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Summary

Deciding who to blame for rape and robbery in Turkey: Perpetrators’ coercive strategy, victim-

perpetrator relationship, participant gender and rape myth acceptance

The present study investigated the attribution of responsibility to victims and perpetrators in
rape compared to robbery cases in Turkey. Each participant read three short case scenarios
(vignettes) and completed items pertaining to the female victim and male perpetrator. The vignettes
were systematically varied with regard to the type of crime that was committed (rape or robbery),
the perpetrator’s coercive strategy (physical force or exploiting the victim’s alcohol-induced
defenselessness), and the victim-perpetrator relationship prior to the incident (stranger,
acquaintance, or ex-partner). Furthermore, participant gender and acceptance of rape myths (beliefs
that justify or trivialize sexual violence) were taken into account. One half of the participants
completed the rape myth acceptance (RMA) scales first and then received the vignettes, while the
other half were given the vignettes first and then completed the RMA scales.

As expected, more blame was attributed to victims of rape than to victims of robbery.
Conversely, perpetrators of rape were blamed less than perpetrators of robbery. The more
participants endorsed rape myths, the more blame was attributed to the victim and the less blame
was attributed to the perpetrators. Increasing levels of RMA were associated with an increase in
victim blame (VB) in both rape and robbery cases, but the increase in rape VB was significantly more
pronounced than in robbery VB. Increasing RMA was associated with an attenuation of perpetrator
blame (PB) that was more pronounced for rape than for robbery cases, but the difference was not
significant. As expected, victims of rape were blamed more when the perpetrator exploited their
defenselessness due to alcohol intoxication than when they were overpowered by physical force.
Contrary to the hypothesis, this was also true for robbery victims. Rape victims who knew their
attacker (ex-partner or acquaintance) were blamed more than victims who were assaulted by
strangers. Contrary to the hypothesis, robbery victims who were assaulted by an ex-partner were
blamed more than acquaintance or stranger robbery victims. As predicted, the closer the relationship
between victim and perpetrator, the less blame was attributed to perpetrators of rape while this
factor had no effect on PB in robbery cases.

Men compared to women attributed more blame to the victims and less blame to the
perpetrators. As expected, these gender differences in blame attributions were partially mediated by
gender differences in RMA: After RMA was taken into account, the gender differences disappeared
nearly completely for VB and were significantly reduced in PB. The order of presentation of the

vignettes and the RMA measures was systematically varied to test the causal influence of RMA on
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rape blame attributions. The hypothesis that RMA causes VB and PB in rape cases (as opposed to the
other way around or both are caused by a third variable) was not supported. Possible reasons for this
failed manipulation and its implications for the mediation model are discussed.

With regard to blame attribution in rape cases, the present results match what was expected
from previous studies which were mainly conducted in “Western” countries like the United States,
the United Kingdom, or Germany. The present results support the notion that the victim-perpetrator
relationship and the victim’s alcohol consumption are cross-culturally stable factors for blame
attribution in rape cases. It was expected that blame attribution in robbery cases would be
unaffected by the perpetrator’s coercive strategy and the victim-perpetrator relationship, but the
results were inconsistent.

One unexpected effect is particularly noteworthy: When the perpetrator used physical force,
more blame was attributed to rape than to robbery victims, but intoxicated victims were blamed
more and almost equally so for both types of crime. Perpetrators who exploited drunk victims were
blamed less in both rape and robbery cases. These results contradict German results collected with
the German version of the same instruments (Bieneck & Krahé, 2011). Turkey is a Muslim country
and alcohol is surrounded by a certain taboo. Possibly, the results reflect a cultural difference in that
intoxicated victims are generally blamed more for their victimization and this factor is not limited to

rape cases.
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Zusammenfassung

Verantwortungszuschreibungen in Raub- und Vergewaltigungsfallen in der Tirkei: Taterstrategie,

Opfer-Tater-Beziehung sowie Geschlecht und Vergewaltigungsmythenakzeptanz der Beurteilenden

Die vorliegende Arbeit untersuchte die Verantwortungszuschreibung zu Opfern und Tatern
von Vergewaltigung im Vergleich zu Raub in der Tirkei. Die Versuchspersonen lasen jeweils drei
Vignetten, d.h. kurze Beschreibungen von hypothetischen Raub- und Vergewaltigungsfallen, und
wurden im Anschluss an jede Vignette gebeten, die Verantwortung des weiblichen Opfers und des
mannlichen Taters fiir den Vorfall zu beurteilen. Die Vignetten variierten systematisch auf den
Variablen Art des Verbrechens (Vergewaltigung oder Raub), Tdterstrategie (physische Gewalt oder
Ausnutzen der Wehrlosigkeit des betrunkenen Opfers) und der Opfer-Téter-Beziehung vor der Tat
(Fremder, Bekannter oder Ex-Partner). Zusatzlich wurde die Vergewaltigungsmythenakzeptanz
(VMA) der Versuchspersonen erhoben sowie deren Geschlecht als Faktor berlicksichtigt.
Vergewaltigungsmythen beschreiben Einstellungen, die sexualisierte Gewalt bagatellisieren, indem
z.B. Opfern Schuld an der Tat zugeschrieben wird (Victim Blaming) oder die Tater entschuldigt
werden. Die Halfte der Versuchspersonen erhielt zunachst die Skalen zur VMA und bearbeitete im
Anschluss daran die Vignetten. Die andere Halfte der Versuchspersonen bearbeitete die Materialien
in umgekehrter Reihenfolge, also zunachst die Vignetten und danach die VMA-Skalen.

Wie erwartet wurde den Opfern von Vergewaltigung mehr Verantwortung fir die Tat
zugeschrieben als Opfern von Raub. Umgekehrt wurde den Tatern von Vergewaltigung weniger
Verantwortung zugeschrieben als Tatern von Raub. Je hdher die VMA, desto mehr wurde das Opfer
und desto weniger wurde der Tater fur die Tat verantwortlich gemacht. Mit steigender VMA stieg die
Verantwortungszuschreibung an Opfer beider Verbrechen an, aber der Zuwachs in der
Schuldzuschreibung war signifikant starker ausgepragter in Vergewaltigungsfallen als in Raubfallen.
Mit steigender VMA sank die Schuldzuschreibung an den Tater in Vergewaltigungsfallen starker als in
Raubfillen, der Unterschied war aber nicht signifikant. Wie erwartet wurde Opfern von
Vergewaltigung mehr Schuld zugeschrieben, wenn sie betrunken waren als wenn sie vom Tater
Uberwiltigt wurden. Entgegen der Hypothese traf dies auch fuir Raubfalle zu. Vergewaltigungsopfern,
die ihren Tater kannten, wurde mehr Schuld zugeschrieben als denen, die von einem Fremden
vergewaltigt wurden. Entgegen der Hypothese wurde Raubopfern, die von einem Ex-Partner
Uberfallen wurden, ebenfalls mehr Schuld an der Tat gegeben im Vergleich zu Raubfallen, die von
Fremden oder Bekannten begangen wurden. Wie vorhergesagt wurde Vergewaltigern weniger
Schuld zugeschrieben je enger die Opfer-Tater-Beziehung, wahrend die Schuldzuschreibung an

Raubtatern nicht von ihrer Beziehung zum Opfer beeinflusst wurde.
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Manner im Vergleich zu Frauen wiesen den Opfern von Vergewaltigung mehr Schuld zu und
den Tatern weniger. Wie erwartet wurden die Geschlechtsunterschiede in Bezug auf
Schuldzuschreibungen an das Opfer und den Tater teilweise durch Geschlechtsunterschiede in VMA
vermittelt: Nach Berlicksichtigung von VMA zeigten sich in Bezug auf Opfer-Schuld keine
Geschlechtsunterschiede mehr und in Bezug auf Tater-Schuld nur noch geringe. Die systematische
Variation der Reihenfolge von Vignetten und VMA hatte zum Ziel, die kausale Wirkung von VMA auf
Schuldzuschreibungen an Opfer und Tater von Vergewaltigung zu testen. Die Hypothese, dass VMA
Schuldzuschreibungen an Opfer und Tater auslost (im Vergleich zum umgekehrten Fall oder dass
beide Variablen von einer dritten Variable ausgeldst werden) konnte nicht bestatigt werden.
Mogliche Grinde fir dieses Ergebnis sowie Implikationen fiir die Mediationsanalyse werden
diskutiert.

In Bezug auf die Vergewaltigungsfille entsprechen die Ergebnisse dem, was aufgrund
friherer Studien erwartet wurde. Der GrofRteil fritherer Studien wurde in ,,westlichen” Landern wie
den Vereinigten Staaten, dem Vereinigten Konigreich oder Deutschland durchgefiihrt. Die
vorliegenden Ergebnisse aus der Tirkei stitzen daher die Annahme, dass Opfer-Tater-Beziehung und
Alkoholkonsum des Opfers interkulturell stabile Faktoren fiir die Verantwortungszuschreibung in
Vergewaltigungsfallen sind. Die Ergebnisse in Bezug auf die erwartete Unterscheidung zwischen
Raub- und Vergewaltigungsfallen blieben allerdings inkonsistent.

Ein Effekt ist besonders hervorzuheben: Wenn der Tater Gewalt anwendete, wurde den
Opfern von Vergewaltigung mehr Schuld an der Tat gegeben als Opfern von Raub. Wenn das Opfer
betrunken war, haben Beurteiler nicht zwischen Opfern von Raub und Vergewaltigung
unterschieden. Tatern, die alkoholisierte Opfer ausnutzten, wurde sowohl in Raub- als auch
Vergewaltigungsfallen weniger Schuld zugeschrieben. Diese Ergebnisse stehen im Widerspruch zu
Ergebnissen aus Deutschland, die mit den gleichen Instrumenten (in deutscher Fassung) erhoben
wurden (Bieneck & Krahé, 2011). Die Turkei ist muslimisch gepragt und Alkohol unterliegt einem
gewissen Tabu. Moglicherweise zeigt sich hier ein kultureller Unterschied, dass alkoholisierten
Opfern im Allgemeinen mehr Schuld zugeschrieben wird und dieser Faktor nicht nur speziell

Vergewaltigungsfalle betrifft.
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List of abbreviations and expressions

The following abbreviations and expressions are used multiple times throughout or in parts

‘Alcohol’
condition
Istanbul
Convention
PB
Questionnaire

group

RMA
‘RMA first’ and

’

‘Scenarios first

VB
Vignettes
ZRMA

of this thesis. Each will be introduced in the respective chapter, this list is provided for convenience.

Short hand for the perpetrator’s coercive strategy “exploiting the victim’s
alcohol-induced intoxication”

Informal name of the Council of Europe Convention on preventing and
combating violence against women and domestic violence (CETS No.210)
Perpetrator blame, i.e., blame that is attributed to the perpetrator
Participants were randomly assigned to one of four groups. Each group
received three of the twelve scenarios used in this study. These groups
are referred to as ‘questionnaire groups’.

Rape myth acceptance

Refers to the order of instrument presentation: half the sample received
the rape myth acceptance scales before making judgments about the
case scenarios (‘RMA first’), the other half received the instruments in
the reverse order and made judgments about the case scenarios first
before completing the rape myth acceptance scales (‘Scnearios first’)
Victim blame, i.e., blame that is attributed to the victim

Short descriptions of cases, also referred to as scenarios

Composite rape myth acceptance variable from z-standardized AMMSA

and FPB mean scores

The terms responsibility and blame will be used interchangeably — see section 4.2.5 (p. 43),

for a discussion.
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1 Introduction

The present study investigates the attribution of blame in rape cases in Turkey within the
theoretical framework of schematic information processing (i.e., use of heuristics like beliefs about
what constitutes a ‘real rape’).! Sexual assault and rape laws were among the criminal offenses that
were redefined in the reform of the Turkish Criminal Code in 2004. Prior to the reform, rape and
sexual assault were defined as crimes against public decency and family order rather than crimes
against an individual (Parla, 2001). In 2011, Germany signed and Turkey ratified the “Council of
Europe Convention on preventing and combating violence against women and domestic violence
(CETS No.210),” (2011, hereafter "Istanbul Convention"). Although Germany has yet to ratify the
Istanbul Convention, the signature signals agreement with its Article 362 that defines rape as “non-
consensual vaginal, anal or oral penetration of a sexual nature of the body of another person with
any bodily part or object” (p. 10). German and Turkish rape legislation show several differences that
will be discussed later. But the Istanbul Convention is a benchmark for the harmonization of rape

definitions between countries with a shift to focusing on consent rather than, e.g., victim resistance.

To the best of my knowledge, no studies on prevalence or incidence rates of rape and sexual
assault have been conducted in Turkey. According to the United Nations Office on Drugs and Crime
(UNOCD), the rate of rapes reported to the police in Turkey was 2.3 per 100,000 population for both
2003 and 2004 prior to the reform of the criminal code, and 2.4, 2.5, 1.6, and 1.4 for the years 2005
to 2008 after the reform. In comparison, the number of reported rapes in Germany dropped from
10.6/10.7 per 100,000 population in 2003/2004 to 8.9 in 2008 (UNODC, 2008). Although the legal
definitions of rape in Turkey and Germany differ, the figures for both countries were reported to

comply with the definition of rape as sexual intercourse without valid consent (UN-CTS M3.4).

! The present study is limited to female victims and male perpetrators and, therefore, only female
pronouns will be used to refer to the victim, and male pronouns for the perpetrator (unless otherwise noted).
This is not meant to imply that victims cannot be male or that perpetrators cannot be female.

2 |stanbul Convention, Article 36 — Sexual violence, including rape:
1 Parties shall take the necessary legislative or other measures to ensure that the following intentional
conducts are criminalised:
a engaging in non-consensual vaginal, anal or oral penetration of a sexual nature of the body of
another person with any bodily part or object;
b engaging in other non-consensual acts of a sexual nature with a person;
¢ causing another person to engage in non-consensual acts of a sexual nature with a third person.
2 Consent must be given voluntarily as the result of the person’s free will assessed in the context of the
surrounding circumstances.
3 Parties shall take the necessary legislative or other measures to ensure that the provisions of paragraph
1 also apply to acts committed against former or current spouses or partners as recognised by internal law.
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However, the number of police-reported assaults is likely to underestimate the number of
actual rapes since reporting rates for sexual assault and rape are notoriously low. Based on a three
year average, it was estimated that only between 16 and 26% of rapes in England and Wales were
reported to the police (Ministry of Justice Home Office & the Office for National Statistics, 2013). This
is similar to the 22% of reported rapes in a US American student sample (Sloan, Fisher, & Cullen,
1997) and 18 and 21% (intimate and non-intimate perpetrator respectively) of reported rapes in the
US American National Violence Against Women Survey (Tjaden & Thoennes, 2006). The average
reporting rate to the police for sexual assault (not just rape) was 14% in the International Crime
Victimization Survey, but reporting rates for non-Western countries (e.g., Turkey) were lower
compared to Western countries (e.g., Germany) (Chon, 2014).

Among those cases that are reported to the police, attrition rates are high (see Temkin &
Krahé, 2008, for an overview). Many cases that are reported to the police do not proceed beyond the
investigative stage (L. Kelly, Lovett, & Regan, 2005). For example, based on the three year average
noted above, 7% of the cases that were reported to the police (estimated 16 to 26% of all rape cases
in England and Wales) ended in a conviction; that is 1-2% of the estimated total number of rapes

(Ministry of Justice Home Office & the Office for National Statistics, 2013).

Comprehensive research on the situation specifically of rape victims? in Turkey is hard to
come by, but sources on related subjects provide some insight into the situation of victims of sexual
violence as well. Traditional Turkish culture emphasizes ‘family honor’ which is threatened by
women'’s perceived sexual or moral impurity (Moghadam, 1996; as cited in Sakalli-Ugurlu et al., 2007;
Parla, 2001; Sev’Er & Yurdakul, 2001). Newspapers are likely to cover more extreme cases, but
reports about girls being married to their rapist to restore the family honor* or a woman who killed
her repeated rapist to cleanse her honor® point to the intense social pressure that may accompany
rape allegations and aggravate the situation of victims far beyond the rape itself. Cortina and Wasti
(2005) found that Turkish and Hispanic women who experienced sexual harassment at the workplace
showed a greater tendency to negotiate directly with or to avoid the harasser rather than seeking
support from authorities (compared to Anglo-American women) and the authors suggest that this

may stem from a greater fear of blame or loss of personal and family reputation.

3 Many people who have been raped prefer the term ‘rape survivor’ over ‘rape victim’ (e.g., Hockett,
2013; The DC Rape Crisis Center, 2010). In this study, the term ‘victim’ will be used as it describes the role of the
assaulted person in both rape and robbery cases (‘victim of a crime’).

4 “Where girls marry rapists for honor” (Zaman, 2005);
“Turkish honor code allows legal sale of daughter to rapist” (Yenginsu, 2012)
5> “Turkish woman awaits trial after beheading her alleged rapist” (Kayali, 2012);

“Turks protest prison term for woman who killed her rapist” (Hurtas, 2015)
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Human Rights Watch and Amnesty International report dire and outright dangerous
situations for domestic and sexual violence victims, e.g., when shelter locations are disclosed by the
police or schools, or victims are refused help by the police, sent back home and told to reconcile with
their spouses (Eissenstat, 2011; Human Rights Watch, 2011). Laws intended to provide (immediate)
protection from harm exist but fail to be consistently implemented (e.g., Law 4320 on the Protection
of the Family; Human Rights Watch, 2011).

The Turkish Municipal Law No. 5393 states that “[t]he Greater City Municipalities and the
municipalities having population more than 50.000 shall open houses for women and children
welfare” (Article 14, 2005). According to Human Rights Watch (2011), at least 166 cities in Turkey
have more than 50,000 inhabitants, with many more 50,000+ municipalities within those cities, so
that several hundred shelters would be necessary to fulfill the requirement; but estimates of the
actual number of shelters vary from 52 over 62 (Human Rights Watch, 2011) to 84 (Jones, 2012) in a

country with a population of nearly 80 million (Central Intelligence Agency, 2015).

Victims of sexual assault and rape suffer from a number of negative consequences with
regard to physical, mental as well as behavioral health. Physical health consequences include injuries
(e.g., genital injuries, but also bruises, broken bones, or head/spinal cord injuries), pregnancy,
sexually transmitted diseases, and gastrointestinal problems (e.g., indigestion) (Martin, Macy, &
Young, 2010; Tjaden & Thoennes, 2006). Compared to non-victims, victimized women show higher
rates of psychological problems, e.g., posttraumatic stress disorder (PTSD), anxiety, depression, and
suicide ideation and attempts, as well as more high-risk behaviors, e.g., alcohol, tobacco, or drug use,
or unsafe sex behaviors (see Martin et al., 2010, for an overview).

Another source of distress for rape victims can be their social environment in reaction to
rape disclosures: Instead of support, victims of rape may be held responsible for their own
victimization and face hostility, suspicion, and disbelief — a phenomenon called victim blaming that
results in shifting the blame from the perpetrator to the victim (Temkin & Krahé, 2008).

Victim-blaming behavior from systems personnel, e.g., from the legal, medical, and mental
health system, is a ‘secondary victimization’ which adds to the trauma that rape victims endure
(Ahrens, Campbell, Ternier-Thames, Wasco, & Sefl, 2007; Campbell, Wasco, Ahrens, Sefl, & Barnes,
2001; Wheatcroft, Wagstaff, & Moran, 2009). Victims who blame themselves or experience negative
and unsupportive reactions from others report an increased difficulty of coping with their
victimization (Martin et al., 2010). Victim-blaming reactions of medical or legal systems personnel are
associated with higher levels of PTSD among victims (Campbell et al., 2001). Rape victims do not
consistently receive comprehensive medical and mental health care (Campbell, 2008). In their

sample of female veterans, reporting their victimization to the (military or civilian) police frequently
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made the victims feel guilty or blame themselves, and made them reluctant to seek further help
(Campbell & Raja, 2005).

The acceptance of rape-supportive attitudes and a persistently held stereotype that a ‘real’
rape is committed by a violent stranger who tries to physically coerce a victim that struggles to resist
(e.g., Estrich, 1987) has been linked to victim blaming and is especially pronounced in cases that
deviate from the stereotype (Campbell et al., 1999). Victim blaming has been linked to the low
reporting rates of sexual violence; and reasons for not disclosing their victimization to authorities
include not thinking the event was rape or not thinking the police/others will define the event as
rape, fear of disbelief, blame, and judgment, as well as distrust of the police, courts, or the legal
process (Regan & Kelly, 2003). Therefore, it is not surprising that sexually assaulted women were
found to be more likely to report to the police when their case matches the real rape stereotype
(e.g., when the rape is committed by a stranger, involved the use of a weapon, or resulted in physical
injuries) and their cases are more likely to be prosecuted (Campbell et al., 2001; Du Mont, Miller, &
Myhr, 2003; Fisher, Daigle, Cullen, & Turner, 2003).

Rape victims’ worries about the justice system seem justified: Law enforcement or legal
system personnel at times discourages victims from filing a report or refuses to take it, tells victims
the case is not serious enough to pursue or that they do not believe the victim’s story, especially in
non-stranger rapes (e.g., Campbell & Raja, 2005; Campbell, 2008; Campbell et al., 1999). Several
factors undermine victim credibility and are associated with higher attrition, e.g., when the victim
was drunk or drugged, reported with delay, had a previous sexual or non-sexual relationship with the
perpetrator, reported previous sexual victimization, showed psychiatric disturbance or intellectual
impairment, had filed a previous rape complaint that was perceived to be false, had tried to conceal
factors (e.g., heavy drinking), or was perceived to be immoral or promiscuous or as ‘having asked for
it’ through their behavior or dress (Campbell et al., 2001; Du Mont et al., 2003; Fisher et al., 2003;
Hester, 2013; Jordan, 2004; Lea, Lanvers, & Shaw, 2003; Temkin & Krahé, 2008; Wheatcroft et al.,
2009).

