1978). Personals consider one to be controlling
of their own actions and responsible for their own be-
havioral outcomes. Environmentals believe external or
environmental influences (and not others) are respon-
sible for behavioral outcomes.

With regard to rape, the environmental or external
reasons for the victim's plight could be credited to
the rapist, while personal, internal causal factors
could be attributed to the victim. Thorton et al.
(1981) hypothesized that personals would tend to per-
ceive greater victim precipitation and/or responsibil-
ity than environmentals. Results supported the
hypothesis, indicating that personals indeed attributed
more of a causal role to the victim in her own
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victimization than did environmentals. Females alone
did not significantly differ on personal and environ-
mental distinction; even though the general trend was
in accordance with more responsibility to the victim by
personals than environmentals. Male personals compared
with male environmentals assigned more responsibility
to victims to a significant degree. Overall, males
perceived thé victim to be in much more of causal role
than did female participants. These results have im-
portant implications considering that these factors
bear on juridic decisions and imply attributions for
the rape victim's responsibility.

Dangerousness of Environment

One variable, as yet unexamined which would seem
likely to affect observers' evaluations is the context
or environment in which the rape occurred. What is the
relationship between the dangerousness of the environ-
ment in which the rape occurred and the attribution of
responsibility to the victim? The primary purpose of
the present study was to examine this relationship.

Lerner's notion of a "just world" would apply here
(Lerner, 1965; Lerner & Simmons, 1966). The basic idea
is, "people are inclined to believe in a just world--a
place where individuals get what they deserve and de-
serve what they get. According to this notion, if

something pleasant (or unpleasant) happens, the person
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is seen as deserving it for one of two reasons: the
person (a) is intrinsically good (or evil) or, (b) be-
haved in é specific way to bring about the good/bad
outcome.

Extending the "just world" reasoning, one can make
the prediction that if a disaster befalls an individual,
more fault would be attributed to that victim if he/she
placed him/herself in an environment which was per-
ceived as dangerous than if he/she were in an environ-
ment which was perceived as less dangerous. For example,
if a man were hit by a car while walking across the
Indianapolis 500 speedway during a race, an observer
may say, "he got what he deserved," but if a man were
hit while walking across a desolate country road, an
observer would attribute less responsibility to the
victim, because he had not intentionally placed himself
in an environment where the incident would be likely
to occur. More responsibility would be attributed to
the victim who placed herself in an environment which
was perceived as dangerous than the victim in an envi-
ronment which was perceived as nondangerous.

It was hypothesized that victims raped in an en-
vironment which was perceived as dangerous would be
attributed more responsibility for the rape incident
than those victims who were raped in an environment

which was perceived as nondangerous. The secondary aim
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of the present study was to explore the relationship of
sex of respondent to the attribution of responsibility
to the rape victim. Past research is contradictory
(Jones & Aronson, 1973; Calhoun et al., 1976). It was
hypothesized that if sex differences did emerge, they
would reflect a greater attribution of responsibility

to the victim by males than by females.



METHOD

Formulation of Environment Variable

Thirteen male and 22 female students ranging in
age from 18-23 were obtained from introductory psychol-
ogy classes at Appalachian State University. The stu-
dents were used to rate the perceived dangerousness of
settings for rape potential. The study was conducted
in classroom settings with groups ranging in size of
10-20. All subjects participated on a voluntary basis.

A series of 10 hypothetical rape settings which
were rated individually on a scale from 1 (least dan-
gerous) to 10 (most dangerous) were used to determine
the experimental conditions for the actual research.
The hypothetical rape settings included places such as
the laundry mat, walking home alone, in an apartment,
and walking across campus at night (see Appendix A).
The hypothetical rape setting of: downtown at 3:00
a.m. alone was determined to be the most dangerous en-
vironment with a mean score of 8.82, and being in an
apartment was determined to be the least dangerous

environment with a mean score of 3.37.
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Subjects

Fifty-two male and 47 female students from intro-
ductory psychology classes at Appalachian State Univer-
sity were used for the actual research. They ranged in
age from 18-30, with most of the subjects in their late
teens and early twenties. Thirty-two of the 99 subjects
indicated personal knowledge of a rape victim. See
Table 1 for a summary of subjects. All subjects par-
ticipated on a voluntary basis.

Materials

The materials for the actual research were com-
piled and stapled together (see Appendix B). Each
handout consisted of a letter of intent which briefly
explained the research and provided instructions for
completing the materials. The hypothetical rape case
followed. The two rape cases were identical, except
for the manipulation of the dangerousness of environ-
ment variable. Either the dangerous or the nondanger-
ous hypothetical rape case was presented, but not both.
(Refer to Appendix B for a complete description of the
hypothetical rape case which was presented.)

A series of rating scales were used to assess the
victim's role or responsibility in the assault and the
psychological consequences for the victim. The scales
included three 5-point Likert scaled items to assess

the victim's perceived role or responsibility in the
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TABLE 1
SUMMARY OF SUBJECTS

DANGEROUSNESS OF ENVIRONMENT

Male

Gender

Female

Dangerous Nondangerous

N = 26 N = 26
Number that knew Number that knew
victim = 5 victim = 7

N = 24 N = 23
Number that knew Number that knew
victim = 12 victim = 8
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assault, and two 5-point Likert scaled items of the
psychological consequences of the rape for the victim.
Although the psychological consequences of the rape
were not of direct interest in this study, the items
were included on the questionnaire as a point of in-
terest and also as filler items to prevent subjects
from keying directly in on the responsibility issue.

The research materials were completed with a demo-
graphic information sheet which assessed age, sex,
classification, major and career goal of each subject.
The information sheet also asked if subjects knew any
rape victims personally and, if so, what their rela-
tionship to the victim was.