The past decades have seen increased reporting of rape cases to the police in several
countries, especially in Northern and Western Europe; but this increase in reporting was generally
not matched by a comparable increase in conviction — leading to a decline in conviction rates (Lovett
& Kelly, 2009). It is important to understand the factors that influence social decision-making. From a
social-cognitive perspective, legal decision-making — although nominally data-driven — can also be
influenced by stereotypic notions about rape (Temkin & Krahé, 2008). The stereotypical beliefs that
surround sexual violence form a cultural definition of rape (Stewart, Dobbin, & Gatowski, 1996) that
can be at odds with the legal definition. Both the cultural and the legal definition are normative in

nature, and reliance on the cultural definition/stereotype of a ‘real’ rape would result in extra-legal
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factors influencing legal decision-making. Any blame that is attributed to the victim of a crime
automatically serves to reduce attribution of blame to the perpetrator (Krahé, 2013) and this has

been linked to the high attrition rate of rape cases in the legal system (Temkin & Krahé, 2008).

Most of the research cited above was conducted in “Western” countries like Germany, the
United Kingdom, and the United States. However, case reports from Turkey suggest that the
situation is not more victim-friendly either, and may well be more severe (Human Rights Watch,
2011). In order to plan interventions and programs to counteract victim blaming in a “non-Western”
country like Turkey, it is necessary to understand whether the judgment process is influenced by the

same factors that were found to be important in “Western” countries.

This study seeks to obtain data which will help to address these research gaps. As stated
above, the present study investigates the attribution of blame in rape cases in Turkey within the
theoretical framework of schematic information processing. More specifically, it will be tested
whether the independent variables victim-perpetrator relationship and the perpetrator’s coercive
strategy operate differently in the process of attributing blame to the female victims and male
perpetrators of rape compared to robbery cases. Apart from the three independent variables type of
crime (rape or robbery), coercive strategy (physical force or exploiting the defenselessness of a drunk
victim), and victim-perpetrator relationship (stranger, acquaintance, or ex-partner), the role of
participants’ gender and rape myth acceptance (endorsement of rape-supportive attitudes) are
expected to be associated with blame attributions and will be taken into account. Furthermore, it will
be tested whether rape myth acceptance has a causal influence on blame ratings.

The short case descriptions (vignettes) that will be used in this study are Turkish versions of
the scenarios in German used by Bieneck and Krahé (2011) which were translated specifically for this
study and a previous unpublished research project. Using the same scenarios allows for better cross-
cultural comparisons. This study adds to the still fairly thin body of studies in the field rape blame
attribution in Turkey by investigating the use of schematic information processing (heuristics) for

judgments about rape cases.

This thesis is divided into several chapters. Chapter 2 contains a literature review and
theoretical considerations leading up to chapter 3 detailing the research question and ensuing
hypotheses. Chapter 4 on the methodological aspects of this study presents the instruments used
and goes into more detail of the translation process and important methodological considerations (p.
36). Results of the analysis will be presented in chapter 5. A discussion of the results and limitations

of the study as well as a conclusion follows in chapter 6. A complete list of references for the work
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cited in this thesis can be found in chapter 7. The Appendix contains the English or German versions
of the instruments used in this study as well as their Turkish counterparts, an example questionnaire
including the consent form, the relevant sections of the German and Turkish Criminal, and lastly a

statement of authorship.
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2 Theoretical Background

The purpose of this chapter is to introduce the relevant theoretical concepts and to review
the literature on the subject. The first section 2.1 presents the belief in a ‘just world’ (where people
get what they deserve and deserve what they get), the defensive attribution hypothesis, and
schematic information processing as theoretical frameworks that have been used to investigate and
explain victim blaming in rape cases. It then goes on to describe the ‘real rape’ stereotype of a
violent attack of a male stranger on an unsuspecting woman within the larger framework of rape
myths, i.e., stereotypical notions surrounding rape and sexual assault, e.g., about what constitutes a
‘genuine’ rape (section 2.2).

The subsequent section 2.3 provides a brief overview of factors that influence blame
attributions in rape cases and then moves on to describe in greater detail the perceiver variables
gender and rape myth acceptance, the victim variable alcohol consumption, and the contextual
variable victim-perpetrator relationship and empirical results supporting the notion that victim
blaming and rape myth acceptance are related to the low reporting rates of rape to the police
compared to robbery.

Section 2.4 describes and discusses the popular vignette technique, i.e., short case
descriptions, as a methodology to investigate judgments about rape cases. Particularities of the

Turkish culture and empirical results obtained in Turkey so far will be presented in section 2.5.

2.1 Belief in a Just World, Defensive Attribution, and Schematic Information

Processing

Several partially overlapping theories have been put forward to explain victim blaming and
the negative view of victims in rape cases. All these theories can be viewed in the conceptual
framework of attribution theory with its fundamental principle that people have a disposition, a basic
need, to search for underlying causes of events in the world they experience (Forsterling, 2013).
Weiner's attributional theory of motivation and emotion (1985) states that the attempt to explain
why an event happened is triggered particularly by incidents that are unexpected, negative or
important. Rape allegations are typically unexpected and negative (Temkin & Krahé, 2008), even if

not necessarily subjectively important to an observer.

2.1.1 Just world theory
Attribution of blame to people who fall victim to negative events is not limited to rape cases
but has also been found for, e.g., accidents, illness, unemployment, assault, or theft (see Hafer &

Begue, 2005, for a summary). These findings have been linked to Lerner's (1980) ‘just world’ theory



Lea Spille Deciding who to blame for rape and robbery in Turkey 18

which assumes that people have the need to believe in a world that is controllable — and where
people get what they deserve and deserve what they get. Unjustified suffering is inconsistent with a
just world and this conflict can be resolved by blaming the victim. Finding reasons why the victim
“had it coming” allows to maintain a sense of control and deny personal vulnerability. Abrams et al.
(2003) call the myth of only women with indecent behavior or moral deficits being in danger of rape
a “special case of the belief in a just world” (p. 111). While some research was consistent with the
just world hypothesis (e.g., Sakalli-Ugurlu, Yalcin, & Glick, 2007), results have been mixed (Hammond,
Berry, & Rodriguez, 2011; Lambert & Raichle, 2000; see also van der Bruggen & Grubb, 2014, for a

review).

2.1.2 Defensive attribution hypothesis

Shaver (1970) suggested that the level of blame that observers attribute is influenced by
their perceived similarity and identification with the victim. If observers feel the victim might have
just as easily been themselves, blaming the victim would be like stigmatizing themselves (Bell,
Kuriloff, & Lottes, 1994). Bell et al. (1994) further speculate that women might find it easier to
imagine falling victim to a stranger rape, which increases identification with the victim and thus
lowers the attribution of blame in those cases. But trust in their own social network and personal
competency might convince them to be dissimilar from, e.g., a date rape victim who chose her
partner poorly, which would allow more victim blame (Bell et al., 1994). Grubb and Harrower (2008)
pointed out that the research on the defensive attribution hypothesis is mostly correlational (e.g.,
Idisis, Ben-David, & Ben-Nachum, 2007; Muller et al., 1994) and thus causal conclusions and
generalizability are limited. Most research focuses on female victims and male perpetrators and this
confounds the role of victim and perpetrator with gender category (Temkin & Krahé, 2008). Gerber
et al. (2004) suggested that men’s greater tendency to exonerate the perpetrator might be due to
their identification with the male perpetrator rather than the female victim. Gerber et al. (2004)
systematically varied the victim and perpetrator gender in their sexual assault vignettes but found
that men were generally more inclined than women to exonerate the perpetrator regardless of

victim and perpetrator gender.

2.1.3 Schematic information processing

Both the just world theory and the defensive attribution hypothesis center around cognitive
adaptation when an individuals’ view of the world or themselves is threatened by negative events.
These cognitive adaptations focus on observers’ self-protective distortions that serve to bolster their
positive view of themselves, to deny personal vulnerability, and to ensure a sense of control. Other
researchers focus on schematic information processing, a social-cognitive approach within
attribution theory and the mechanisms of social decision-making to explain victim blaming in rape

cases.
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When people judge social information, two modes of information processing are available:
Either “careful, elaborate thinking” or “’quick and dirty’ processing” (Kunda, 1999, both p. 107).
Careful, elaborate thinking and the close examination of available information requires substantial
cognitive resources and observers need sufficient motivation and sufficient knowledge to engage in
this data-driven mode of information processing. When this is not the case, people refer to their
generalized cognitive schemata, i.e., heuristics or ‘mental shortcuts’, to arrive at a conclusion about a
given social situation.

As Temkin and Krahé (2008) describe, incomplete information, contradictory accounts of the
victim and perpetrator and ambiguous information that is open to interpretation are common in
rape cases and can make it too difficult or too cumbersome for observers to engage in a data-driven
appraisal of the information. Therefore, Temkin and Krahé (2008) argue that the more ambiguous
the case, the more it should be susceptible to schema-driven interpretations: Observers can refer to
their stereotypic notions and generalized beliefs about rape to compensate for the lack of data-based
indicators. Schemata allow observers to base their judgement on key elements of the provided
information, e.g., the victim’s skimpy clothing, or to make inferences about things that were not part
of the case information, that is, to “go beyond the information given” (Bruner, 1957, 2006, p. 22),

such as inferring that the victim consented because of previous consensual sexual intercourse.

2.2 Rape Myths and the ‘Real Rape’ Stereotype

The ‘real rape’ stereotype. As mentioned above, one type of schema surrounding rape is the
‘real rape’ stereotype of a stranger’s violent attack on an unsuspecting woman who attempts to
resist (e.g., Estrich, 1987; Rozee, 1999; Williams, 1984). When observers engage in schematic
information processing, this stereotypical view of what constitutes a ‘genuine’ rape serves as a
template against which specific rape cases are judged; and cases that deviate from this template are
considered to be no rape at all or a less severe type (Wheatcroft et al., 2009), even by victims

themselves (e.g., Kahn et al., 2003; Peterson & Muehlenhard, 2004).

Rape myths and their definition. The real rape stereotype is embedded in a larger set of
cultural beliefs that surround sexual violence and allow to justify and trivialize rape and sexual
assault on both a personal (Bohner, Jarvis, Eyssel, & Siebler, 2005) and societal level (Bohner, 1998;
Brownmiller, 1975; Lambert & Raichle, 2000). The concept of rape myths (or rape-supportive
attitudes) has been introduced in the 1970s (e.g., Brownmiller, 1975) and Burt (1980) defined rape
myths as “prejudicial, stereotyped, or false beliefs about rape, rape victims and rapists” (p. 217).
Lonsway and Fitzgerald (1994) added a function that rape-supportive attitudes have in society in

their definition of rape myths as “attitudes and beliefs that are generally false but are widely and
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persistently held, and that serve to deny and justify male sexual aggression against women” (p. 134).
Bohner (1998) criticized the difficulty of establishing a myth as “false”, e.g., because they are
empirically unfalsifiable (“Many women secretly desire to be raped”; Payne, Lonsway, & Fitzgerald,
1999) or because they are prescriptive rather than descriptive (“A woman should be responsible for
preventing her own rape”; Costin, 1985; both examples as cited in Gerger et al., 2007). Furthermore,
a myth that is no longer “widely and persistently held” would cease to be a myth under Lonsway and
Fitzgerald's definition (1994). Based on this criticism, Bohner (1998) suggested defining rape myths as
“descriptive or prescriptive beliefs about rape (i.e. about its cases, context, consequences,
perpetrators, victims and their interaction) that serve to deny, downplay or justify sexual violence
that men commit against women” (p. 14). Rape myths and victim blaming are not limited to female
victims; male rape victims are also blamed for their victimization, especially when the victim and/or
perpetrator deviate from traditional gender role expectations, e.g., when the perpetrator is female

or the victim is gay (see Davies & Rogers, 2006, for a review).

Content areas of rape myths. Rape myths refer to different content areas, e.g., the denial of
the scope of the problem, antagonism toward victims’ demands, a lack of support for policies
designed to help alleviate the effects of sexual violence, beliefs that male coercion forms a natural
part of sexual relationships, or beliefs that exonerate the male perpetrator by blaming the victim or
the circumstances (Gerger et al., 2007). Cowan and Quinton (1997) described six different causal
beliefs about rape: (1) female precipitation, i.e., the notion that women provoke their assault by the
way they behave or dress, (2) male sexuality, which blames men’s uncontrollable sex drive for rape,
(3) male hostility, i.e., the belief that men’s anger and hostility toward women causes rape, (4)
society/socialization that blames society’s tolerance for (male) violence for rape, (5) male
dominance, which emphasizes the traditionally dominant role of men in society as a cause of rape,
and (6) male pathology, i.e., the belief that men who rape are mentally deficient. Generally, rape

myths can be thought of as a cultural definition of rape (Stewart et al., 1996).

Pervasiveness of rape-supportive attitudes. Acceptance of rape myths has been found in a
variety of countries (e.g., Costin & Schwarz, 1987; Ward, 1995, as cited in Temkin & Krahé, 2008) and
throughout society. Most studies use (non-law) student samples (e.g., Golge, Yavuz, Muderrisoglu, &
Yavuz, 2003; Krahé et al., 2007), but rape myth acceptance was also found among the general public
(Temkin & Krahé, 2008, Study 3), police officers (Sleath & Bull, 2012; Wheatcroft et al., 2009),
undergraduate law students and post-graduate trainee lawyers (Gerichtsreferendare; Krahé, Temkin,
Bieneck, & Berger, 2008), the clergy (Sheldon & Parent, 2002), and more pronounced in non-
therapists than therapists (ldisis et al., 2007). Among legal professionals like judges, stereotypical

notions about rape can manifest directly, e.g., through comments, or indirectly by not applying the
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law robustly (e.g., California Commision on Judicial Performance, 2012; Supreme Court of the State

of Montana, 2014; Temkin & Krahé, 2008).

Correlates of rape myth acceptance. Meta-analyses and reviews found rape myth
acceptance and victim blaming to be consistently associated with traditional gender role beliefs,
tolerance for aggression and acceptance of interpersonal violence in general or hostile attitudes and
behavior toward women in particular (see Anderson et al., 1997; Grubb & Turner, 2012; Lonsway &
Fitzgerald, 1994; Pollard, 1992; Suarez & Gadalla, 2010, for meta-analyses and reviews). In a series of
studies conducted in the United States, England, Israel, West Germany and Turkey, Costin and
colleagues found rape myth acceptance to be associated with restrictive beliefs about women's
social roles (Costin & Kaptanoglu, 1993; Costin & Schwarz, 1987; Costin, 1985).

Furthermore, rape myth acceptance has been linked to other oppressive (or intolerant) belief
systems, such as sexism, racism, homophobia, classism (prejudice against poor people), ageism
(prejudice against the elderly), religious intolerance (Aosved & Long, 2006; see also Suarez & Gadalla,
2010) as well as right-wing authoritarianism, i.e., the submission to established authorities perceived
as legitimate, an emphasis of conventionalism and uniformity, and hostile attitudes toward people

who do not conform to societal norms (Stissenbach & Bohner, 2011).

2.2.1 Functions of rape myths

Bohner, Eyssel, Pina, and Viki (2009) describe cognitive, affective as well as behavioral
functions of rape myths with a focus on women as victims and men as perpetrators of rape. In
general, rape myths as a schema allows individuals to make sense of information about rape cases in
a relatively effortless way (Bohner et al., 2009; Temkin & Krahé, 2008). The endorsement of the rape

myths schema serves divergent functions for men and women.

Gender-specific functions for women. For women, endorsing rape myths serves as an anxiety
buffer that minimizes the perceived threat of being victimized themselves, e.g., if a woman believes
that only skimpily dressed women get raped, she can (subjectively) avoid the same fate by behaving
differently. Women with low rape myth acceptance show decreased self-esteem after being
reminded of rape, while women with high rape myth acceptance remain unaffected or even show
the opposite effect (e.g., Bohner & Lampridis, 2004). One might expect that own sexual victimization
experience would decrease rape myth acceptance and, consistent with the defensive attribution
hypothesis, lead to less attribution of blame to rape victims. But previously victimized women show
similar or only slightly lower results compared to non-victims (Carmody & Washington, 2001; Mason
et al., 2004; see Anderson et al., 1997, for a meta-analysis). Carmody and Washington (2001)
suggested two interpretations for their finding that victims and non-victims show the same level of

rape myth acceptance finding: First of all, the victims and non-victims shared the same gender role
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socialization with men as initiators of sexual contact and women as gatekeepers who are responsible
for sexual morality and how much sexual activity occurs. Victims might still report an acceptance of
rape myths and blame themselves for having failed in that role. The second interpretation is based
on the just world hypothesis that people get what they deserve, which blames victims and is

consistent with several rape myths, e.g., that women cause rape by the way they dress or behave.

Gender-specific functions for men. Rape myth acceptance allows men to rationalize their
aggressive tendencies. Sykes and Matza (1957) proposed a set of neutralizing beliefs to explain how
individuals can protect themselves from self-blame and blame from others after showing behavior
that violates social norms or the law. Bohner et al. (2009) suggested that the content and function of
rape myths are similar to these neutralizing beliefs, especially denial of responsibility (‘It was not my
fault’, ‘l was provoked’), denial of injury (‘no harm was done’), and denial of the victim (‘they had it
coming’). Rape myth acceptance in men is positively related to self-reported rape proclivity (Abrams
et al., 2003; Chiroro, Bohner, Viki, & Jarvis, 2004). Bohner and colleagues found evidence that rape
myth acceptance causally affects rape proclivity in that the correlation between the two measures is
higher for participants who are reminded of their rape-supported attitudes before completing the
rape proclivity measures (Bohner et al., 1998; Bohner, Siebler, & Schmelcher, 2006; Eyssel, Bohner, &
Siebler, 2006). Furthermore, Bohner, Jarvis, Eyssel, and Siebler (2005) found chronic accessibility of
rape myths for men who reported that they used sexual coercion before.

Attribution of blame to victims of rape is not uniform and the following section will present

some of the factors that influence judgments about rape cases.

2.3 Factors That Influence Attribution of Responsibility in Rape Cases

Victims in rape cases that deviate from the real rape stereotype are generally blamed more
than victims of cases that match the stereotype. Factors that influence the attribution of blame in
rape cases can be categorized into (1) perceiver variables, (2) victim variables, (3) perpetrator
variables, and (4) contextual variables (Temkin & Krahé, 2008). Perceiver characteristics can be, e.g.,
gender, occupation, or rape myth acceptance. Victim and perpetrator variables can refer to stable
characteristics like physical attractiveness, social status or occupation as well was behavior like
alcohol consumption or in the case of victims, if they tried to resist the attack. Contextual variables
can refer to, e.g., the location and time of day the assault took place or the relationship between

victim and perpetrator.
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2.3.1 Perceiver variable ‘rape myth acceptance’ and related attitudes

Rape myth acceptance and judgments about rape cases. The degree of endorsement of
rape myths varies by culture (Ward, 1995), but this is unlikely to change the general relationship
between rape myth acceptance and victim blaming. Observers with high compared to low
endorsement of rape myths consistently attribute more blame to the victims of rape and less blame
to the perpetrator (e.g., Krahé et al., 2007, 2008; Mason, Riger, & Foley, 2004; Sleath & Bull, 2012).
They also find victims to be less credible (e.g., Wenger & Bornstein, 2006), are less certain that an
incident was rape (e.g., Temkin & Krahé, 2008, Study 1), judge the rape to be less traumatic (e.g.,
Frese et al., 2004), recommend lower sentences for the perpetrator (e.g., Temkin & Krahé, 2008,
Study 2) and are more likely to believe that the rape was avoidable (e.g., Kopper, 1996). Observers
with high compared to low rape myth acceptance are more likely to believe that sexual coercion is at
times to be expected and acceptable in several common dating situations (Morry & Winkler, 2001).
Even when their experience meets the legal definition of rape, victims who endorse rape myths are
less likely to label their experience rape (Peterson & Muehlenhard, 2004) or to report the incident to
the police (Du Mont et al., 2003; Fisher et al., 2003; Heath, Lynch, Fritch, McArthur, & Smith, 2011;
Heath, Lynch, Fritch, & Wong, 2013). The effect of rape myth acceptance on blame ratings in rape
cases is greater when the information provided is mixed or irrelevant, or if people falsely believe to
be informed (see Bohner et al., 2009, for a summary). In their review, Grubb and Turner (2012) found
rape myth acceptance and rape victim blaming to be interrelated to such a high degree that they

describe the two concepts to be synonymous with each propagating the other.

Traditional gender roles, sexism and judgments about rape cases. Traditional gender role
beliefs have also been found to be related to victim blaming in rape cases (e.g., Ben-David &
Schneider, 2005; Simonson & Subich, 1999). Results pertaining to sexism suggest that rape myth
acceptance alone may be too broad a concept to capture the differing reactions to cases that
conform to or deviate from the real rape stereotype (Abrams et al., 2003). Sexism has two different
facets: Hostile sexism, i.e. openly negative gender stereotypes, and benevolent sexism, i.e., attitudes
that value women who conform to traditional gender roles and beliefs about “how a good and
respectable woman should behave” (Abrams et al., 2003, p. 121). Both hostile and benevolent sexism
are related to the attribution of blame to rape victims (e.g., Sakalli-Ugurlu et al., 2007). Hostile
sexism has been linked to higher rape proclivity and the belief that an acquaintance rape victim really
wanted sex (Abrams et al., 2003, Study 3). But the role of benevolent sexism in blame attribution
seems to be more intricate and strongly depends on the information about the case. The level of
benevolent sexism is irrelevant for stranger rape cases where the woman can be more easily viewed

as the innocent victim (Viki, Abrams, & Masser, 2004). Victims in acquaintance rape cases might be
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seen as having behaved in a manner that is inappropriate for women by inviting a relationship with a
man, and observers high in benevolent sexism attribute more blame to the victim of acquaintance
rape, especially when she deviates from traditional gender roles (Abrams et al., 2003, Study 1 & 2;
Viki & Abrams, 2002). Adding to the complexity, Masser, Lee, and McKimmie (2010) found more
victim blaming in rape cases where the victim was both a ‘bad’ woman (leaving her children
unattended sleeping in their beds while going to a party) as well as a ‘bad’ victim (not trying to resist
the attacker and unwilling to cooperate with the police). Building on that study, McKimmie, Masser,
and Bongiorno (2014) found that being a ‘good’ (trying to resist the attack and fully cooperating with
the police) or ‘bad’ victim had a greater influence on judgments in acquaintance compared to

stranger rape cases, supporting the notion of a hierarchy of schemata.

2.3.2 Perceiver variable ‘gender’

Another widely studies perceiver variable apart from rape myth acceptance is gender. Past
research often found men to be more willing to blame the victim of rape than women (e.g., Akvardar
& Yiksel, 1993; as cited in Golge et al., 2003; Anderson et al., 1997; Costin & Kaptanoglu, 1993;
Costin & Schwarz, 1987; Lonsway & Fitzgerald, 1994), but recent years have brought about more
studies that found no gender differences (for reviews, see Ferrdo & Gongalves, 2015, for the years
2000 to 2015; or Pollard, 1992, for earlier studies). Although some studies found no differences in
rape myth acceptance between men and women (e.g., Krahé et al., 2007, Study 1; Temkin & Krahé,
2008, Study 2), most studies report that men endorse rape myths more than women (see Ferrdao &

Goncalves, 2015; or Grubb & Harrower, 2008).

Rape myth acceptance as a mediator of the effect of gender on blame attribution. As
Temkin and Krahé (2008) describe, gender can have no explanatory power for blame ratings by itself,
but can only be an indicator, a marker, for differing perceptions between men and women. Because
men generally endorse rape myths more than women and attribute more blame to rape victims, rape
myth acceptance has been suggested to act as a mediator between gender and judgments about
rape cases, i.e., that men blame the victims more and the perpetrators less because they endorse
rape myths more than women do.

Bohner, Reinhard, Rutz, Sturm, and Effler (1998) suggested testing the causal influence of
rape myth acceptance by manipulating their relative cognitive accessibility (‘cognitive priming’).
‘Cognitive priming’ is a phenomenon from social cognition research. It leverages the effect that
reminding participants of certain concepts they hold about the world guides their attention and
interpretation of subsequent information (Kunda, 1999). Therefore, reminding participants of their
rape-supportive attitudes (the ‘prime’) immediately prior to a judgment task would activate the

associations related to rape myth acceptance and should thus influence their responses in following
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measures, e.g., blame ratings after reading scenarios. To test the priming effect, half the sample are
given the rape myth acceptance scales before the scenarios (‘RMA first’) while the other half
completes the scenarios first, followed by the rape myth acceptance scales (‘Scenarios first’). If the
correlation between rape myth acceptance and scenario blame ratings is higher in the ‘RMA first’
group compared to the ‘Scenarios first’ group, this would point to their causal role in the judgment
process. If the reverse was true and rape myths were adopted to justify pre-existing tendencies to
e.g., blame the victim, correlations between rape myth acceptance and blame ratings should be
higher in the ‘Scenarios first’ group compared to the ‘RMA first” group. Another possibility would be
that both rape myth acceptance and blame ratings were influenced in the same direction by a third
variable. In this case correlations should not differ between the ‘RMA first’ and ‘Scenarios first’
condition.

Bohner et al. (1998, 2005) focused on the causal role of rape myth acceptance with regard to
men’s self-reported rape proclivity. Temkin and Krahé (2008, Study 2) investigated the causal role of
rape myth acceptance on victim and perpetrator blame in rape cases as well as rape certainty. They
found that the link between rape myth acceptance and victim blame ratings was higher among ‘RMA
first’ participants who were reminded of their rape-supportive attitudes before completing the
scenarios (compared to the ‘Scenarios first’ group). While the effect was in the expected direction for
perpetrator blame and rape certainty as well, it reached significance only for victim blame. The
notion that gender differences in rape myth acceptance cause differences in blame attributions is
further supported by studies where a lack of gender differences in rape myth acceptance is matched
by a lack of differences in blame ratings (e.g., Krahé et al., 2007, Study 1; Temkin & Krahé, 2008,
Study 2).

2.3.3 Victim variable ‘alcohol consumption’

Attribution of blame to the victim of rape cases is influenced by participants’ perception of
what kind of person the victim is, e.g., with regard to respectability (Whatley, 1996), past sexual
behavior (Schuller & Hastings, 2002), or victim dress (Golge et al., 2003).

Another important variable is victim behavior, notably alcohol consumption. Victims who are
drunk at the time of the assault are perceived as less credible than sober victims (Schuller & Wall,
1998; Wenger & Bornstein, 2006). Generally, victims who are too drunk to resist are blamed more for
their assault compared to victims who were overpowered; conversely, perpetrators who exploit the
victim’s alcohol-induced defenselessness are blamed less than perpetrators who use physical force
(Krahé et al., 2007). T. C. Kelly (2009; as cited in van der Bruggen & Grubb, 2014) found indication
that victim intoxication or sobriety is judged differently in the general population compared to
student samples. Bieneck and Krahé (2011) compared cases of rape to cases of robbery and found

that information about victim intoxication operated differently within the two types of crime. When
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the victim was drunk compared to sober, she was blamed more and the perpetrator less in the rape
cases, while this information made no difference for the attribution of blame in the robbery cases.
This supports the notion of a double standard surrounding sexual assault that treats perpetrators of
rape more leniently when the victim was drunk and puts victims of rape at a disadvantage,

particularly when the case deviates from the real rape stereotype (Bieneck & Krahé, 2011).

2.3.4 Contextual variable ‘victim-perpetrator relationship’

According to the real rape stereotype described above, perpetrators of ‘real rapes’ are
strangers, although research shows that only between 10 and 20% of rapes are committed by a
person not known to the victim (Du Mont et al., 2003; Fisher, Cullen, & Turner, 2000; L. Kelly et al.,
2005; Ministry of Justice Home Office & the Office for National Statistics, 2013; Tjaden & Thoennes,
2006; Walby & Allen, 2004). When investigating the impact of a prior victim-perpetrator relationship
on judgments about rape cases, research often distinguishes between rape committed by a stranger,
an acquaintance, a date, or a current or former partner (e.g., Frese et al., 2004; Temkin & Krahé,
2008, Study 3; see Grubb & Harrower, 2008; or van der Bruggen & Grubb, 2014, for a summary).
Generally, more blame is attributed to victims for their assault when they knew their attacker (e.g.,
Abrams, Viki, Masser, & Bohner, 2003; Krahé, Temkin, & Bieneck, 2007; Viki, Abrams, & Masser,
2004). When the victim and perpetrator had prior sexual intercourse, perceivers find the victim less
credible, more blameworthy and are more likely to believe the victim consented (Schuller & Hastings,
2002). Being raped by a stranger is also rated to be more serious and traumatic compared to
assailants known to the victim (e.g., Ben-David & Schneider, 2005; Frese et al., 2004; Simonson &
Subich, 1999). Participants with strong beliefs that women precipitate their victimization, e.g., by the
way they behave or dress, have been found to be more inclined to make use of information about a
prior relationship between victim and perpetrator compared to participants with low rape myth
acceptance (Frese et al., 2004; Krahé et al., 2007, 2008).

In Bieneck and Krahé's study (2011) that compared cases of rape to cases of robbery,
information about a prior relationship between victim and perpetrator affected blame ratings in rape
but not in robbery cases. The closer the relationship between the two, the more blame was
attributed to victims who were raped, while victim blame ratings were unaffected by information
about the relationship. As was the case for the effect of coercive strategy, Bieneck and Krahé's
results (2011) support the notion of a double standard surrounding sexual assault that treats
perpetrators of rape more leniently the closer the relationship to the victim which puts victims of

rapes that deviate from the real rape stereotype in particular at a disadvantage.

2.3.5 Type of crime: Blame attribution in rape compared to robbery cases
Fisher et al. (2003) found in their national US American sample that women who were

sexually assaulted were more likely to report their victimization to the police when the case showed
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elements that made it more ‘believable’, e.g., when the perpetrator was a stranger or used a
weapon. The United Nations report on “Progress of the world's women in pursuit of justice”
indicated for a variety of countries that victims of robbery are generally much more likely to report
the incident to the police compared to victims of sexual assault (UN Women, 2011). The greater
reluctance of sexual assault victims to report their victimization compared to robbery victims might
indicate a greater negative bias toward sexual assault victims. Reasons why rape victims choose not
to report their victimization to the police include criminal justice concerns (e.g., lack of proof or fear
of being treated badly by police, lawyers, or other parts of the criminal justice system), not wanting
others to know, or non-acknowledgement of rape (e.g., not clear it was a crime or that was intended)
(Cohn, Zinzow, Resnick, & Kilpatrick, 2013). The criminal justice concerns seem justified, as legal
system personnel at times discourages victims from filing a report or refuses to take it, tells victims
the case is not serious enough to pursue or that they do not believe the victim’s story, especially in
non-stranger rapes (e.g., Campbell & Raja, 2005; Campbell, 2008; Campbell et al., 1999).

Bieneck and Krahé (2011) note that while many studies looked at victim and perpetrator
blaming in sexual assault and rape cases, only few experimental studies investigated whether the
tendencies found for sexual assault are specific for these cases or extend to other criminal offenses.

In an Indian student sample, victims of robbery were blamed more than victims of rape
(Kanekar, Pinto, & Mazumdar, 1985). Brems and Wagner (1994; Study 2) also found more blame
attributed to the violently attacked victim of theft than to the victim of rape in a US American female
student sample. But Bieneck and Krahé (2011) note that their scenario implied higher victim fault in
the theft case by highlighting the display of jewelry by the victim.

In a German student sample, Bieneck and Krahé (2011) found that the tendency to blame the
victim and exonerate the perpetrator was more pronounced in rape cases than in robbery cases.
Furthermore, information about a previous relationship between victim and perpetrator and about
the perpetrator’s coercive strategy (physical force or exploiting the victim’s alcohol-induced
incapacitation) operated differently within the two crimes: The closer the relationship between the
two (stranger, acquaintance, ex-partner), the more blame was attributed to the victim and the less
blame was attributed to the perpetrator. Information about the victim’s alcohol consumption
(compared to being overpowered by physical force) increased victim blame and decreased
perpetrator blame in the rape cases. While the victim-perpetrator relationship and the perpetrator’s
coercive strategy critically affected how participants judged the rape cases, blame attributions in the
robbery cases for both victim and perpetrator blame remained unaffected by these characteristics.
The results suggest a special leniency bias in cases of rape compared to robbery (Bieneck & Krahé,

2011).
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2.4 Vignette Methodology

The ‘vignette technique’ is a popular methodology to investigate attributions of responsibility
in the context of sexual aggression (e.g., Brems & Wagner, 1994; Frese et al., 2004; Golge et al.,
2003; Krahé et al., 2007; Viki et al., 2004). Vignettes are short descriptions of an event and normally
contain some additional information about the circumstances of the critical incident and/or what
happened before or after. After reading the description, participants are usually asked to complete a
set of questions pertaining to the scenario they just learned about. For rape cases, this could be
guestions about victim blame, perpetrator blame, rape certainty, or sentencing suggestions (see
Temkin & Krahé, 2008, for an overview). Many studies use vignettes in a text format, but there are
alternatives such as audio- or video format or additional use of photographs (Temkin & Krahé, 2008;
Sussenbach et al., 2013). Text-based vignettes are very economical as they can be easily
administered in a questionnaire format to many participants at the same time without the need for
specialized equipment. A major advantage of vignettes is that they allow the systematic variation of
critical variables whose influence researchers want to investigate while holding other variables
constant, e.g., the victim-perpetrator relationship prior to the event or whether the victim was drunk
or sober (Temkin & Krahé, 2008). However, the vignette technique has been criticized for using over-
simplified, hypothetical and unrealistic cases not motivating enough for participants to examine
carefully and the resulting limited ecological validity, i.e., the extent to which results generalize to

real-life situations.

Over-simplified, unrealistic vignettes? Vignettes are necessarily short and simplified and
have been criticized as too artificial and simplistic to represent real cases (O’Dell, Crafter, Abreu, &
Cline, 2012). It is unknown how participants would behave in real life (van der Bruggen & Grubb,
2014), but Bieneck (2009) argued that basic research seeks to understand the underlying processes
of impression formation and social decision-making and is less interested in specific results. To
ensure that cases are realistic, Bieneck (2009) suggested building vignettes based on court-
documented cases. Slissenbach, Eyssel, and Bohner (2013) further criticized that short descriptions
run the risk of drawing the attention of the participants to the relevant cues and as participants know
they are part of a study, they might interpret any information provided in the descriptions as
relevant. Temkin and Krahé (2008) did not disagree with this criticism but rather argued that telling
participants what happened provides much less room for interpretation compared to e.g., having to
work out the events from contradictory accounts of the complainant and defendant in real trials: If
participants show reliance on stereotypical notions even in these comparatively clear-cut situations,

the effect is likely to be more pronounced under uncertainty.
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Lack of motivation or knowledge? As described before, data-driven information processing
requires substantial cognitive resources (Kunda, 1999) and participants need sufficient motivation
and sufficient knowledge to engage in a data-driven appraisal of the available information. Simplified
and hypothetical cases might not be motivating enough for participants to closely examine the
available information (Bieneck & Krahé, 2011). Supporting this view, Krahé et al. (2007) successfully
suppressed reliance on generalized beliefs when judging rape cases in participants with strong
female precipitation beliefs who were led to believe they might be chosen to justify their judgment in
front of a group. According to J. S. Lerner and Tetlock (1999), an attenuation of bias when confronted
with accountability suggests “(a) a lack of self-critical attention to the judgement process and (b)
failure to use relevant cues” (p. 270). Krahé et al.'s results (2007) suggest that the participants’
reliance on generalized beliefs without accountability was at least partially due to a lack of
motivation to engage in data-driven information processing rather than, e.g., a lack of knowledge.

Accountability should have no effect in situations where “(a) a given bias results from lack of
special training in formal decision rules and (b) no amount of increased effort illuminates these rules”
(J. S. Lerner & Tetlock, 1999, p. 270). Other studies also support the notion that reliance on
generalized beliefs about rape and rape myth acceptance is not due to a lack of knowledge: If
participants ‘just didn’t know better’, providing the legal definition should make a difference.
However, Krahé et al. (2008) found no difference in the judgments of postgraduate trainee lawyers
who were provided with the legal definition of rape compared to those who were not, even though
the participants provided with the legal definition were instructed to “base [their] assessment of the
cases that follow on the definition provided by the law” (p. 472). Both groups relied on generalized
beliefs about rape when making judgments about the cases. In his summary of rape prevention
programs, Schewe (2002) noted that the knowledge/rape awareness programs failed to influence
rape empathy or attitudes about rape. Providing knowledge alone appears to be no effective
countermeasure against reliance on rape stereotypes while accountability seems to be effective. The
argument mentioned above applies here as well: Telling participants what happened provides
relatively little room for interpretation and allows for a more effortless data-driven appraisal of the
information compared to having to figure out what happened, e.g., from contradictory accounts of
the victim and perpetrator. If participants show reliance on stereotypical notions even in these
comparatively clear-cut situations, the effect is likely to be more pronounced under uncertainty

(Temkin & Krahé, 2008).
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2.5 Turkey

2.5.1 Turkish culture

Most of the research on rape myth acceptance and victim blaming has been conducted in
countries in the “North American mainstream” (Krahé et al., 2007, p. 601) or “Western nations”
(Sakalli-Ugurlu, Yalgin, & Glick, 2007, p. 889), e.g., the United States, the United Kingdom, or
Germany. Several studies indicate that findings from Western countries generally apply in Turkey as
well, but due to cultural differences, the extent of the generalizability is not yet clear.

Turkish culture is a ‘culture of honor’ (Moghadam, 1996; as cited in Sakalli-Ugurlu et al.,
2007; Sev’Er & Yurdakul, 2001) with higher endorsement of traditional gender roles (see Sakalli-
Ugurlu et al., 2007) and sexist attitudes (Glick et al., 2000) compared to Western countries. Hofstede
(1980) also found high power distance (i.e., support for social hierarchy) in Turkey.

Traditional Turkish culture places a high burden on women to be sexually and morally pure
(Parla, 2001). Women who are perceived to be sexually impure threaten the family honor and ‘honor
killings’ of the women in question are the most extreme form to ‘restore the family honor’ (Sev’'Er &
Yurdakul, 2001). In fact, before the reform of the Turkish Criminal Code in 2004, rape and sexual
assault were defined as crimes against public decency and family order rather than crimes against an
individual (Parla, 2001). The Statute for Awards and Discipline in the High School Education
Institutions of the Ministry of Education from January 31, 1995 stated that students ‘proven’ to be
unchaste could be expelled from school; evidence was gathered through ‘virginity tests’ performed
on female students (Anil et al., 2005). Virginity tests were banned in 1999 and the ‘unchastity’
reference of the statute changed in 2002 to behavior that “contradicts commonly accepted social
values and influences the educational atmosphere in a negative way” (Anil et al., 2005, p. 60). The
new Turkish Criminal Code criminalizes genital examination without authorization from a judge or
prosecutor, but the respective Article 287 has been criticized for not explicitly naming and banning
the practice and not requiring the woman’s consent (Anil et al., 2005).

The Turkish Constitution stipulates gender equality (Anil et al., 2005), but Arin (1996) found
high endorsement with the statements that restrict women’s rights, such as "men should have
absolute authority over women” (western Turkey: 56%; eastern Turkey: 73%) and “have the right to
punish women if they are challenged by them” (western Turkey: 36%; eastern Turkey: 57%; as cited
in Sev’Er & Yurdakul, 2001, p. 969-970). Costin and Kaptanoglu's results (1993) for the correlation of
restrictive beliefs about women’s social roles and rights and rape myth acceptance were similar to
those found in England, the United States, West Germany, and Israel (Costin & Schwarz, 1987; Costin,
1985).
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2.5.2 Rape myth acceptance and judgments about rape cases in Turkey

AMMSA and FPB scale in Turkey. Acceptance with the items of a Turkish version of the
Female Precipitation Beliefs scale (FPB; Cowan & Quinton, 1997) in an unpublished research project
was nearly identical to results found by Temkin and Krahé (2008, Study 1) in a sample of
undergraduate law students in the United Kingdom. Temkin and Krahé's (2008) Study 2 with
vocational law students and Study 3 with members of the general public showed slightly lower
agreement. The unpublished research project used a Turkish version of the Acceptance of Modern
Myths About Sexual Aggression scale (AMMSA,; Gerger et al., 2007) and found agreement with the
AMMSA statements to be higher compared to results from German (current or former) student
samples (e.g., Krahé et al., 2008; Siissenbach, Eyssel, Rees, & Bohner, 2015) and lower compared to a
general public sample from the United Kingdom (Temkin & Krahé, 2008, Study 3). Such direct
comparisons of specific results need to be interpreted with caution. Not only did the samples differ
(e.g., student sample vs general public). But Meisenberg and Williams (2008) found that participants
from countries of the Middle East (defined as “the Muslim countries from Morocco to Pakistan”, p.
1542) showed a greater tendency compared to participants from “English-speaking” or “Protestant
Europe” countries to agree with statements of a questionnaire (acquiescence bias) and to prefer the
endpoints of a scale (extreme responding). The AMMSA and FPB items are all coded in the same
direction (higher scores indicate higher rape myth acceptance) and are thus particularly susceptible
to effects of acquiescent responding. On the other hand, acquiescent and extreme responding were
found to be negatively correlated with education in most regions of the world, and most of the
reported studies used student samples. The degree of distortion caused by different tendencies to

respond in an acquiescent or extreme manner are unclear.