Procedure

Before the actual research was administered, the
materials were arranged so the packets alternated be-
tween dangerous and non-dangerous conditions. In order
to assure randomization of groups, the packets were
then distributed in the order arranged by the research-
er. The study was conducted in classroom settings with
groups ranging in size of 25-40. Each participant was
instructed to complete the materials individually and
without discussion. Upon completion of the materials,
the subjects turned in their packet and were then

briefed with regards to the nature of the research.
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Subjects were thanked for participating in the study
and encouraged not to discuss the research with anyone.

An Analysis of Variance for a 2(dangerous versus
nondangerous) X 2(male versus female) factorial design

was conducted to assess the main effects and interac-
tions for the combined score of items 1, 2, and 5 as a
measure of responsibility; and the combination of items
3 and 4 as a measure of psychological consequences as a

result of the rape.



RESULTS

Figure 1 shows the group mean rating of the com-
bined scores of questions 1, 2, and 5 which tap per-
ceived responsibility of the victim, as a function of
the gender of the subjects and the dangerousness of the
environment in which the rape occurred. It appears
there is a main effect of environment with victims be-
ing attributed more responsibility for the rape incident
when the rape occurred in an environment which was per-
ceived as dangerous versus an environment which was
perceived as nondangerous. There also appears to be a
main effect of gender with males attributing more re-
sponsibility to the victim than did females. Results
of a 2 x 2 factor variance analysis supported the
graphical impression of main effects of environment
(F(1,95) = 66.9, p < .001) and gender (F(1,95) = 4.95,
p < .05). The interaction; however, was not signifi-
cant (F(1,95) = .73, p > .05). (See Table 2.)

Figure 2 shows the group mean rating of the com-
bined scores of questions 3 and 4 which tap the psycho-
logical consequences of the rape on the victim, as a
function of the gender of the subjects and the danger-

ousness of the environment in which the rape occurred.
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Figure 1. Mean ratings of questions one,
two and five as a function of gender of
subjects and dangerousness of environment.
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Figure 2. Mean ratings of questions three
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It appears there is a main effect of gender with
females perceiving the victim as requiring more psycho-
logical treatment as a result of the incident than
males. There also appears to be an interaction effect,
with females perceiving the victim as requiring more
psychological treatment when the environment was a
dangerous one; while males perceived the victim as re-
quiring less psychological treatment when the environ-
ment was dangerous. The 2 x 2 factor analysis of
variance supported the graphical impression of a main
effect of gender (F(1,95) = 4.29, p < .05). The inter-
action; however, was not significant (F(1,95) = 1.22,
P > -05). There was no main effect of environment

(F(1,95) = 0.02, p > .05). (See Table 3.)
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DISCUSSION

Both hypotheses were supported. Victims raped in
an environment which was perceived as dangerous were
attributed more responsibility for the incident than
victims raped in an environment which was perceived as
nondangerous. Secondly, sex differences did emerge
with males attributing more responsibility to the vic-
tim for the incident than did females. There were no
interactions. 1In addition, females perceived the vic-
tim as requiring psychological treatment as a result of
the rape incident to a greater extent than did males.

Published research which addressed the dangerous-
ness of environment variable was not available; however,
the results of this study were consistent with Lerner's
notion of a "just world." The results supported the
notion of "just world" where the victim raped in a dan-
gerous environment was attributed more responsibility
for her own misfortune because she deserved the misfor-
~tune as a function of her behavior (placing oneself in
a high risk situation, the dangerous environment).

Present findings are in agreement with other data
showing sex differences in social reactions to victims

of rape (Calhoun et al., 1978; Thorton et al., 1981).
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Males were more likely than females to perceive the
victim as more responsible. Females, on the other
hand, were more likely than males to perceive the vic-
tim as requiring psychological treatment as a result of
the rape incident.

The results of the present study have important
implications. It seems that knowledge of where the
rape occurred does influence observers' evaluations.
Extending this finding, it would seem that as more re-
sponsibility was attributed to the victim in an inci-
dent, then less responsibility would be attributed to
the assailant. If this were true, it would seem that
information of this type would affect juridic decisions
and imply attribution of responsibility to the victim,
therefore relieving the assailant of his responsibility
in the incident. Future study in this area might at-
tempt to look at the relationship between the attributed
responsibility to the victim and the assailant with re-
gards to the dangerousness of environment in which the

rape occurred.
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Research Packet

Participation in the following research is strictly
voluntary and anonymous. The research is designed to
study the attitudes toward rape.

After reading the following information, please
complete the two questionnaires. Thank you for your

participation.

Lori was downtown at 3:00 a.m., alone, when she was
accosted by a large man wearing a mask. He demanded her
cooperation by threatening physical harm. He raped her,

and then fled. He has not yet been apprehended.

Lori was in her apartment when she was accosted by
a large man wearing a mask. He demanded her coopera-
tion by threatening physical harm. He raped her, and

then fled. He has not yet been apprehended.
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To what extent did the victim's behavior precipi-
tate the assault?

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all To a great
extent

To what extent is she "the kind of person who gets
herself into these situations?

1 2 _ 3 4 5
Not at all To a great
extent

To what extent will the victim require psychologi-
cal treatment as a result of the rape?

1 2 3 4 5
Not at all To a great
extent

How long will it take the victim to overcome the
psychological effects of the rape?

 § 2 3 4 S
Not long A very long
at all time

To what degree is the victim responsible for the
rape?

0% 25% 50% 75% 100%
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Demographic Information

AGE

SEX

CLASS

MAJOR

CAREER GOAL (profession)

Have you ever known anyone that has been raped?
Yes

No

If so, what was your relationship with that person?
Friend

Co-worker

Classmate

Relative What relation?

Self

Other
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