Effect of gender. Consistent with the general results reported above, male participants in
Turkey showed higher endorsement of rape myths compared to female participants; and men were
also more likely to blame the victims of rape and viewed them more negatively (Akvardar & Yiiksel,
1993; Serin, 2001; both as cited in Sakalli-Ugurlu et al., 2007). The finding that men compared to
women held more negative attitudes toward rape victims was corroborated by results from Sakalli-
Ugurlu et al. (2007). The same study also found beliefs in a just world to be linked to hostile and
benevolent sexism as well as negative attitudes toward rape victims (Sakalli-Ugurlu et al., 2007).
Furthermore, men compared to women agreed more with statements that blame women’s
provocative behavior for sexual harassment and were also more willing to trivialize the matter

(Sakalh-Ugurlu, Salman, & Turgut, 2010).
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Effect of relationship and victim intoxication. Golge et al. (2003) used written vignettes to
compare attribution of responsibility to victims of date rape and stranger rape. Overall, they found
that victims of date rape were blamed more than victims of stranger rape. Women blamed the victim
less and the perpetrator more than men. Women were also more certain that the date rape was a
crime, that the victim should report the rape to the police and recommended higher punishments of
the perpetrator compared to men. One stranger rape vignette contained rape myth relevant stimuli
(e.g., woman in sexy clothing returning home alone after having fun at a bar with friends) while the
other stranger rape vignette contained no rape myth relevant stimuli (modestly dressed woman
walking home alone after grocery shopping). The more the incident deviated from the real rape
stereotype, the more blame was attributed to the victim and the less blame was attributed to the
perpetrator. Recommended sentences increased from (1) the date rape to (2) the stranger rape with
myths to (3) the stranger rape without myths. While 33% of the female and 44% of the male
participants thought that the date rape victim should report the incident to the police, the rate for
the stranger rape with myths was much higher (97% for women, 95% for men); and nearly all
participants thought the victim of the stranger rape without myths should report the matter to the
police (both genders nearly 100%). Similarly, nearly all of the participants identified the two stranger
rape scenarios as a crime, while 12% of the women and 23% of the men did not identify the date
rape as a crime. Golge et al. (2003) proposed the interpretation that the victim-perpetrator
relationship was a more prominent myth in Turkey compared to the victim’s alcohol consumption or
provocative dress. However, while the data rape victim’s alcohol consumption was explicit (had
“drinks all night”, p. 656), the stranger rape victim’s behavior was only described as meeting “her

friends to go to a movie and then to a bar to have fun” (p. 656).

Effect of relationship and rape myth acceptance. The previous unpublished research project
compared three rape scenarios where the perpetrator used physical force to overcome the victim’s
resistance. The perpetrator was either a stranger, an acquaintance, or a former partner. Consistent
with previous studies, the closer the relationship between the victim and perpetrator, the more
blame was attributed to the victim, the less blame was attributed to the perpetrator and the less
certain participants were that the incident was a rape. In the real rape stereotype-consistent stranger
rape scenario, the participants’ rape myth acceptance did not correlate with ratings of victim blame,
perpetrator blame, or rape certainty. In ex-partner rapes, blame and rape certainty ratings were
significantly related to rape myth acceptance. The results for acquaintance rapes were inconsistent.
Female precipitation beliefs showed a significant positive relationship with the attribution of victim
blame regardless of the victim-perpetrator relationship. Furthermore, the greater blame attributed
to rape victims by men was partially mediated by their greater endorsement of female precipitation

beliefs.
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Despite cultural differences between Turkey and other Western countries, the attitudes and
beliefs that are related to the attribution of blame to rape victims, e.g., rape myth acceptance, just
world beliefs, or sexism, appear to be overall stable in a cross-cultural setting. However, the body of
literature for the Turkish context is still quite thin. Apart from the previous research project, ex-
partner rapes have not been researched at all (to the best of my knowledge). The effect of victim
intoxication on and association of rape myth acceptance with blame attribution have not been
thoroughly addressed. And it is yet unclear whether victims specifically of rape are blamed for their

victimization or whether this extends to other crimes as well in Turkey.

3 The Present Study: Research Questions and Hypotheses

In this section, | will delineate the goal of the present study, describe the research questions

in some detail and present the resulting hypotheses.

3.1 Research Questions

The goal of the present study is to investigate factors that influence (or are associated with)
the attribution of blame to victims and perpetrators of rape in Turkey.

It is expected that the victim will be blamed more and the perpetrator less in cases that
deviate from the real rape stereotype compared to the forcible stranger rape which matches this
stereotype. The study is, therefore, embedded in the framework of schematic information
processing. To investigate whether the influence of the independent variables (the victim-
perpetrator relationship and the perpetrator’s coercive strategy) is specific for rape cases, rape is
compared to another violent crime, namely robbery. The influence of the victim-perpetrator
relationship (stranger, acquaintance, or ex-partner) and the perpetrator’s coercive strategy (using
physical force or exploiting the victim’s alcohol-induced incapacitation) are expected to operate
differently within each type of crime. As Abrams et al. (2003) noted, rape myth acceptance may be
too broad a concept to capture how observers vary in their judgments about different relationship
and coercive strategy constellations. However, the focus of this study was on the general attitudes
about rape and rape victims in comparison to robbery, so rape myth acceptance was preferred over
related concepts, e.g., ambivalent sexism or traditional gender role beliefs.

Rape myth acceptance is included as a second source of schematic information processing.
Rape myth acceptance is confounded with attitudes and belief systems that are linked to attributions
of blame to victims other than rape (like just world beliefs). It is, therefore, conceivable that the

blame attributions for robbery cases show some link with rape myth acceptance. However, rape
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myth acceptance is expected to have a unique association with blame ratings in rape cases beyond a
general tendency to blame the victim that might be expected for robbery cases as well.

Bieneck and Krahé (2011) found no effect of gender when using the same vignettes as the
present study in Germany, but Golge et al. (2003) found more victim blaming among men than
women in Turkey. And as described above, meta-analyses and reviews generally show that men are
more inclined to blame the victim and exonerate the perpetrator than women. So for the present
study, men are expected to blame the victim more and the perpetrator less than women as well. As
presented above, there is some indication that the effect of gender on blame attributions is
mediated by rape myth acceptance, which will be tested in the present study as well.

Mediation models make several causal assumptions (Kenny, 2014). The causal assumptions in
this study are (1) that gender cannot cause rape blame ratings directly, (2) that the effect of gender
must thus be mediated by another variable (namely rape-supportive attitudes), and (3) that rape-
supportive attitudes cause rape blame ratings. The assumptions (1) and (2) are based on reasoning,
but the assumption that rape-supportive attitudes cause blame attributions is an empirical question.
Alternatively, blame attributions might cause rape myth acceptance (as an after-the-fact justification)
or both blame attributions and rape myth acceptance might be caused by another third variable. The
present study will attempt to find support for the notion that rape myth acceptance causally
influence blame attributions. Bohner et al. (1998) suggested manipulating the salience of rape myths
by reminding half the sample of their rape-supportive attitudes immediately prior to the judgment
task, i.e., presenting half the sample with rape myths acceptance measures first and after that asking
participants to make judgments about specific cases (‘RMA first’) while the other half of the sample
receives the instruments in the reverse order and completes the scenarios first and after that the
rape myth acceptance measures (‘Scenarios first’). If the correlations between rape myth acceptance
and blame attributions are higher in the ‘RMA first’ compared to the ‘Scenarios first’ group, then this
would point to their causal role in the judgment process. If the correlations, on the other hand, are
higher in the ‘Scenarios first’ condition compared to the ‘RMA first’ condition, this would indicate
that the blame attributions play a causal role in the endorsement of rape-supportive attitudes. If the
correlations are the same across both orders of presentation, both rape myth acceptance and blame
attributions are likely to be caused by a third variable.

The present study largely built on the work of Bieneck and Krahé (2011), Krahé et al. (2007),
and Temkin and Krahé (2008, Study 2). It extends past research by applying the vignettes used by
Bieneck and Krahé (2011) and the rape myth acceptance measures created by Cowan and Quinton

(FPB scale, 1997) and Gerger et al. (AMMSA scale, 2007) in Turkey and thus a cross-cultural context.



Lea Spille Deciding who to blame for rape and robbery in Turkey 35

3.2 Hypotheses

The present study aims to replicate and extend findings from Bieneck and Krahé (2011) and

Temkin and Krahé (2008, Study 2), so the following — very similar — hypotheses were proposed:

e Hypothesis 1: More blame will be attributed to victims of rape than to victims
of robbery. Conversely, less blame will be attributed to perpetrators of rape
than to perpetrators of robbery.

e Hypothesis 2: Information that the victim was drunk at the time of assault will
reduce perpetrator blame and increase victim blame in the rape cases, but not
in the robbery cases.

e Hypothesis 3: The closer the prior relationship between perpetrator and victim,
the less blame will be attributed to the perpetrator and the more blame will be
attributed to the victim, but only for rape cases.

e Hypothesis 4: The participant’s level of rape myth acceptance will be positively
related to their attribution of blame to the victim, and negatively related to
their attribution of blame to the perpetrator. This effect will be more
pronounced in rape cases than in robbery cases.

e Hypothesis 5: Rape myth acceptance measured before the presentation of the
rape scenarios will be more closely related to ratings of perpetrator blame and
victim blame than when these beliefs were measured after the rape case
scenarios.

e Hypothesis 6: Participant gender will influence victim blaming indirectly via
men’s greater belief in rape myths. Men will be less inclined than women to
hold the perpetrator liable, and more inclined to blame the victim. This

difference will also be attributable to their greater adherence to rape myths.
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4 Method

This chapter describes the sample of the study and present the instruments used for the data
collection. Furthermore, the translation process and important methodological considerations will be

presented and discussed in more detail.

4.1 Sample

A total of 469 students from a mid-size university and the on-campus vocational school in the
Mediterranean region of Turkey (Akdeniz Bolgesi) participated in this study on a voluntary basis (143
male, 314 female, 12 participants chose not to disclose their gender; mean age = 21.57 years, SD =
2.12, range = 18-33). The distribution of the participants in terms of class year was 20 preparatory
students (Hazirlk), 116 first-year, 112 second-year, 130 third-year, 32 fourth-year, and 1 sixth-year
student. 58 students did not indicate their year. Most of the participants (93%) were enrolled in
philosophy, psychology, translation and interpreting studies, sociology, hair care and beauty services,
chemical engineering, environmental engineering, and tourism (ranked in order of frequency).

Paper-pencil questionnaires were handed out during regular classes. Participants were
informed prior to receiving the questionnaires that the study was about rape and robbery but not
about personal experiences. They were also informed that participation was voluntary and that they
could choose to discontinue at any time. The complete consent form can be found in Appendix G:.
Participants received no compensation for their participation. A debrief was not possible in all
classes, as some lecturers wished to continue their classes right away. The consent form contained

an e-mail address and the invitation to contact me should they wish for more information.

4.2 Instruments

4.2.1 Translation

To the best of my knowledge, all instruments employed here did not exist in a Turkish version
prior to this study and the (unpublished) preceding research project. The Acceptance of Modern
Myths about Sexual Aggression scale (AMMSA, Gerger, Kley, Bohner, & Siebler, 2007), the Female
Precipitation Beliefs scale (FPB, Cowan & Quinton, 1997) and the rape vignettes in which the
perpetrator used force (three ‘rape - force’ vignettes for ex-partner, acquaintance, and stranger,
Krahé et al., 2007) were translated for the preceding research project and used in this study as well.
Additional nine vignettes (three vignettes each for ‘rape - alcohol’, ‘robbery - force’, and ‘robbery -

alcohol’, Bieneck & Krahé, 2011) were translated for this study. The six rape vignettes were available
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in both English and German, the six robbery vignettes only in German, so the instruments were
translated from English as well as German into Turkish.

| organized the translation for both this study and the preceding research project to follow
the back-translation process for cross-cultural research described by Brislin (1970) as closely as was
feasible. However, the pool of possible translators was limited. Only one person was Turkish-German
bilingual, most of the others were native speakers of Turkish who learned English or German as a
second language. Most translators were from the field of psychology, English teaching, or German
translation and interpreting. The instruments were translated by one person and then back-
translated by a different person. The results were discussed with multiple people and the Turkish
versions corrected when necessary. After a final approval by a psychology lecturer who obtained her
master’s and doctoral degree at a US university, all measures were read and interpreted by a person
not involved in the translation process thus far. Her interpretations were consistent with the
intended content and tone and after a few stylistic improvements, the translations were considered
to be adequate.

The names in the scenarios were changed into names common in Turkey. Two of the original
vignettes did not contain perpetrator names (‘robbery - alcohol - stranger’ and ‘robbery - force -
stranger’) and were added, so that the perpetrator was named in all vignettes. The term “robbery”
was translated with the colloquial term “soygun” rather than the legal term “yagma” which,
according to some of the translators, is not a commonly known or used term. To avoid confusion, the
word “porter cabin” from the ‘rape - force - stranger’ scenario was replaced with “security cabin”
(“bekei kullibesi”), and the word “caipirinha” from the ‘rape - alcohol - ex-partner’ scenario was
replaced with “cocktail” (“kokteyl”), because several translators agreed that porter cabins were
uncommon in Turkey and doubted that caipirinhas were commonly known. From my own experience
of living and traveling in Turkey | know that security cabins are a common sight in many cities and not

necessarily occupied.

4.2.2 Rape Myth Acceptance

Rape myth acceptance (RMA) was measured with two scales:

1. the 16-item short form of the ‘Acceptance of Modern Myths About Sexual
Aggression’ scale (AMMSA, Gerger et al., 2007) and

2. the 6-item subscale ‘Female Precipitation,” a subscale of the ‘Perceived Causes
of Rape Scale’ (PCRS, Cowan & Quinton, 1997), hereafter FPB (for ‘Female

Precipitation Beliefs’)
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AMMSA and FPB items were randomly combined and presented as a single instrument. For
each item, participants were asked to indicate their agreement with a statement on a seven-point
scale ranging from 1 (completely disagree) to 7 (completely agree).

The AMMSA scale addresses five content categories of misconceptions about rape:

e Denial of the scope of the problem (e.g., “Many women tend to misinterpret a
well-meant gesture as ‘sexual assault’”);

e Antagonism toward victims’ demands (e.g., “Although the victims of armed
robbery have to fear for their lives, they receive far less psychological support
than do rape victims”);

e lLack of support for policies designed to help alleviate the effects of sexual
violence (e.g., “Nowadays, the victims of sexual violence receive sufficient help
in the form of women'’s shelters, therapy offers, and support groups”);

e Beliefs that male coercion forms a natural part of sexual relationships (e.g.,
“When a man urges his female partner to have sex, this cannot be called rape”);
and

o Beliefs that exonerate male perpetrators by blaming the victim or the

circumstances (e.g., “Alcohol is often the culprit when a man rapes a woman”).

These AMMSA content categories form a single factor and are not separate subscales (Gerger
et al., 2007). Compared to the broad range of myths addressed by the AMMSA scale, the FPB scale
has a rather narrow focus on causal beliefs that specifically blame the victims for their victimization,
e.g., for wearing ‘sexy’ clothes, drinking alcohol, doing drugs or doing unsafe things (such as being
out alone or hitch-hiking). The two scales in their English and Turkish version can be found in

Appendix A: and Appendix B:.

4.2.3 Vignettes

Twelve short scenarios (vignettes) were used to assess the attribution of blame to the victim
and perpetrator. The scenarios (about 120-230 words in the Turkish version) used in this study are
the same as those used by Bieneck and Krahé (2011). Each scenario described either an incident of
rape or of robbery (factor 1: type of crime). A second factor was the coercive strategy of the
perpetrator: He either used force to overcome the victim’s resistance or exploited the victim’s

alcohol-induced incapacitation®. The third factor was the victim-perpetrator relationship prior to the

6 To enhance readability, the term ‘alcohol’ will be used to refer to the scenarios were the perpetrator
exploited the victim’s alcohol-induced incapacitation.



Lea Spille Deciding who to blame for rape and robbery in Turkey 39

incident (ex-partner, acquaintance or stranger). This resulted in a total of twelve different scenarios
(see Figure 1). In all rape scenarios the victims clearly expressed their non-consent, e.g., by
protesting, demanding that the attacker let her go, trying to scream, or struggling. In a couple of the
scenarios participants could decide to believe the perpetrator’s explanation of the incident. In the
rape scenarios where the perpetrator used force, the victims showed active physical resistance but
were overpowered by the perpetrator. In the ‘rape - alcohol’ scenarios, the victims consumed only
moderate amounts of alcohol but were disproportionately affected for not being used to drinking
alcohol. Their incapacitated state rendered them unable to resist the perpetrator’s attack (not
explicit in the ‘rape - alcohol - acquaintance’ scenario), but there was no indication that the
perpetrator tried to make the victim drunk. The victims in the ‘robbery - alcohol’ scenarios may be
interpreted to drink more than the victims in the ‘rape - alcohol’ scenarios (e.g., drinking a bottle of
sparkling wine). Regardless of whether they drank moderate amounts of alcohol or a lot: As a result,
all the victims in the alcohol scenarios are too drunk to fight the perpetrator. Drinking more alcohol
might be interpreted as being more to blame. If there is a bias to blame drunk victims of rape more
than drunk victims of robbery, the rape victims’ drinking behavior should ‘attract less blame’ which in
turn would attenuate a possible bias with regard to alcohol consumption (see Hypothesis 2). None of
the case descriptions contained the expressions ‘rape’ or ‘robbery’ so that participants would not be

influenced by pre-assigned labels when making their judgments about the cases.

Type of
Crime

Coercive
Strategy

) () o)) (o) ) () ) ) ()3

Figure 1. Factor level combinations: The content of the vignettes is systematically varied and is a
combination of the factor levels of (1) type of crime, (2) coercive strategy, and (3) relationship.
Ex = ex-partner, Ac = acquaintance, St = stranger.

Alcohol Alcohol

4.2.4 Legal differences between Germany and Turkey

Bieneck and Krahé (2011) created the rape and robbery vignettes against the backdrop of the
German Criminal Code. It is important to consider the legal situation when applying the same
vignettes under a different jurisdiction as this might have implications for interpreting the results.
Participants were not provided with the legal definition of rape or robbery, so the exact legal
definitions, current interpretations (e.g., the degree of penalty or criteria for what constitutes ‘use of

force’), or evidential rules and procedures were a lesser concern. But the normative nature of the law
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provides an important benchmark. For example, prior to 1990, Article 438 of the Turkish Criminal
Code stipulated a reduced sentence if the rape victim was a prostitute (Anil et al., 2005). Had that
been the current legislation and one victim in the rape scenarios a prostitute, it could have been
argued that participants were legally justified to blame the perpetrator less in that scenario as the
reduced sentence implies less blameworthiness. Even if the exact degree of penalty was unknown, it
might have been common knowledge that the law distinguished between prostitutes and other rape
victims. Differences in blame ratings might still have indicated a reliance on stereotypical notions and
sex crime legislation itself has been criticized as being based on myths (e.g., Mokosch, 2014, for
Germany). But in such a situation it might be beneficial to assess participants’ knowledge of the law

to facilitate the interpretation of the results.

Legal definition of rape in Germany and Turkey. The rape vignettes (Bieneck & Krahé, 2011;
Krahé et al., 2007) were created to conform to the definition of rape in the German Criminal Code
(Section 177 Strafgesetzbuch/StGB’). The aggravated sexual abuse described in the Turkish Criminal
Code? (Article 102 [2]: inserting an organ or instrument into the body) was considered to be rape
although it is not explicitly labeled as such.

The German Criminal Code does not differentiate between victim-perpetrator relationships
(see also Table 4). Contrary to the German Criminal Code, the Turkish Criminal Code does make
references to victim-perpetrator relationship, but only with regard to family members and spouses.
Thus, the victim-perpetrator constellations used in this study’s scenarios (ex-partner, acquaintance,
and stranger) are equal before the law in both Germany and Turkey.

The German Criminal Code explicitly includes both the threat or use of force and exploitation
of the victim’s defenselessness as coercive strategies. In Turkey, force as a coercive strategy can be
punished separately for felonious injury. The German Criminal Code reference to exploiting the
victim’s helpless state as a coercive strategy was considered to be equivalent to the physical or
mental inability to protect oneself described in the Turkish Criminal Code.

Interpretation of the law changes over the years, e.g., the criteria of what constitutes an
exploitation of an unprotected situation were changed by the German Federal Court of Justice
(Bundesgerichtshof) in 2012 (Oestreich, 2014). However, Turkey’s ratification and Germany’s signing

of the Istanbul Convention (Council of Europe, CETS No.210, 2011) signifies agreement with its

7 The German Criminal Code in German and English is available at http://www.gesetze-im-
internet.de/stgb

8 The Turkish Criminal Code (Law No. 5237, 2004) is available in Turkish
https://www.tbmm.gov.tr/kanunlar/k5237.html and English
http://www.unodc.org/res/cld/document/tur/2004/criminal_code_law_no__ 5237 _html/Turkey_Criminal_Cod
e_Law_No. 5237 2004.pdf
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http://www.unodc.org/res/cld/document/tur/2004/criminal_code_law_no__5237_html/Turkey_Criminal_Code_Law_No._5237_2004.pdf
http://www.unodc.org/res/cld/document/tur/2004/criminal_code_law_no__5237_html/Turkey_Criminal_Code_Law_No._5237_2004.pdf

Lea Spille Deciding who to blame for rape and robbery in Turkey 41

definition of rape as “non-consensual vaginal, anal or oral penetration of a sexual nature of the body
of another person with any bodily part or object” and that “[c]onsent must be given voluntarily as
the result of the person’s free will assessed in the context of the surrounding circumstances” (CETS

No.210, Article 36, 2011)°.

Table 1. Legal definitions of rape in Germany and Turkey: Criminal code references to the
independent variables victim-perpetrator relationship and coercive strategy

German Criminal Code Turkish Criminal Code

(Section 177 Strafgesetzbuch/StGB) (Turk Ceza Kanunu, Article 102)
Victim- - no reference - Against a spouse: investigation and
perpetrator prosecution upon complaint of the
relationship victim

- Against a family member (up to 3™
degree relation or kinship): sentence
increased by one half

Coercive Equal sentences for - Use of force to break down victim’s
strategy - Use of force resistance: additional punishment for
- Threats of imminent danger to life or felonious injury
limb - Victim physically or mentally unable
- Exploitation of a situation in which to protect him-/herself: sentence
the victim is unprotected and at the increased by one half

mercy of the offender

Yenginsu (2012) reported that Article 29 “Unjust Provocation” of the Turkish Criminal Code
has served as a loophole in some rape cases to achieve lower sentencing by giving provocative dress
or behavior as a reason for the attack. The article stipulates reduced sentences (by one quarter up to
one third) if an offense was committed in a state of anger or mental anguish induced by an unjust
act. Prior to the legal reform in 2004, the article did not refer to anger or mental anguish induced by
an “unjust act”, but rather by an “unjust provocation”, which was criticized as being unclear and
subjective (icli, 2011). The new wording of “unjust act” is interpreted as limiting the scope of
application of Article 29 to unlawful acts (e.g., icli, 2011; ilkkaracan & Amado, 2011; The Advocates
for Human Rights, 2011). Article 29 of the Turkish Criminal Code was therefore considered irrelevant
for the present study.

From a layperson’s point of view, both the German and the Turkish legal definition of rape

cover similar aspects. The scenarios were created to conform to the German Criminal Code but seem

% Interestingly, while the Turkish Criminal Code’s focus on bodily inviolability appears to be more in line
with the Istanbul Convention’s focus on consent, Miller (2007) criticizes that the Turkish Criminal Code
marginalizes the will of the victim by paying “no attention to consent or agency in defining and punishing sexual
crime” (p. 1360). She also notes that the choice of words (“cinsel dokunulmaz”, “dokunulmaz” literally translates
to “untouchability”) evoke “mixed and overlapping connotations of biology, sexuality, uniformity, political
identity, citizenship, and physical proximity” (Miller, 2007, p. 1360).
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equally applicable in Turkey. No indication could be found that the Turkish Criminal Code would

justify blaming the victim or exonerating the perpetrator in any of the rape scenarios.

Comparing rape to robbery. Bieneck and Krahé (2011) chose to compare rape with robbery
(as opposed to other crimes) because both include the direct confrontation of the victim by the
perpetrator with similar legal sanctions in Germany (not less than two years of imprisonment for
rape’®, not less than one year for robbery!!). The Robbery/Alcohol/Ex-partner and -Acquaintance
scenarios qualify for aggravated theft'? with a stipulated sentence of three months to ten years. In
colloquial German, the terms theft and robbery are often used interchangeably. Some of the
translators were consulted on the matter and agreed that the same is true in colloquial Turkish.
Therefore, the type of crime will be referred to as ‘robbery’.

The Turkish Criminal Code stipulates higher sentences for rape as well as robbery compared
to the German Criminal Code. Rape®® is punishable by seven to twelve years of imprisonment, with a
stipulated increase of the punishment by one half if the victim is physically or mentally unable to
protect him- or herself and additional charges are possible for felonious injury if force was used to
break the victim’s resistance. Robbery* is punishable by six to ten years of imprisonment, qualified
robbery!® by ten to fifteen years (e.g., when committed at night, against a person who is physically or
mentally unable to protect him- or herself or when the victim is intercepted in a residence or
business place; see Appendix E:) and qualified larceny!® from three to seven years.

The many qualifications in the Turkish Criminal Code that increase or decrease the stipulated
sentence make it difficult to determine whether all scenarios can be considered to have similar legal
sanctions. However, the direct confrontation of the victim was considered to be the most important
commonality and no other crime appeared to be more appropriate than robbery to compare to rape.
No legal background information about the definition of the crimes and their respective sentencing
was provided. The focus was on participants’ intuitive understanding of the situation which was
expected to be similar to the German sample described in Bieneck and Krahé (2011). The results
from the preceding research project supported this view. Furthermore, Krahé, Temkin, Bieneck, and

Berger (2008) found that even trainee lawyers provided with the legal definition relied on their

10 Germany, sexual assault and rape: Section 177, German Criminal Code (Strafgesetzbuch/StGB)
11 Germany, robbery: Section 249, StGB

12 Germany, aggravated theft: Section 243, StGB

13 Turkey, rape: Article 102, Turkish Criminal Code (Tiirk Ceza Kanunu)

14 Turkey, robbery: Article 148, Turkish Criminal Code

15 Turkey, qualified robbery: Article 149, Turkish Criminal Code

6 Turkey, qualified larceny: Article 142, Turkish Criminal Code
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stereotypic notions about rape. Despite the differences in the details of the legal definitions for rape
and robbery in Turkey, there was no apparent reason to exclude, change, or exchange any of the

scenarios created by Bieneck and Krahé (2011).

4.2.5 Attribution of responsibility to the victim and the perpetrator
Each scenario was rated by the participants with respect to two aspects: victim blame and

perpetrator blame.

Victim blame. Attribution of responsibility to the victim and rape empathy was assessed with
three items:

e “How much do you think [the victim] is to blame for what happened?”
e “How much do you think [the victim] had control over the situation?”

e “How much do you think [the victim] could have avoided the incident?”
e “How sorry do you feel for [the victim]?” (reverse-coded)

Perpetrator blame. Attribution of moral and legal responsibility to the perpetrator was
assessed with five items:

e “How much do you think [the perpetrator] is to blame for what happened?”
e “How much do you think [the perpetrator] had control over the situation?”
e “How certain are you that [the perpetrator] should be legally punished for
rape/robbery?”
e "How strongly do you think [the perpetrator] ought to be held criminally liable for
rape/robbery?”
e “If you were the judge, how certain are you that you would find [the perpetrator]
guilty of rape/robbery?”
‘Blame’ versus ‘responsibility’. Responsibility and blame are not the same thing. Harvey and
Rule (1978) found blame and responsibility to be distinct, separate factors. One can be responsible
for an event, but not blameworthy (Shaver, 1985; as cited in Whatley, 1996) or be held responsible
for failing to prevent something one did not cause (Lagnado & Channon, 2008; see Whatley, 1996 for
a summary). The word for ‘blame’ in the item “How much is the [victim/perpetrator] to blame for
what happened” was translated as ‘sorumlu’. In Turkish, ‘sorumlu’ means ‘responsible’, but can also
be used in the sense of ‘to blame for’ (*-den sorumlu tutmak’). Furthermore, all items pertaining to

blame, control, responsibility etc. were combined to one scale for victims and one for perpetrators.

Therefore, ‘blame’ and ‘responsibility’ are used interchangeably.

4.2.6 Salience of rape myths
To test the impact of rape myths on judgments about rape cases, Bohner, Reinhard, Rutz,
Sturm, and Effler (1998) proposed the following manipulation: If participants had their rape-

supportive attitudes brought to the forefront of their mind immediately prior to judging the case
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scenarios, the link between the measures should be greater compared to a group that completed the
measures in the reverse order. Therefore, half the sample were given the rape myth acceptance
measures (AMMSA and FPB) before the scenarios; the other half completed the scenarios first,

followed by the rape myth acceptance measures.

4.3 Questionnaire and Procedure

4.3.1 24 different questionnaires and procedure

Different versions of the questionnaire were created. The questionnaires were completed
during regular classes and had an allotted time slot of 20 minutes. To satisfy the time constraint,
participants were randomly assigned to one of four groups. Three scenarios were randomly assigned
to each of the four groups. Each scenario appeared once in each position from first to third to
mitigate possible order effects, that is, in case the order in which the scenarios were presented had
an effect on how participants judged the individual scenarios. Hypothesis 5 predicted rape myth
acceptance to be more closely related to blame ratings if it is measured before the scenarios. To test
this hypothesis, half of the participants completed the rape myth acceptance measures first, the
other half completed the scenarios first. This resulted in 4x3x2 = 24 different questionnaires:

- 4 questionnaires with three different scenarios each

- 3 versions where scenarios each appeared once in position one to three

- 2 groups where one group completed the RMA measures first, and the other group
the scenarios

Demographic data was always gathered at the end of the questionnaire. Apart from data
about their gender, age, field of study and year of study, participants also answered questions about
the region or country where they were born, grew up and live now, and whether those places had
support infrastructure for victims of rape, such as therapy offers or support groups. The support

infrastructure variables were collected as possible control variables and were not analyzed.

4.3.2 The rating scales

All rating scales were displayed as a series of numerals from 1 to 7 within a circle and
presented with the two extreme categories anchored by unipolar and bipolar pairs (“not at all”/”very
much” and “completely disagree”/”completely agree”). Respondents were asked to mark the circle
that best represented their level of agreement with the statement. There is an ongoing discussion
about treating rating scales as interval- rather than ordinal-level data (see Jamieson, 2004, for an
overview). It was assumed that participants understand the equidistant points to represent equal
intervals in a ‘mental continuum’ between no agreement and complete agreement (or complete
disagreement and complete agreement, respectively). The intervals between the poles were not

labeled to avoid the difficulty of achieving semantic equidistance. For each scale between four and
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16 items were averaged. A 7-point scale was considered to be sufficiently diffuse to warrant treating
it as continuous. Even if participants with the same opinion on an item marked different points, the
considerable sample size of N = 469 should ensure that the error is randomly distributed and would
only add to the unexplained variance. Also, the specific scores were of minor interest; the focus was
on how the response patterns change with the manipulation of the factor levels. According to
Akremi, Baur, and Fromm (2011), the danger of over-estimating an effect by treating ordinal scales as
interval level is very low. Lastly, treating rating scales as interval level has been empirically useful and
is the standard of all of the research this study is based upon (e.g., Bieneck & Krahé, 2011; Cowan &
Quinton, 1997; Gerger et al., 2007; Krahé et al., 2007).
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5 Results

The goal of the present study was to investigate victim and perpetrator blame ratings in rape
compared to robbery cases and measure the differential impact of the variables ‘coercive strategy’
and ‘victim-perpetrator relationship’. The association between rape myth acceptance and blame
ratings was taken into consideration and an attempt was made to find evidence for a causal
relationship. Evidence that rape myth acceptance cause blame ratings would lend conceptual
support to the mediation analysis that investigated whether the effect of gender on blame ratings
could be explained through differences in rape myth acceptance.

This chapter presents the descriptive statistics and the results from the hypothesis-testing
and exploratory analyses. The chapter will begin with descriptive statistics, including missing values
and exclusion criteria (section 5.1). The other three sections follow the order of the hypotheses
presented above. Section 5.2 on the effect of type of crime, coercive strategy, relationship, and rape-
supportive attitudes on victim and perpetrator blame encompasses Hypotheses 1 to 4. Whether the
order of presentation of the vignettes and the RMA measures influences response patterns will be
tested in section 5.3 (Hypothesis 5). The relationship between gender and rape-supportive attitudes
and their influence on attribution of blame to the victim and perpetrator will be investigated in
section 5.4 (Hypothesis 6).

Apart from the descriptive statistics, the sections are divided into four parts: (1) model
assumptions and specifications, (2) hypothesis-testing, (3) exploratory analysis, and (4) the
conclusion. As this is the first study to employ the newly translated instruments in Turkey (apart from
the previous unpublished research project), this study has an exploratory element. For the
hypothesis-testing analyses, Type | error control was implemented at the individual hypothesis level.
Some of the exploratory analyses were model stability tests which are descriptive in nature. As
inference was not the goal, Type | error control was considered unnecessary. Other exploratory
analyses were done after the hypothesis-testing was finished. The goal was to understand ‘what is
happening in the data’, to generate new questions and find possible limitations to the conclusions
drawn from the hypothesis-testing. Again, inference was not the objective and false positive results a
secondary issue. Therefore, the exploratory analyses have no Type | error control unless otherwise
stated.

Most analyses were done in IBM SPSS Statistics (version 22). Exceptions are described in the

respective paragraph on model assumptions and specifications.
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5.1 Descriptive Statistics

5.1.1 Descriptives: Questionnaire groups, exclusion criteria and missing values

Participants were randomly assigned to one of four groups. Each group received three of the
twelve scenarios used in this study (these groups will be referred to as ‘questionnaire groups’).
Eleven participants reported being born and/or having grown up in another country. As this might
indicate a cultural influence different from the intended sample of Turkish university students, they

were excluded from the analysis. After the exclusion of these eleven students, the number of

Table 2. Allocation of the twelve scenarios to the four questionnaire groups (Q1-4) and group
sizes.

Questionnaire

group Three vignettes per group N

Ql: Rape-A-Ex  Rob-F-Ac Rob-A-St 111
Q2: Rape-A-St  Rob-F-Ex Rob-A-Ex 117
Q3: Rape-F-Ac  Rob-F-St Rob-A-Ax 113
Q4: Rape-F-Ex Rape-A-Ac  Rape-F-St 117

Abbreviations: Rob = Robbery, A = Alcohol, F = Force, Ex = Ex-partner,
Ac = Acquaintance, St = Stranger

participants per questionnaire group was still balanced with N ranging from 111 to 117 (see Table 2).

Partial responses were accepted if valid responses were obtained for a minimum of two-
thirds of items per subscale (AMMSA, FPB, VB and PB for each scenario). If the number of valid
responses per subscale was below that minimum threshold, the participant was classified as not
having responded to that subscale at all.

Questionnaire group 1 (Rape/Alcohol/Ex-partner, Robbery/Force/Acquaintance,
Robbery/Alcohol/Stranger) had more missing values on the rape empathy item “How sorry do you
feel for [the victim]?” (n = 94 to 104) than on the other items (n = 108 to 111). This affected only
guestionnaire group 1. However, when calculating the mean VB and PB scores with the two-thirds
criteria described above, the difference disappeared and all questionnaire groups had a maximum
number of two missing cases per scenario.

The order in which the scenarios were presented within each questionnaire group had no
significant effect on victim blame ratings. There were significant differences for the order in which
the scenarios were presented with regard to perpetrator blame. However, the significant effects

appeared to be randomly scattered over questionnaire groups, ‘RMA first’/’Scenarios first’, and type

7 To improve readability, the following abbreviations will be used in the ‘Results’ chapter: VB = victim
blame; PB = perpetrator blame; RMA = rape myth acceptance
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of crime. Therefore, the effects were not investigated further. As the scenario order was

systematically varied to allow for such effects, no further action was necessary.

5.1.2 Descriptives: AMMSA and FPB
The 16 items of the AMMSA scale were averaged to form an overall score, as were the six

FPB items. Table 3 presents the descriptive statistics for those two scales.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics for the AMMSA and FPB scale.

Cronbach’s M Min, Mwmen Mwomen  Skewness  Kurtosis
alpha (SD) Max (SD) (SD) (SE) (SE)
3.47 1.13, 3.82° 3.30 0.10 -0.30
AMMSA 458 076 091) 613 (091)  (0.86) (11) (23)
3.00 1.00 3.62° 2.72 0.50 -0.95
FPB 4 . !
>8 088 1700 700 (1.78)  (1.59) (11) (23)

Values could range from 1 to 7 with higher values indicating higher rape myth acceptance. N for
Cronbach’s alpha are lower due to missing values. Superscript (a) indicates that the means for men
and women were significantly different at p <.001.

AMMSA scale. The AMMSA scale had a satisfactory internal consistency with
Cronbach’s a = 0.76. Item-total correlations of the AMMSA items ranged from r = .20 to .52 with the
exception of one item with an item-total correlation of r = .08 (“Because our society has a
disproportionate interest in sex, its sensitivity to crimes in this area is disproportionate as well”).
Inter-item correlations ranged from -.17 to .43 (mean inter-item correlation = .16). A visual
inspection of the histogram, box plots, and quantile-quantile plots indicated that the AMMSA was
normally distributed — overall as well as for male and female participants separately. Skewness and
kurtosis statistics and the Shapiro-Wilk test supported that interpretation. AMMSA scores ranged
from 1.13 t0 6.13 (men: 1.13 to 5.88; women: 1.13 to 6.13). The sample as a whole tended to reject
rather than accept the AMMSA statements with an overall mean of 3.47 (SD = 0.91; 26.6% of the
participants scored at or above the mid-point of 4). Agreement with the AMMSA items was the same

for all four questionnaire groups.

FPB scale. The FPB scale had a good internal consistency with Cronbach’s a = 0.88 (Kline,
1999). All items of the FPB scale correlated with the scale to a good degree (r = .62 to .75). Inter-item
correlations ranged from r = .45 and .67. Histograms, box plots, quantile-quantile plots for the FPB
scale showed a positive skew and a platykurtic distribution. The Shapiro-Wilk test for men and
women as well as the scale as a whole corroborated that impression. Separate statistics for men and
women showed that the distribution for men was not skewed, but platykurtic. The distribution for

women was both positively skewed and platykurtic. FPB scores ranged from 1.00 to 7.00 for both
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men and women. The sample as a whole tended to reject rather than accept the statements of the
FPB scale with an overall mean of 3.00 (SD = 1.71; 28.6% of the participants scored at or above the
mid-point of 4). Agreement with the FPB items differed between the questionnaire groups. Group 2
had a significantly higher mean than group 1 and 4 (from group 1 to 4: M =2.77, 3.35, 3.04, and
2.85). The overall correlation between AMMSA and FPB was r(456) = .69, p < .001. However, the
AMMSA-FPB correlation was significantly higher for the ‘RMA first” condition than for the ‘scenarios
first’ condition (RMA first: r(228) = .61; scenarios first: r(226) = .77; Fisher’s Z = 3.30; p < .001).

ZRMA as composite RMA variable. AMMSA and FPB were combined into a single rape myth
acceptance variable (ZRMA®). To ensure that both variables were represented equally, the new
ZRMA variable was calculated from the Z-standardized mean scores of AMMSA and FPB. The high
correlation between AMMSA and FPB and a principal component of .92 supported this decision.
ZRMA had a Cronbach’s alpha of .82 and showed a minimal deviation from the nominal M =0 and SD
=1 with M =-0.02 and SD = 0.92. Both AMMSA and FPB correlated with ZRMA at r(456) = .92,

p < .001. The ZRMA had a positive skewness of 0.29 (SE = .11) and a negative kurtosis of -0.73
(SE = .23). While the skewness and kurtosis scores indicated a deviation from the normal distribution,

the histogram showed ZRMA to be quite close to normal.

5.1.3 Desciptives: Victim and perpetrator blame
The four VB and the five PB items respectively were averaged to form overall scores for each
scenario. Reliability was satisfactory for PB with Cronbach’s alphas for all twelve scenarios ranging
from .72 to .90 (Kline, 1999). For VB, reliability was satisfactory for the six rape scenarios as well with
Cronbach’s alphas ranging from .73 to .85. In the six robbery scenarios the internal consistency was
acceptable (Cronbach’s a = .62 to .71). The VB-PB correlations were in the moderate to large range
with r=-.25 to -.61 (Cohen, 1988). PB had a pronounced negative skew for all scenarios with several
ceiling effects (see Table 4). Conversely, VB had a pronounced positive skew for most of the scenarios
with several bottom effects. VB histograms for the scenarios ‘rape - force - ex-partner’, ‘rape - alcohol
- acquaintance’, ‘rape - alcohol — stranger’, ‘robbery - alcohol - ex-partner’, and ‘robbery - alcohol -
acquaintance’ indicated only slight deviations from normality. Inter-item correlations for PB were
quite high (mean inter-item correlations from r = .37 to .69). However, for most rape scenarios there
%

was a noticeable gap between the inter-item correlations with the “perpetrator control” item

compared to the other four PB items amongst themselves (“is to blame”, “criminally liable”, “legally
punished”, and “judge guilty”, see section 4.2.5 for full items). The only robbery scenario with such a

pronounced gap was the ‘robbery - alcohol - stranger’ scenario.

18 To avoid ambiguity, RMA will refer to the concept of rape myth acceptance while ZRMA will refer to
the composite variable based on the z-standardized AMMSA and FPB mean scores.
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5.2 Effect of Type of Crime, Coercive Strategy, Relationship, and Rape Myth

Acceptance on Victim and Perpetrator Blame (GLM)

Hypotheses 1-3 expected (1) more blame to be attributed to victims of rape compared to
victims of robbery, with an increase in VB in rape (but not robbery) cases when (2) the victim was
drunk at the time of the assault or (3) a prior relationship existed between victim and perpetrator.
Conversely, (1) less PB was expected for rape cases compared to robbery, with PB further attenuated
in rape (but not robbery) cases where the perpetrator (2) exploited the victim’s alcohol-induced
defenselessness or (3) victim and perpetrator had a prior relationship. Hypothesis 4 expected the
participants’ level of rape myth acceptance to be positively related to their attribution of
responsibility to the victim, and negatively related to their attribution of responsibility to the

perpetrator, but for rape cases more than for robbery cases.

5.2.1 GLM: Model assumptions and specifications

Model specifications. To test these hypotheses, two general linear models (GLM) were used
—one for VB and one for PB as the dependent variable. The three independent variables type of
crime, coercive strategy, and prior victim-perpetrator relationship as well as the categorical predictor
variable gender were entered as fixed factors. RMA was entered as a continuous variable (ZRMA). VB
and PB are correlated measures, but cultural differences (such as more traditional gender roles)
could lead to a stronger effect of the independent variables on VB than on PB. Therefore, two
univariate analyses were preferred over a multivariate approach. To control the Type | error rate of
the two analyses the acceptable individual level alpha was set to p < .025 (instead of adjusting the
reported p-values).

Hypothesis 4 and homogeneity of regression slopes. The focus of Hypothesis 4 was the
interaction between ZRMA and type of crime. Interactions with ZRMA were mostly non-significant
for gender (VB: p = .028; PB: p =.007), strategy (VB: p =.041; PB: p = .055), and relationship (VB:

p =.821; PB: p =.979). Apart from the interaction of gender with ZRMA for PB, there were no
significant differences in the regression slopes, and heterogeneous regression slopes of ZRMA were
expected for rape and robbery. For that reason, and also to maintain reasonable cell sizes, ZRMA was
included as a continuous predictor. A preliminary one-way ANOVA indicated that ZRMA levels did not
differ significantly between the factor levels of the independent variables type of crime, coercive
strategy, and relationship. However, men showed higher ZRMA levels than women, F(1, 1307) =
90.20, p < .001, partial n%=.065. This effect will be discussed in the ‘Exploratory analysis’ section.
ZRMA scores also differed between the questionnaire groups, F(3, 1331) = 7.10, p < .001, n,%=.016.
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This was not considered to be a problem as ZRMA was included in the model and the participants in
the questionnaire groups received randomly assigned factor level combinations.

GLM assumptions. There was no reason to expect curvilinearity and scatterplots indicated
linear relationships between ZRMA and VB or PB respectively for all 2x2x2x3 = 24 factor level
combinations (gender, type of crime, coercive strategy, relationship). Although the dependent
variables were skewed, VB was skewed in the same direction for all scenarios, as was PB. Analysis of
the standardized residuals, Cook’s distance and leverage values indicated several outliers for VB and
PB. With a sample this large, a few extreme values were expected and there was no indication that
the values did not come from the intended population. Also, the change in the results after re-
running the analysis without these cases was negligible, so they were retained. The analyses were
conducted based on the individual observations with each participant contributing three values for
VB and three for PB. Entering subject as a random effect into the models could not be realized due to
lack of computational power. The broken assumption of independence will be discussed in the
‘Exploratory analysis’ section 5.2.3, the consequences for effect sizes in section 6.2.1. Only
observations with complete data for both VB and PB were included so that both analyses were based
on the same observations. With a sample size of N = 1331 observations, and cell sizes ranging from n
=22 ton=47 (men) and n = 68 to n = 86 (women), the sampling distribution was assumed to be
normal. Without gender, cell sizes for the independent variables type of crime, coercive strategy and
relationship were approximately equal with n = 107 to 115. Unequal n were caused by 2.25 times
more women than men in the overall sample. All cells were considered to be equally important, so
Type Il sum of squares was chosen as a conservative method for dealing with unequal n (Tabachnick
& Fidell, 2007). Scatterplots indicated that the assumption of homoscedasticity was broken.
However, the largest cell was less than 4 times larger than the smallest cell (3.91 for both VB and PB).
Also, the ratio of the largest cell variance to the smallest was less than 10 (5.11 for VB; 8.60 for PB).
Heteroscedasticity was therefore within acceptable limits (Tabachnick & Fidell, 2007). Only main
effects and 2-way interactions were tested because (1) higher-order interactions make it difficult to
determine the ‘location’ of an effect and (2) to avoid further inflating the experiment-wise error rate

that was already quite high due to testing six hypotheses in a single study.
5.2.2 GLM: Hypothesis-testing
Type of crime and gender. As predicted in Hypothesis 1, more blame was attributed to

victims of rape (M = 2.95, SE = .06%°) than to victims of robbery (M = 2.70, SE = .06), F(1, 1310) =

10.53, p =.001, n,2=.008. Conversely, less blame was attributed to perpetrators of rape (M = 5.85,

1% Estimated marginal means with standard errors at the ZRMA mean (M = -.02). The Bonferroni
correction was used to adjust alpha levels for multiple comparisons.
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SE = .05) than to perpetrators of robbery (M = 6.27, SE = .05), F(1, 1310) = 35.40, p < .001, n,?=.026.
Gender was non-significant for VB (p = .459). The interaction of gender and ZRMA for VB was non-
significant as well (p = .028). While the omnibus test indicated an overall effect of gender on PB, F(1,
1310) = 5.12, p = .024, n,% = .004, the difference between the estimated marginal means with ZRMA
at the mean for women (M = 6.14, SE = .04) and men (M = 5.98, SE = .06, p = .029) was just above the
p-value criterion of .025. Thus, it was not surprising that there was a significant interaction between
gender and ZRMA for PB, F(1, 1310) = 9.28, p = .002, n,? = .007. Both men and women were more
inclined to exonerate the perpetrator the more they endorsed rape myths, but this effect was more
pronounced for men (standardized 6 =-.309, r = .31) than for women (standardized 8 =-.151, r =
.15). All other 2-way interactions with gender were non-significant (VB: p = .675 to .996, PB: p = .126
to .995). The focus of the analysis was on the interaction of type of crime with information about

coercive strategy and victim-perpetrator relationship.

Coercive strategy. Hypothesis 2 predicted that information about the victim’s drunkenness
would increase VB and decrease PB in the rape cases while no effect was expected in the robbery
cases. In general, more blame was attributed to victims incapacitated by alcohol (M = 3.32, SE = .06)
than to victims overcome by force (M = 2.32, SE = 0.06), F(1, 1310) = 169.59, p <.001, n,?=.115. As

predicted, victims of rape were blamed more when they were drunk at the time of the assault

; Victim Blame (1-7) ; Perpetrator Blame (1-7)
T
B B T
5 5
4 4
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Figure 2. Interaction between type of crime and coercive strategy and the effect on ratings of victim
and perpetrator blame. Bars indicate standard errors. The displayed values differ from the reported
cell means because they are estimated marginal means for ZRMA = -.02. Values could range from 1 to
7 with higher values indicating more blame. Rob = Robbery.
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(M =3.34, SE = .08) compared to when they were overpowered by force (M = 2.55, SE = .08).
Contrary to the hypothesis, the same was true for victims of robbery (alcohol: M = 3.30, SE = .08,
force: M =2.09, SE = .08). The increase in VB from the force to the alcohol condition was slightly
more pronounced for robbery, F(1, 1310) = 133.42, p < .001, n,? = .092, than for rape, F(1, 1310) =
57.34, p <.001, n,? = .042. The interaction effect between crime and strategy was not caused by the
hypothesized effect of coercive strategy operating differently within the two types of crime, but
rather by the two crimes operating differently within the two types of strategies. While overpowered
victims were blamed more in the rape than in the robbery cases, F(1, 1310) = 18.82, p < .001, n,? =
.014, there was no difference in VB between drunk rape and drunk robbery victims, p = .648 (Figure
2). As predicted, PB was higher when the perpetrator used physical force (M = 6.23, SE = .05) rather
than exploited the defenselessness of the drunk victim (M = 5.89, SE = .05), F(1, 1310) = 23.27, p <
.001, n,%=.017. However, this was true for both rape and robbery and the expected interaction

between type of crime and coercive strategy was non-significant (p = .851).

Victim-perpetrator relationship. Hypothesis 3 predicted an interaction between type of
crime and victim-perpetrator relationship. VB for rape cases was expected to increase (and PB to
decrease) the closer the relationship between the two while no increase for VB (decrease for PB) was
expected for robbery cases. The type of relationship between victim and perpetrator had a main
effect on VB, F(2, 1310) = 13.12, p <.001, n,? = .020. Across both crime types and coercive strategies
VB increased from stranger (M = 2.57, SE = .07) to acquaintance (M = 2.85, SE = .07) to ex-partner
cases (M = 3.05, SE =.07). Across rape and robbery victims were blamed significantly less in stranger
cases compared to acquaintance (p = .009) and ex-partner cases (p < .001), but the difference
between acquaintance and ex-partner cases was not significant (p = .108). This effect was moderated
by an interaction between relationship and type of crime. For rape cases, the effect of relationship
on VB was significant, F(2, 1310) = 7.21, p = .001, n,% = .011. VB for rape increased from stranger (M =
2.67, SD = .09) to acquaintance (M = 3.11, SD = .09, p = .002) and ex-partner rape (M = 3.06, SD = .10,
p = .008). However, VB was nearly identical for acquaintance and ex-partner rape (p = 1.00). VB for
robbery cases increased from stranger (M = 2.46, SD = .10) to acquaintance (M = 2.59, SD = .10) to
ex-partner cases (M = 3.04, SD = .09), F(2, 1310) = 11.35, p <.001, n,?=.017. While VB was
significantly higher for ex-partner robbery compared to acquaintance (p = .001) and stranger robbery
(p < .001), the difference between acquaintance and stranger robbery was non-significant (p = 1.00).
Looking at the differences from the relationship perspective showed that there was no difference in
VB when the crime was committed by an ex-partner (p = .840) or a stranger (p =.102). But in
acquaintance cases, victims were blamed more for rape than for robbery (p < .001). The main effect
of relationship on PB was non-significant (p = .350). But the type of relationship had a different effect

on PB depending on the crime. As predicted, PB decreased from stranger (M = 6.02, SE = .08) to
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Figure 3. Interaction between type of crime and relationship and the effect on ratings of victim and
perpetrator blame. Bars indicate standard errors. The displayed values differ from the reported cell
means because they are estimated marginal means for ZRMA = -.02. Values could range from 1 to 7
with higher values indicating more blame. Rob = Robbery, St = Stranger, Ac = Acquaintance, Ex = Ex-
partner.

acquaintance (M =5.87, SE = .08) to ex-partner rape (M = 5.66, SE = .09), F(2, 1310) =4.48, p = .012,
n,%=.007. However, only the difference for PB between ex-partner and stranger rape was significant
(p =.009). In line with the hypothesis, there was no change in PB in the robbery cases when the
victim and perpetrator had a prior relationship (p = .213), see Figure 3. From the relationship
perspective, perpetrators of rape and robbery were blamed equally in the stranger cases. But while
the blame attributed to perpetrators of rape decreased the closer the relationship to the victim, no

such decrease was observed in the robbery cases.

Rape myth acceptance. Participants’ attribution of blame to the victims of rape and robbery
were associated with their rape-supportive attitudes, F(1, 1310) = 154.42, p < .001, n,2=.105. The
relationship between ZRMA and VB was moderated by an interaction of ZRMA with type of crime. As
predicted in Hypothesis 4, higher RMA was associated with higher VB for rape (standardized 6 = .383,
r = .38). Higher RMA was associated with higher VB for robbery as well (standardized 8 = .229, r =
.23), but the effect was more pronounced in rape cases, F(1, 1310) = 17.25, p < .001, n,% = .013.
Figure 4 shows that VB ratings for participants with low RMA were very similar for rape and robbery.
The more participants endorsed rape myths, the more they differentiated between victims of
robbery and victims of rape. Attribution of blame to the perpetrator was associated with RMA as
well, F(1, 1310) = 76.89, p < .001, n,% = .055. The higher the RMA, the more participants were inclined
to exonerate the perpetrator (standardized 8 = -.232, r = .23). The slope for rape PB appeared to

have a steeper decline than the slope for robbery PB (Figure 4). But contrary to the hypothesis, the



Lea Spille Deciding who to blame for rape and robbery in Turkey 56

association between RMA and rape PB was not significantly different from the association between

RMA and robbery PB (p = .055).

Blame Rating

7
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PB Robbery
5 —¥— PEBE Rape
4 —&— /B Rape
B Robbery
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Figure 4. Association between rape myth acceptance (RMA) and ratings of perpetrator blame
(PB) and victim blame (VB). To improve readability, the X-axis was offset slightly to the left.
Each group between Minimum, Q1, Median, Q3, and Maximum represents 25% of the
participants in the sample, the RMA score is the ZRMA cut-off value for that group.

5.2.3 GLM: Exploratory analysis

VB, PB and ZRMA. Figure 4 suggests that the participants with the highest RMA attributed
almost as much blame to the perpetrators as they did to the victims of rape. Paired-samples t tests
indicated that the difference between the blame attributions to the victims and perpetrators of rape
was not significantly different (p = .353) for participants with the highest 5% of ZRMA (n = 22
participants). It also appeared as if participants with low ZRMA scores assigned just as much blame to
perpetrators of rape and perpetrators of robbery. This seemed to be true for the lowest 18% of
ZRMA scores (n = 82 participants). Most participants received one rape scenario, but some
participants received three rape scenarios. Since this analysis was exploratory, it was performed
without averaging the blame ratings of participants who received three rape scenarios first; so the

two reported effects are likely to be somewhat overestimated.

Relationship by coercive strategy interaction. There was also a non-hypothesized interaction
between strategy and relationship for both VB and PB. Perpetrators who committed a rape or

robbery were blamed the same when they were ex-partners or strangers, regardless of whether they
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used force (p = .289) or exploited a drunk victim (p = 1.00). Acquaintances were judged quite
differently: When they used force, acquaintances (M = 6.54, SE = .09) were blamed more than ex-
partners (M = 5.98, SE = .08) or strangers (M = 6.17, SE = .09), F(2, 1310) = 11.77, p < .001, n,? = .018.
But when they exploited drunk victims, acquaintances (M = 5.67, SE = .08) were blamed less than ex-
partners (M = 6.00, SE = .09) or strangers (M = 6.00, SE = .08), F(2, 1310) = 5.31, p = .005, n,%=.008.
Correspondingly, drunk victims were blamed most in the acquaintance cases (M = 3.61, SE =.09)
compared to the ex-partner (M = 3.13, SE = .09) and stranger cases (M = 3.22, SE =.09), F(2, 1310) =
7.82, p <.001, ny,?=.012. Overpowered victims on the other hand were blamed most in the ex-
partner cases (M = 2.96, SE = .09) compared to acquaintance (M = 2.09, SE = .10) and stranger cases
(M=1.92, SE=.09), F(2, 1310) = 39.04, p < .001, np?=.056. Interestingly, victim blame in ex-partner
cases was very similar for both coercive strategies (p = .163), but within the respective coercive

strategy, it was highest when physical force was used, but lowest when victims were drunk.

Gender, RMA, and their interaction. To check whether the results hinged on the decision to
include the AMMSA and FPB scales as a z-standardized composite variable, | ran several analyses for
VB with different ways to include AMMSA and FPB, e.g., one or both of the scales separately as
covariates or fixed factors (with 2 or 4 categories), or combined to a single measure based on the raw
scores of AMMSA and FPB (both as covariate or fixed factors with 2, 3 or 4 categories). Most effects
remained stable with only minimal differences in F-, p- and n,?-values. The main effect of rape-
supportive attitudes remained unaffected by the different ways of including them in the analysis (all
effects significant at p < .001 and in the n,%range of .10). However, the effect of gender varied
greatly with p-values ranging from p = .024 to .911.The interaction between gender and rape-
supportive attitudes was affected to a lesser degree with p-values ranging from p = .001 to .061. The
proportion of explained variance for VB was nearly identical for the reported model (R?= .29,
adjusted R?=.28) and a model that excluded gender (R? = .29, adjusted R?=.28). When gender but
not ZRMA was included in the model R? dropped to .19 (adjusted R?=.18). For PB, the results from
the models showed a similar pattern, albeit less pronounced (reported model: R? = .14, adjusted R? =
.13; without gender: R?=.12, adjusted R?=.12; without ZRMA: R?= .09, adjusted R?=.08). The
models that excluded gender had balanced cell sizes with n = 107 to 115, so it appears that unequal n

and heteroscedasticity in the reported model were not a major concern.

Assumption of independence. With each participant contributing three VB and PB values the
assumption of independence was broken. To gauge how that affected the results, the analysis was
repeated with three subsamples with only one participant value each that were created through
stratified random sampling. There were a few deviations from the expected pattern in the three

subsamples, but the deviations seemed to be randomly scattered across subsamples and effects. And
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in each case, only one of the three subsamples were affected while the other two fit the pattern.
With cell sizes ranging from n = 4 to 32 for the subsamples, | attributed the phenomenon to the
reduced robustness against heteroscedasticity, non-normality and outliers. The results for the
subsamples were largely the same as the ones for the overall models reported above, apart from the
expected drop in power with subsample sizes being only one-third of the overall sample size.

Therefore, the results were considered reliable despite the broken assumption of independence.

5.2.4 GLM: Conclusion

Overall, the chosen model explained more variance of VB (R? = .29, adjusted R?=.28) than of
PB (R?= .14, adjusted R2=.13). Evaluation of Hypothesis 1 to 3 was done at an average level of rape-
supportive attitudes (ZRMA at the mean).

Hypothesis 1 that victims of rape were blamed more than victims of robbery was confirmed
by the data. As expected, perpetrators were blamed less for rape than for robbery.

Hypothesis 2 that information about the victims’ alcohol consumption would increase VB and
attenuate PB only for rape cases was partially supported by the data. Instead of VB increasing and PB
decreasing only in the rape cases when the victim was drunk, the same effect was found for robbery
cases. And while rape victims who succumbed to force were blamed more than victims of robbery in
the ‘force’ scenarios, victims of both rape and robbery were blamed equally when they were drunk.
As predicted, the perpetrator was blamed more when he used physical force rather than exploited
the alcohol-induced defenselessness of the victim. Unexpectedly, this was true for both rape and
robbery.

Hypothesis 3 received partial confirmation from the results as well. The hypothesis predicted
to two things for VB: (1) an increase in VB for rape from stranger to acquaintance to ex-partner rape
and (2) no increase in VB for robbery from stranger to acquaintance to ex-partner robbery. As
predicted, victims of stranger rape were blamed less than victims of acquaintance or ex-partner rape.
However, the expected increase in VB from acquaintance to ex-partner rape could not be found.
Contrary to the hypothesis, victims of ex-partner robbery were blamed more than victims of
acquaintance or stranger robbery. From the relationship perspective victim blame differed for rape
and robbery only in the acquaintance cases. In conclusion, the first part of the hypothesis that rape
victims would be blamed more the closer the relationship was partially confirmed in that victims
were blamed more in cases where victim and perpetrator knew each other (acquaintance and ex-
partner cases) compared to when they did not (stranger cases). The second part of the hypothesis
that attribution of blame to victims of robbery would not be influenced by the relationship between
victim and perpetrator was not supported by the data. Interestingly, whether a rape or robbery was

committed made a difference on VB only when the perpetrator was an acquaintance.
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For PB, Hypothesis 3 predicted (1) a decrease in perpetrator blame for rape from stranger to
acquaintance to ex-partner rape and (2) no decrease in PB for robbery from stranger to acquaintance
to ex-partner robbery. In the rape cases, PB ratings were attenuated the closer the relationship
between the two, but the results were significant only for the difference between the two extremes
ex-partner and stranger rape. Thus, the first part of the hypothesis for PB was partially supported by
the data. The second part of the hypothesis that attribution of blame to the perpetrator of robbery
would be the same regardless of the relationship between victim and perpetrator was consistent
with the data. Furthermore, perpetrators of rape and robbery were blamed equally when they did
not know the victim. Knowing the victim decreased perpetrator blame in the rape cases, but not in
the robbery cases.

Hypothesis 4 that the more participants endorsed rape myths, the more willing they would
be to blame the victim and exonerate the perpetrators of rape was supported by the data. As
predicted in Hypothesis 4, ZRMA was positively related to VB ratings. The more participants
endorsed rape-supportive attitudes, the more they blamed victims for the assault. This effect was
significant across both types of crime, but significantly more pronounced for rape than for robbery,
as expected. ZRMA was negatively related to PB ratings, and the attenuation of PB with increasing
RMA was more pronounced for rape than for robbery cases, but the difference was non-significant.

Across all scenarios, men blamed the perpetrator less than women did and there was a main
effect of gender that was not explained by the interaction of gender with ZRMA. Gender did not
appear to be an important factor for the attribution of blame to the victim beyond what could be
explained by the interaction with ZRMA. However, the effect of gender and to a lesser degree the
interaction between ZRMA and gender was unstable in the exploratory analysis. The chosen
approach appeared to be suboptimal for modeling the effect of gender, ZRMA and their interaction
at the same time. The relationship of gender and rape-supportive attitudes will be further

investigated in Hypothesis 6.

5.3 Order of Presentation and the Causal Influence of Rape Myth Acceptance on

Blame Ratings

Hypothesis 5 postulated a direct causal link from rape-supportive attitudes to judgments
about rape cases. If RMA was directly responsible for blame ratings in rape cases, then those blame
ratings should be more closely related to RMA when participants were reminded of their rape-
supportive attitudes before making judgments about rape cases (condition ‘first RMA — then
scenarios’, from here on referred to as ‘RMA first’). The correlation between RMA and blame ratings
should be lower when the RMA measure is completed after judgments about rape cases were made

(condition “first scenarios —then RMA’, from here on referred to as ‘Scenarios first’).
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5.3.1 Oder of presentation: Model assumptions and specifications

To test this hypothesis, overall scores for both PB and VB were created by averaging across
the six rape scenarios, and the six robbery scenarios, respectively. Pearson’s r correlation coefficients
for ZRMA ratings with VB and PB for rape and robbery were calculated separately for the ‘RMA first’
and the ‘Scenarios first’ condition. Fisher’s Z was used to assess the significance of the difference
between the correlations coefficients for ‘RMA first’ and ‘Scenarios first’. To test whether two
correlation coefficients are different, they need to be compared relative to the expected variability
for the respective sample size. The variance of r grows smaller as it approaches 1. Fisher’s r-to-z
transformation stabilizes the variance, so that the two z-transformed r values can be compared with
a Z-test (Garbin, 2010). For a discussion of the data being interval level, see section 4.3.2.
Scatterplots indicated a linear relationship between the variables for all 16 combinations of RMA
measures, blame ratings, type of crime, and order of presentation (2x2x2x2). The dependent
variables VB and PB were highly skewed with quite a few outliers. The assumption of
homoscedasticity was not tenable for most of the factor level combinations. These factors suggested
using the robust Spearman’s rank correlation coefficient rho instead of Pearson’s product-moment
correlation coefficient r. But as Pearson’s r is more common and often used despite violated
assumptions, both correlation coefficients will be reported. According to Sheskin (2003), Fisher’s r-to-
z transformation can be used for Spearman’s rho if N 2 10 and rho < .90 and by replacing the term
1/(n-3) with 1.06/(n-3). | adapted the spreadsheet version of Garbin’s FZT Computator (n.d.) for that
purpose. Fisher’s Z-test has low power (Kenny, 1987). Two independent samples of N = 230 each
would require, for example, r =.45 vs .29 or r = .30 vs .12 for the null hypothesis to be rejected at p <
.05. Due to the low power of the test, the hypothesis-testing was limited to testing the difference
between ‘RMA first’ and ‘Scenarios first’ in the rape cases, with alpha levels for both VB and PB set a

p < .025.

5.3.2 Order of presentation: Hypothesis-testing

The overall rape VB was M =2.94, SD = 1.45, a = .81 and the overall rape PB was M =5.97,
SD =1.20, o = .88%, Correlations were computed between the ZRMA and the two blame ratings (VB,
PB) for each of the two orders of presentation. Pearson’s r ranged from .31 to .47, all p < .01.

Spearman’s rho ranged from .27 to .46. Contrary to the expectation, correlation coefficients between

20 Eyery participant contributed three sets of VB and PB scores because three scenarios each were
randomly assigned to one of the four questionnaire groups for data collection (which entails four groups of
participants). Three groups of participants contributed one VB/PB set for rape and two sets for robbery. One
group of participants contributed three VB/PB sets for rape and none for robbery. The overall mean and standard
deviation are based on participant averages, so that the opinion of the sample as a whole would not be distorted
by some participants contributing multiple values. Cronbach’s a as a scale property was based on the complete
set of individual item scores regardless of how many scores were contributed by the same participant.
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ZRMA and VB/PB were higher for the ‘Scenarios first’ condition. Fisher’s Z indicated no significant

differences between ‘RMA first’ and ‘Scenarios first’ condition (see Table 5).

5.3.3 Order of presentation: Exploratory analysis
Three questionnaire group completed only one rape scenario each, whereas one

Table 5. Pearson’s and Spearman’s correlation coefficients rape and robbery VB/PB sorted by ‘RMA
first’ and ‘Scenarios first’. The correlation coefficients were compared using Fisher’s Z.

ZRMA ZRMA
(Pearson’s r) (Spearman’s rho)

RMA first Scenarios  Fisher's |Z| = RMAfirst  Scenarios  Fisher’s | Z|

(N) first (N) (p) (N) first (N) (p)
Victim blame
Rape 409** 470** 0.80 .400** 457** 0.72
P (229) (225) (.423) (229) (225) (.616)
Robber .340%** .266** 0.75 .355%* .265%* 0.89
4 (172) (169) (.456) (172) (169) (.376)
Fisher’s | Z| 0.79 2.32 0.50 2.10
(p) (.430) (.021) (.616) (.036)
Perpetrator
blame
Rape -.308%* -.367** 0.71 -.264** -.342%** 0.89
P (230) (228) (.479) (230) (228) (.375)
Robber -.296** -217%* 0.77 -.278%** -217** 0.58
4 (172) (169) (.439) (172) (169) (.563)
Fisher’s | Z| 0.13 1.61 0.14 1.29
(p) (.897) (.092) (.885) (.197)

** Correlation is significant at p <.01. Correlations are based on participant averages so that each
participant’s opinion would count only once. Correlation coefficients and Fisher’s Z in bold font with
gray shading were part of the hypothesis-testing, the correlation coefficients for robbery and the
other Fischer’s Z values were computed as part of the exploratory analysis.

questionnaire group completed three rape scenarios (‘rape - force - stranger’, ‘rape - alcohol —
acquaintance’, and ‘rape - force - ex-partner’). It is conceivable that the results above are at least
partially due to most participants completing only one rape scenario, e.g., because participants
reacted differently to information about the coercive strategy or relationship. To explore this
possibility, correlations between the ZRMA and the blame ratings (VB, PB) were computed separately
for each of the questionnaire groups. For rape, only questionnaire group 1 with ‘rape - alcohol - ex-
partner’ had the expected pattern of a higher correlation between ZRMA and VB/PB for ‘RMA first’.

The three other groups showed higher correlation between VB/PB with ZRMA in the ‘Scenarios first’
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condition. More interesting was the observation that blame ratings for both VB and PB for rape and

robbery were more similar in the ‘RMA first’ than in the ‘Scenarios first’ condition.

5.3.4 Order of presentation: Conclusion

Hypothesis 5 predicted a causal link from RMA to blame ratings in rape cases in that RMA
ratings would be more closely related to blame ratings when participants were reminded of their
rape-supportive attitudes before making judgments about rape cases. The correlation coefficients
showed a consistent pattern: For rape, all correlations were higher in the ‘Scenarios first’ condition,
and not in the ‘RMA first’ condition as predicted. The exploratory analysis showed that RMA scores
also correlated with blame ratings in the robbery cases. Unlike the rape cases, correlations were
higher in the ‘RMA first’ than in the ‘Scenarios first’ condition in the robbery cases. This resulted in a
pattern where correlations of blame attributions with ZRMA were more similar for rape and robbery
in the ‘RMA first’ condition and more disparate in the ‘Scenarios first’ condition. But with regard to
Hypothesis 5, Fisher’s Z indicated no significant differences between the ‘RMA first’ and ‘Scenarios
first’ condition. Thus, the hypothesis that RMA would be more closely linked to rape blame ratings

when RMA measures were completed before the scenarios was not supported by the data.

5.4 Rape Myth Acceptance as a Mediator for the Effect of Gender

Hypothesis 6 stated that men would be more inclined to blame the victim and exonerate the
perpetrator than women due to men’s greater adherence to rape myths. Thus, the effect of gender
on blame ratings was expected to be mediated by RMA. In a simple mediation model (Figure 5), the
mediator (partially) explains the relationship between a predictor and an outcome variable. The
traditional causal steps approach to mediation (Baron & Kenny, 1986) focuses on the reduction of
the total effect between the predictor and the outcome when the mediator is included in the model.
The indirect effect (ab) is not tested itself but is inferred from the amount by which the total effect
(c) of the predictor is decreased (c’) when the mediator is included in the analysis (ab = ¢ - ¢’). More
recent studies showed that a significant total effect was not necessary for an indirect effect to occur.
For example, the total effect of experimental exposure to political campaign news (predictor) on the
likelihood of voting (outcome) could be non-significant, while an indirect effect is present: Exposure
to political campaign news could reduce trust (mediator), which results in a lower likelihood of voting

(Hayes, 2009).
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Figure 5. Model (A) shows the total effect of the predictor on the outcome variable. Model (B) shows
a simple mediation model.

5.4.1 Mediation: Model assumptions and specifications

The indirect effect of gender on blame ratings via rape-supportive attitudes was tested with
Hayes’ PROCESS?! macro for SPSS (v2.13, released 26 September 2014). This approach was preferred
over the traditional causal steps approach (Baron & Kenny, 1986) due to its higher power and
because it allows to test the indirect effect itself (Hayes, 2009). Since the order of presentation did
not have any significant immediate effect on blame ratings (Hypothesis 5), both ‘RMA first’ and
‘Scenario first’ data was included in the model. Two overall scores for rape, one for VB and one for
PB, were computed for each participant. Gender was entered as the predictor variable, ZRMA as the
mediator. VB for rape (and PB, respectively) were entered as outcome variables (PROCESS model
number 4). The percentile bootstrapping confidence intervals (Cl) were chosen for better Type | error
control compared to the bias corrected Cls (Fritz, Taylor, & MacKinnon, 2012; Hayes & Scharkow,
2013). Hayes and Preacher (2014) suggest adjusting p-values or using Cls greater than 95% to
account for multiple testing. However, Bender and Lange (2001) caution that Cls greater than 95%
slightly reduce the risk of Type | error in multiple testing but do not adequately control the error rate.
Therefore, the acceptable individual level alpha was set to p < .025 (instead of adjusting the reported
p-values). The report of the indirect effect does not come with a p-value, so as a compromise the
99% Cl was requested for this test. As recommended by Hayes (2009), the results are based on 5000
bootstrapping samples. The PROCESS macro uses listwise deletion per default. Mediation analysis

requires outcome variables to be quantitative, continuous and unbounded (Field, 2013). VB for rape

21 http://processmacro.org/
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ranged from 1.00 to 7.00 both men and women. Frequency analyses showed no apparent gaps
within the range for both men and women. PB for rape ranged from 1.80 to 7.00 for both genders.
For both men and women, the PB scores were a slightly further apart on the low end of the range.
But with no apparent gaps, both VB and PB for rape were considered to be unbounded. For a
discussion of a 7-point scale being interval level, see section 4.3.2. The upper and lower bound for
the Durbin-Watson test statistic are dL = 1.83 and dU = 1.85 for N = 440, k = 2 (including the
intercept), p < .05%. With d-values ranging from 1.78 to 1.86, some paths appeared to be positively
autocorrelated. However, with a sample of N > 440, the Durbin-Watson test statistic is fairly strict
and computing overall scores per participant provided independent, cross-sectional data for this
analysis. The d-values were considered close enough to d = 2 that further investigation into clustering
on variables such as age or field of study was considered unnecessary. Unstandardized coefficient (B)
and the standard error (SE) will be reported. Since ZRMA is a standardized variable, an interpretation

of the B values involving this variable is not possible in terms of the original 7-point scale.

5.4.2 Mediation: Hypothesis-testing

N = 443 cases were included in the rape VB model. Gender had a significant total effect on
rape VB (path ¢, B=-0.18, SE = .07, p = .014, negative values from gender indicate higher scores for
men). Gender also had a significant effect on ZRMA with B = -0.28, SE = .05, p < .001 (path a). The
effect of ZRMA on rape VB (path b) was significant at B =0.71, SE = .07, p < .001. Including both
gender and ZRMA in the model resulted in a non-significant direct effect (path ¢’, B=0.01, SE=.07,p
=.893) and an indirect effect of B=-0.19, 99% Cl [-0.31, -0.10], see model (A) in Figure 6. In addition,
the Sobel test statistic = -0.19 indicated a significant reduction from the total to the direct effect (p <
.001). k%= .13, 95% CI [.08, .18] indicated an effect in the medium range (Preacher & Kelley, 2011).

N = 446 cases were included in the rape PB model. As was the case for rape VB, gender had a
significant total effect on rape PB (path ¢, B=0.25, SE = .06, p < .001). The effect of ZRMA on rape PB
(path b) was significant at B = -0.40, SE = .06, p < .001. After including both gender and ZRMA in the
model, gender still had a significant direct effect on PB rape (B = 0.14, SE = .06, p = .021). The indirect
effect of gender on rape PB through ZRMA was B =0.11, 99% CI [0.05, 0.19], see model (B) in Figure
6. Additionally, the Sobel test statistic of 0.11 indicated a significant reduction from the total to the
direct effect of gender on rape PB (p < .001). k2= .08, 95% Cl [.05, .12] indicated a small to medium
effect size (Preacher & Kelley, 2011).

22 All critical Durbin-Watson d values for N > 200 obtained from
http://web.stanford.edu/~clint/bench/dw05c.htm
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Path a: ZRMA Path b:
B =-0.28*** B=0.71***
SE=.05 SE=.07

Path c: B=-0.18%, SE = .07

Gender Pathc- B=00L SE=.07 | Rape Victim Blame
Path a: ZRMA Path b:
B =-0.28*** B = -0.40%**
SE=.05 SE=.06

Path c: B=0.25***, SFE = .06
Path c: B=0.14%, SE = .06

Gender —> Rape Perpetrator Blame

Figure 6. * = significant at p <.025. *** = significant at p <.001. ZRMA as a mediator between
participant gender and rape victim blame (A) and rape perpetrator blame (B) respectively. Path c'
shows a reduced direct effect of gender on VB and PB when ZRMA is included in the model.
Gender was coded as -1 for male and as 1 for female participants, so that negative paths from
gender indicate higher scores for men. Path coefficients are unstandardized beta coefficients.

5.4.3 Mediation: Exploratory analysis

Due to the exploratory nature of the following analysis, no adjustment for multiple testing
was made apart from a p-value criterion of 0.025 for each VB/PB couplet. Hypothesis 5 indicated that
the link between RMA and blame ratings was not stronger when RMA were measured first. Based on
this observation, data from both orders of presentation were included in the mediation model
reported above. To check whether it would have changed the results to include only participants
from the ‘RMA first’ condition, separate analyses for ‘RMA first’ and ‘Scenario first’ were conducted.
Apart from the loss in power, the results were largely the same both ‘RMA first’, ‘Scenarios first’ and
the overall model reported above. To investigate whether the mediating effect of ZRMA between
gender and VB/PB could also be found in the robbery cases, the analyses were conducted again with
robbery VB and PB as outcome variables. While the total and direct effect of gender on robbery VB
and PB was non-significant, the analyses found an indirect effect for both VB and PB when ZRMA was
included in the model. Furthermore, when rape VB and PB were entered as mediators into the model
with ZRMA as the outcome variable, indirect effects for gender on ZRMA through rape VB/PB
emerged as well. Interestingly, the reduction from the total to the direct effect was much smaller
when rape VB was the mediator instead of ZRMA (however, the reduction was still significant).

Exchanging ZRMA and rape PB as mediator and outcome variable resulted in largely the same drop
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from total to the direct effect that was observed for ZRMA as the mediator and rape PB as the
outcome. Zero-order correlations between RMA (ZRMA, AMMSA and FPB) and blame ratings (VB and

PB) were consistently higher for rape than for robbery cases.

5.4.4 Mediation: Conclusion

Hypothesis 6 postulated that men would be more inclined to blame the victim and exonerate
the perpetrator than women due to men’s greater adherence to rape myths. For both rape VB and
PB there was a significant indirect effect of gender on blame ratings through rape-supportive
attitudes. For VB, the direct path from gender to rape VB was nearly zero when ZRMA was included
in the model. In this sample, gender no longer affected rape VB after ZRMA had been controlled.
However, the 95% Cl for B = .01 was [-0.13, 0.15], so a partial mediation in the population is possible.
In the case of rape PB, gender still had predictive power even after ZRMA was included in the model.
This suggests a partial mediation. However, conclusions from mediation analysis are only valid to the
degree that the causal assumptions are valid (Judd & Kenny, 2010; as cited in Kenny, 2014). The
causal assumptions in this study were (1) that gender cannot cause rape blame ratings directly, (2)
that the effect of gender must thus be mediated by another variable (namely rape-supportive
attitudes), and (3) that rape-supportive attitudes cause rape blame ratings. According to the
exploratory analysis, rape blame ratings cause rape-supportive attitudes almost to the same degree
as rape-supportive attitudes cause rape blame ratings. This result suggests either (1) an omitted
variable that causes both rape-supportive attitudes and rape blame ratings, (2) a common method
effect in that both measures are self-reports from the same person, or (3) a model specification error
in that rape blame ratings in fact cause ZRMA (Kenny, 2014). A reverse causal effect cannot be
determined statistically. But it is reasonable to assume that attributing blame to victims and
perpetrators is somehow an expression of personal opinions and attitudes (as opposed to, e.g.,
purely situational factors). Thus, the reverse causal effect seems improbable. The exploratory
analysis showed a mediating effect of rape-supportive attitudes from gender to blame ratings for
robbery cases as well. It is possible that an omitted variable causes both RMA and blame ratings for
rape and robbery. In this case, ZRMA acts as a “proxy” for the omitted variable (Kenny, 2014).
Whether the results are caused by an omitted variable or are a common method effect is unclear. In
conclusion, Hypothesis 6 that the effect of gender on rape blame ratings is mediated by rape-
supportive attitudes is supported by the data, but exploratory analysis questions the causal

assumption of the model.
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6 Discussion

The last chapter is dedicated to critically discuss the analysis. | will summarize and interpret
the most important results and compare them to other relevant research. This will be followed by a
reflection on methodological strengths and limitations of the present study. | will close with a
conclusion and suggestions for future research.

One interest of the present study was to see whether attribution of blame to the victims and
perpetrators was different depending on whether a rape or robbery was committed, and how
judgments were influenced by participants’ rape myth acceptance. Another goal was to investigate
how the perpetrators’ coercive strategy and the victim-perpetrator relationship operated differently
within the crimes of rape and robbery. Furthermore, this study investigated the causal role of rape
myth acceptance on blame ratings by testing whether reminding participants of their rape-
supportive attitudes prior to rating the case scenarios would have an immediate impact on their
judgment. Lastly, it was expected that men would blame the perpetrators of rape less and victims of
rape more than women due to men’s higher rape myth acceptance.

The study was embedded in the framework of data-driven and schema-driven information
processing. Data-driven information processing is the careful, elaborate way of thinking, whereas
schema-driven information processing, the ‘quick and dirty’ way of thinking, relies on prior opinions
and generalized beliefs (schemata) to categorize and judge available information (Kunda, 1999). The
reliance on the schema of the real rape stereotype — the violent attack of a stranger on an
unsuspecting victim — has been linked to the phenomenon of victim blaming, where cases that
deviate from the real rape stereotype are denied the status of a genuine rape.

The present study largely built on the work of Bieneck and Krahé (2011), Krahé et al. (2007),
and Temkin and Krahé (2008, Study 2). It extends past research by applying the vignettes used by
Bieneck and Krahé (2011) and the rape myth acceptance measures created by Cowan and Quinton

(FPB scale, 1997) and Gerger et al. (AMMSA scale, 2007) in Turkey and thus a cross-cultural context.

6.1 Discussion of the Results

The discussion of the results will broadly follow the order of the hypotheses but with a few
exceptions. The first section (6.1.1) will compare the results of the two rape myth acceptance scales
AMMSA and FPB with those found in other studies. Hypothesis 1 and 4 will be discussed collectively
in section 6.1.2. Hypothesis 2 will be discussed in section 6.1.3 and Hypothesis 3 in section 6.1.4.
Section 6.1.5 on the causal role of rape myth acceptance will combine a discussion of Hypothesis 5

with considerations for the causal assumptions of the mediation model of Hypothesis 6. The results
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of Hypothesis 6 will be discussed separately in the subsequent section 6.1.6. The discussion of the

results will be concluded section 6.1.7

6.1.1 Rape myth acceptance scales AMMSA and FPB

The present study was the second one to employ the Turkish version of the AMMSA and FPB
scale after the unpublished previous research project. Said unpublished previous research project
indicated that the AMMSA and FPB scale (Gerger et al., 2007; and Cowan & Quinton, 1997,
respectively) performed as well in Turkey as they did in countries of the North American mainstream

(see below). The present study supports this impression as well.

AMMSA scale. The AMMSA scale was developed to measure contemporary myths regarding
sexual violence and to achieve distributions that approximate normality better than other rape myth
acceptance scales through more subtle wording (Gerger et al., 2007). The results from the present
study indicated no deviation from normality for the AMMSA scale. The mean agreement with the
items of the AMMSA scale?® (M =3.47, SD = 0.91, o = .76) was slightly lower compared to the
previous research project (M =3.78, SD = 0.81, a = .72). Results from both this study and the
previous research project were higher compared to results from Krahé et al. (2008) from Germany
with undergraduate law students (M = 2.97, SD = 0.84, a = .84, Study 1) and postgraduate trainee
lawyers (Gerichtsreferendare, M = 2.92, SD = 0.75, a = .77, Study 2). Another recent study in Germany
with a student sample (Siissenbach et al., 2015) found lower rape myth acceptance (measured with
the 11-item AMMSA scale) compared to the Turkish results as well (M = 3.05, SD = 1.18, a = .89,
Study 1). The results from Turkey were lower compared to results from the general public in the

United Kingdom (M = 3.90, Temkin & Krahé, 2008, Study 3).

FPB scale. The FPB scale showed positive skewness and negative kurtosis in the present
study. While the FPB scale was positively skewed and platykurtic in previous research project as well,
the effect was more pronounced in the present study. Agreement with the FPB scale (M = 3.00,

SD =1.70, a = .88) was slightly lower compared to the previous research project as well (M = 3.17,
SD =1.52, a = .82). Temkin and Krahé (2008) found similar or lower agreement with the FPB scale in
the United Kingdom among undergraduate law students (M =3.12, SD = 1.46, a = .87, Study 1),
vocational law students (M = 2.68, a = .85, Study 2) and the general public (M = 2.99, Study 3).
Cowan and Quinton's (1997) original results in a US-American sample were higher (M for men = 4.29,
SD = 1.46; M for women = 3.64, SD = 1.62) than in the present sample (M for men =3.62, SD = 1.78;

M for women = 2.72, SD = 1.59). However, a quick internet search shows that sexual assault and rape

23 Both the AMMSA and the FPB scale were measured on 7-point scales ranging from 1 (completely
disagree) to 7 (completely agree). All studies referred to in this section used 7-point AMMSA and FPB scales as
well. Unless otherwise noted, the AMMSA scale was used in the 16-item short version (Gerger et al., 2007).
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have been a topic of public interest in many jurisdictions during the past two decades. This is also
reflected in the legislative changes and initiatives in several countries like Turkey (Anil et al., 2005),
Germany (Spiegel Online, 2015), the United Kingdom (Temkin & Krahé, 2008), or the United States of
America (Criminal Justice Information Services (CJIS) Division Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR)

Program, 2013). Therefore, comparisons with older results must be interpreted with caution.

Response bias. A caveat for the cross-cultural comparison of AMMSA and FPB results is that
the items of both scales are coded in the same direction (higher scores indicate higher rape myth
acceptance). Meisenberg and Williams (2008) found a greater tendency in countries of the Middle
East (defined as “the Muslim countries from Morocco to Pakistan”, p. 1542) to agree with statements
of a questionnaire (acquiescence bias) and to prefer the endpoints of a scale (extreme responding). It
is unclear to what degree the results of the presented study were affected by this tendency
compared to the other studies in this section. Education was found to be negatively related to
acquiescent and extreme responding in most regions of the world (Meisenberg & Williams, 2008),
but as most of the studies (including this one) were based on current of former university student

samples, this is a lesser concern.

Validity. The AMMSA and FPB scale were applied in the Turkish version with the implicit
assumption that the validity found for their English and German counterparts extended to the
Turkish version as well. Both scales have face validity: They appear to be measuring the concept they
are supposed to measure. The effect of both scales on victim and perpetrator blame in the rape
cases indicate criterion validity: Both seem to measure the same construct. The similar results for
studies from Germany and the United Kingdom from the past decade give rise to optimism that the
scales are appropriate in the Turkish context as well. However, the validity of the scales in their
Turkish version has not been tested thoroughly. The partial overlap for blame in both rape and
robbery cases suggests that research specifically testing convergent and discriminant validity, i.e. the
degree to which the scales correlate with concepts they should or should not correlate with, is

necessary.

6.1.2 Attribution of blame in rape and robbery cases the association with rape myth

acceptance

Type of crime. The first hypothesis expected more blame to be attributed to victims of rape
than to victims of robbery while less blame was attributed to the perpetrators of rape than to the
perpetrators of robbery. This hypothesis referred to a general leniency toward perpetrators and
harsher judgment of victims of rape compared to robbery. The results from this study were

consistent with the hypothesis for participants with average rape-supportive attitudes: Perpetrators
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of rape were blamed less than perpetrators of robbery. Conversely, victims of rape were blamed
more than victims of robbery. However, rape myth acceptance operated differently for rape and

robbery within victim and perpetrator blame, respectively.

Rape myth acceptance and blame attribution. Hypothesis 4 pertained to rape myth
acceptance as a source of schematic information processing with regard to ratings of victim and
perpetrator blame. Based on previous research which found that the more participants endorsed
rape myths the more blame they attributed to rape victims (Anderson et al., 1997; Grubb & Turner,
2012; Ward, 1995; as cited in Krahé et al., 2007), the same was expected in this study. Conversely,
higher rape myth acceptance was expected to be related to a greater willingness to exonerate the
perpetrators of rape (e.g. Krahé et al., 2008; Temkin & Krahé, 2008). As discussed in section 2.2 rape
myth acceptance is generally correlated with other oppressive belief systems and just world beliefs
which might lead to an interaction of rape myth acceptance for both rape and robbery. While some
association between rape myth acceptance and blame ratings was expected for both types of crime,
the increase in victim blame and the decrease in perpetrator blame with higher levels of rape myth
acceptance was expected to be more pronounced in rape cases than in robbery cases.

The analysis showed a main effect of rape myth acceptance on both victim and perpetrator
blame. The results supported the hypothesis that higher rape myth acceptance would be related to
more victim and less perpetrator blame. Despite receiving the exact same case descriptions,
participants with stronger rape-supportive attitudes were more willing to exonerate the perpetrator
compared to participants with less rape-supportive attitudes. This was true for both rape and
robbery cases. An inspection of Figure 4 (which shows the association between rape myth
acceptance and ratings of victim and perpetrator blame separately for rape and robbery) suggests
that participants with high rape myth acceptance were more willing to exonerate the perpetrators of
rape than the perpetrators of robbery. Exploratory analysis supported that impression. But the effect
in the overall model was above the accepted alpha level (p < .025) with p =.055. This is possibly a
drawback of the chosen approach. A model that did not assume independent observations but rather
accounted for the effect of subject might have produced a significant effect. But in the chosen model,
the level of rape myth acceptance was not associated with a significant distinction between

perpetrators of rape and perpetrators of robbery.

Rape myth acceptance and robbery blame attribution. The effect of attenuating perpetrator
blame with increasing rape myth acceptance regardless of whether a rape or a robbery was
committed is consistent with the expectation that in the case of robbery, rape myth acceptance
served as a ‘proxy’ for another variable that is confounded with rape myth acceptance. Although

rape myth acceptance was correlated to perpetrator blame ratings in both rape and robbery cases,
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exploratory correlational analysis showed that correlations were consistently higher for rape than for
robbery blame ratings. Suarez and Gadalla (2010) conducted a meta-analysis on 37 studies and found
high rape myth acceptance levels to be consistently and significantly associated with several
behavioral and attitudinal indicators, such as acceptance of interpersonal violence, or hostile
attitudes and behaviors toward women. However, exactly which underlying or correlated variable
caused perpetrator blame in robbery cases to be correlated with rape myth acceptance cannot be
answered in the present study.

Victims in both rape and robbery cases were blamed more by participants with stronger
rape-supportive attitudes. Participants with low rape myth acceptance did not differentiate between
rape and robbery victims when making judgments about victim responsibility. But the increase in
victim blame with increasing rape myth acceptance was not parallel for the two types of crime. The
increase in victim blame was significantly more pronounced for rape than for robbery victims. As
described for perpetrator blame, there appears to be a confounding variable that results in
attribution of blame to both rape and robbery victims: One possible underlying variable that may be
correlated with victim blame ratings in both rape and robbery cases are just world beliefs. The need
to believe in where people get what they deserve and deserve what they get (Lerner, 1980) has been
linked to the attribution of blame to victims of negative outcomes ranging from illness over
unemployment to assault and theft (see Hafer & Begue, 2005, for a summary). The level of rape myth
acceptance was related to a unique increase in rape victim blame beyond a general tendency to
blame the victims of both crimes. This means that while participants with high compared to low rape
myth acceptance attributed more blame to the victim in general, they did so particularly in the rape
cases.

For both perpetrator and victim blame participants evaluated the exact same case
descriptions differently depending on their attitudes about rape. While both rape and robbery
victims were held more responsible by participants with high rape myth acceptance, this bias put
victims of rape in particular at a disadvantage. There was a main effect of crime that was not
explained by the interaction between crime and rape myth acceptance. Due to the differences of the

two crimes, this main effect of crime is open to interpretation.

The focus of the study was on how background information about the victim’s intoxication

and prior victim-perpetrator relationship operated differently within each type of crime.

6.1.3 Influence of the perpetrator’s coercive strategy on blame ratings
Hypothesis 2 expected that — compared to cases where the perpetrator used physical force —
information about victim intoxication would reduce perpetrator blame and increase victim blame in

the rape cases where the victim was too drunk to resist, but not in the corresponding robbery cases.



Lea Spille Deciding who to blame for rape and robbery in Turkey 72

Coercive strategy. At an average level of rape myth acceptance the analysis showed an
influence of the perpetrator’s coercive strategy on ratings of both victim and perpetrator blame.
Perpetrators who used force were blamed more than perpetrators who exploited the victim’s
alcohol-induced defenselessness, but this was true for both rape and robbery cases. The expected
leniency bias that participants would be more willing to exonerate perpetrators who raped rather
than robbed drunk victims could not be found. For perpetrator blame, coercive strategy operated in
the same way in both rape and robbery scenarios and the hypothesis of a special leniency toward

perpetrators of rape who exploited the victim’s alcohol-induced incapacitation was not supported.

Coercive strategy and type of crime. The attribution of responsibility to the victim was
influenced by an interaction between type of crime and coercive strategy, but not in the expected
manner. The hypothesis postulated that coercive strategy would operate differently within each type
of crime. However, this was not the case. Instead, type of crime operated differently within each type
of coercive strategy. When the perpetrator used force, rape victims were blamed more than robbery
victims. But when the perpetrator exploited the victim’s alcohol-induced defenselessness, victims
were blamed more in both rape and robbery cases compared to overpowered victims. Participants
distinguished between the two crimes when the victims succumbed to force, but not when the victim

was drunk.

Alcohol in Turkey. Most Turks are Muslims (Central Intelligence Agency, 2015). Recreational
consumption of alcohol is forbidden (haram) in Islam because it can lead to intoxication (sukr), “a
state in which he or she may forget the creator” (Ahmed, Memish, Allegranzi, & Pittet, 2006, p.
1026). Although only 23% of respondents described themselves as a religious person in a Turkish
national telephone survey in 2012%, Turkey is influenced by the taboo surrounding alcohol: The
country has the lowest per capita alcohol consumption rate in Europe (1.5 litres a year), 83% of the
population indicate practicing abstinence (Letsch, 2013) and laws surrounding alcohol are restrictive,
e.g., with high taxes, an advertising ban and blurred images of alcohol on TV (Hirriyet Daily News,
2013). This suggests that any negative bias toward rape victims (indicated in the ‘force’ condition)
may have been overlain by a stronger negative bias toward intoxicated victims. The main effect of
strategy was in fact the largest of the whole victim blame model (n,? = .115). This is somewhat at
odds with Golge et al. (2003) who interpreted their results in a Turkish sample to indicate that the

victim-perpetrator relationship was a more prominent factor in the attribution of blame to victims of

24 |n response to the question: “Irrespective of whether you attend a place of worship or not, would you
say you are a religious person, not a religious person or a convinced atheist?”, 23% described themselves as a
religious person, 73% as not a religious person, 2% as a convinced atheist, and 2% did not know or gave no
response (N = 1031).
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rape than alcohol consumption. While their date rape victim and perpetrator were described as
having “drinks all evening”, the alcohol consumption of one of the stranger rape victims was only
insinuated with going “to a bar and have fun” (both p. 656). The alcohol consumption of the stranger
and ex-partner rape victim in the present study were more explicit and probably contributed to the

difference.

Bias against intoxicated victims? Although all of the victims in the ‘alcohol’ condition were
drunk as a result, the drinking behavior of the robbery victims? could have appeared more
disreputable compared to the rape victims?. When reading the same case descriptions, participants
in the Turkish sample appeared to be more sensitive to information about alcohol and intoxication
than participants in Bieneck and Krahé's German sample (2011). The effect was not hypothesized, so
future research is necessary to test whether it can be replicated with scenarios where both rape and
robbery victims display more comparable drinking behavior, to what degree it depends on factors
like traditional gender roles or beliefs about female purity and behavioral propriety, and whether it
extends to male victims as well. The Turkish Criminal Code considers perpetrators who exploit a
victim’s physical or mental inability to protect themselves as deserving of a higher punishment (see
4.2.4), yet participants were more willing to exonerate perpetrators who exploited the victim’s
alcohol-induced defenselessness. This study set out to investigate (among other things) how
perceptions of blame are influenced by stereotypical notions that deny cases where rape victims
were intoxicated the status of a ‘real rape’. The present results suggest that there might be more
prominent stereotypical notions that deny cases which involve victim intoxication the status of a ‘real

crime’.

6.1.4 Influence of the victim-perpetrator relationship on blame ratings

Hypothesis 3 predicted an interaction between type of crime and victim-perpetrator
relationship. The first part of the hypothesis postulated that in the rape cases, victim blame would
increase and perpetrator blame would decrease the closer the relationship between victim and
perpetrator prior to the event. The second part of the hypothesis predicted that victim and
perpetrator blame would be the same in the robbery cases regardless of the relationship between
victim and perpetrator. This hypothesis was evaluated at an average level of rape myth acceptance

as well.

% Drinking behavior of the three robbery victims: (1) two bottles of sparkling wine with a friend,
(2) drunk enough to vomit, (3) drinking vodka alone in the presence of a non-drinker.

26 Drinking behavior of the three rape victims: (1) quickly drunk on cocktails due to not being used to
alcohol, (2) a bottle of wine at a dinner is mentioned but no reference to drinking or the victim being drunk, (3)
quickly drunk from several drinks due to not being used to alcohol.
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Relationship: Victim blame. For victim blame, the first part of the hypothesis that blame
ratings would increase from stranger over acquaintance to ex-partner rape was partially supported
by the data. Victim blame was lower in the rape cases where victim and perpetrator did not know
each other (stranger rape) compared to when they did know each other (acquaintance and ex-
partner rape). The blame rating for acquaintance rape was expected to fall in between stranger and
ex-partner rape, but instead victims in the acquaintance rape scenarios were blamed about as much
as in the ex-partner cases. In the preceding unpublished research project, victim blame in the
acquaintance cases was more similar to stranger cases. However, the previous research project only
contained scenarios in which the victims were overcome by physical force and none of the victims
was drunk. The second part of the hypothesis that victims of robbery cases would not be blamed
differently in any of the relationship constellations was not supported by the data. The victim blame
in the robbery cases corresponded to the attribution of victim blame in the rape cases: Robbery
victims in the ex-partner cases were held more responsible than robbery victims in the stranger
cases. But unlike the rape cases, the victims of acquaintance robberies were judged more like the
victims of stranger robberies. The results for victim blame showed a negative bias toward victims
who knew their attacker, but victims of robbery were affected by this bias about as much as rape

victims (at an average level of participants’ rape myth acceptance).

Relationship: Perpetrator blame. Hypothesis 3 that perpetrator blame would decrease only
in the rape cases the closer the relationship to the victim was supported by the data. Perpetrators
who assaulted a stranger were blamed equally for rape and robbery. A closer relationship to the
victim decreased perpetrator blame in the rape cases, but not in the robbery cases. While
perpetrator blame in the rape cases decreased from stranger to acquaintance to ex-partner rape as
predicted, only the difference between strangers and ex-partners was significant. The results can be
considered to reflect schematic information processing and indicate a double standard: Relationship
information affected participants’ perception of perpetrator blame more strongly in the rape cases
than in the robbery cases. When assessing the responsibility of the perpetrator, participants let their
judgment be influenced by generalized beliefs and stereotypic notions that deny cases that deviate
from the stranger rape stereotype the status of a ‘real rape’. The victim-perpetrator relationship is
not a critical feature of the legal definition of rape,?” so there was no legal justification to exonerate
the perpetrators the closer the relationship to the victim. The influence of the victim-perpetrator
relationship on blame ratings is among the most widely researched variables in the field and most

studies find deviations from the stranger rape stereotype to be associated with increased victim

27 As reported in 4.2.4, the Turkish Criminal Code stipulates higher sentences for a rape committed
against a family member (up to third degree relation or kinship) and spousal rape is investigated and prosecuted
only upon complaint of the victim. However, this is irrelevant for the cases at hand.
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blame, decreased perpetrator blame, and/or reduced certainty that a rape has taken place (e.g.,
Bieneck & Krahé, 2011; Cowan, 2000; Golge et al., 2003; Krahé et al., 2007; Simonson & Subich, 1999;
Viki et al., 2004).

Relationship and coercive strategy. The analysis showed an unhypothesized interaction
between the victim-perpetrator relationship and the perpetrator’s coercive strategy for both victim
and perpetrator blame. When the perpetrator was an ex-partner (collapsed over rape and robbery),
victim blame was highest in the force-related cases and lowest in the alcohol-related cases. These
results are similar to those found by Krahé et al. (2008) in a study that contained only rape cases.
Krahé et al. (2008) found victim blame to be higher when there was a prior relationship and in the
alcohol-related cases compared to force-related cases, but with a reverse pattern in ex-partner
cases. The present results are consistent with Krahé et al.'s (2008) suggested interpretation that
victims who get drunk to the point of incapacitation might have been considered more careless when
interacting with someone they do not know very well compared to a former partner; possibly,
victims are not expected to be on their guard around a person they know and trust. Conversely,
victims who were overpowered by an ex-partner may have been expected to anticipate the violence
and were thought to be more careless. While Krahé et al. (2008) found a complementary pattern for
perpetrator blame, the results in this study were inconsistent. Possibly, Turkish culture places a
higher burden on women to prevent their own victimization in that they are expected to be on their
guard when interacting with people they do not know very well or in cases where they ‘should have
known better’ (ex-partner/force cases). This interpretation is based on the comparison of the results
compared to a single study (Bieneck & Krahé, 2011), so further research is necessary to corroborate

these findings.

Acquaintances. The role of acquaintances in the present study was inconsistent. Acquainted
perpetrators of rape were judged more like ex-partners in this study (contained both ‘force’ and
‘alcohol’ condition), but more like strangers in the previous research project (contained only ‘force’
scenarios). This and the unhypothesized interaction between coercive strategy and relationship add
to the complexity. Across rape and robbery, overpowered victims were blamed almost as little in the
acquaintance as in the stranger cases, but drunk victims were blamed most in the acquaintance
cases. When the perpetrator was an acquaintance he was blamed most for using force but least for
exploiting the victim’s intoxication (compared to strangers and ex-partners, across rape and
robbery). These results add to a body of literature where the attribution of blame in acquaintance
cases is inconsistent (for a summary, see Grubb & Harrower, 2008).

Whatley (1996) suggested the disparity of the scenarios as a possible reason for inconsistent

findings concerning acquaintance (rape) cases. It is possible that acquaintance cases are considered
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more ambiguous with regard to consent (Temkin & Krahé, 2008) so that other variables (such as
victim intoxication or behavior, location, time of day, or delay of reporting to the police) become
more important. This interpretation is consistent with studies that found a hierarchy of rape-related
schemata The scenarios in this study were the same as the ones used by Bieneck and Krahé (2011)
but yielded different and, more importantly, less consistent results. Apart from the manipulated
variables the vignettes contained unsystematically varying content since participants received more
than one scenario. It is possible that this additional content in the vignettes operates differently in
different cultures. It seems that with written vignettes the role of acquaintances can only be resolved
by tighter control of the circumstances of the incident and an application of the same scenarios
across cultures. Another possibility is the use of a different methodology: Sissenbach, Bohner, and
Eyssel (2012) used eye-tracking to investigate which elements of an alleged crime scene photo
participants focused on. In another study, Stissenbach et al. (2015) let participants read about a rape
case and look at a photograph of the alleged crime scene that contained RMA-applicable (e.g.
alcoholic beverages) or neutral stimuli. Photographs with manipulated stimuli (with or without eye-
tracking) could be adapted to investigate whether participants focus on different elements

depending on the relationship between victim and perpetrator.

6.1.5 The causal influence of rape myth acceptance on blame ratings

Hypothesis 5 investigated whether evidence could be found that rape myth acceptance
causes blame ratings. To test this causal role of rape myth acceptance on blame ratings, half of the
participants were reminded of their rape-supportive attitudes immediately prior to making
judgments about the cases while the other half made the case judgments first and then completed
the rape myth acceptance scales.

Contrary to Hypothesis 5, blame ratings in the rape cases (for both victim and perpetrator)
showed a weaker link with rape myth acceptance when the rape myth acceptance measures were
completed first. However, the differences were not significant. This result is in contrast with findings
from Temkin and Krahé (2008, Study 2) who found victim (but not perpetrator) blame ratings in rape
cases to be significantly more closely linked to rape myth acceptance when rape myth acceptance
was measured first.

Subsequent exploratory analysis showed that the link between rape myth acceptance and
robbery blame ratings was higher for both victim and perpetrator blame when rape myth acceptance
was measured first. This resulted in a situation where the correlations between rape and robbery
blame ratings (for both victim and perpetrator) and rape myth acceptance were more similar in the
group that completed the rape myth acceptance measures first. Conversely, correlations between
blame ratings for both victim and perpetrator with rape myth acceptance differed more when

participants judged the cases before completing the rape myth acceptance scales. While
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Hypothesis 5 was not supported by the data, being reminded of one’s rape-supportive attitudes
before making blame ratings appeared to have an anchoring effect for participants that influenced
the interpretation of both rape and robbery cases.

Looking only at the results of the present study, it is possible that the endorsement of rape
myths does not have the expected causal influence on blame attribution in rape cases. But there are
two main aspects inherent to the design of the present study that might have contributed to the
failure of the intended manipulation. First of all, studies where the manipulation had the expected
effect, e.g., Bohner et al. (1998, 2005 for rape proclivity) or Temkin and Krahé (2008, Study 2, for
rape victim blame), focused on rape cases exclusively. While Hypothesis 5 pertained to the rape
cases as well, most participants completed only one rape scenario: Each scenario was randomly
assigned to one of the four groups of participants (questionnaire groups), so that each group
completed three of the twelve scenarios. While one group of participants completed three rape
scenarios, the other three groups all completed one rape and two robbery scenarios. The rape and
robbery cases did not differ only with regard to the independent variables coercive strategy and
victim-perpetrator relationship. Since each participant received three scenarios, the ‘fill material’,
i.e., the content of the vignettes that creates the backdrop of the scenarios, had to be varied to
create more realistic and less artificial situations. This subtlety left more opportunity for participants
to interpret the situations based on their generalized beliefs compared to more blatantly worded
scenarios (e.g., Brems & Wagner, 1994; Frese et al., 2004%%; Gélge et al., 2003). On the downside, this
made controlling for the additional content difficult. Furthermore, rape myth acceptance could be
expected to have less influence on cases that are closer to the real rape stereotype. In the present
study, the specific content of the scenarios may have created too much variation, especially for the
three-fourths of the sample that completed only one rape scenario and where blame attributions
could not be averaged over several scenarios. The reported general linear models in the hypothesis-
testing section were limited to main effects and 2-way interactions, but in support of the notion that
rape myth acceptance operates differently within the various factor level combinations, exploratory
analysis indicated higher-order interactions of rape myth acceptance with the independent variables
and gender. On the other hand, analyzing the correlations between rape myth acceptance and blame
ratings for both orders of presentation (separately for each questionnaire group) yielded similar but
less consistent results for both the groups that completed one rape scenario and the group that
received three rape scenarios. Only the group whose only rape scenario was the one that deviated

most from the real rape stereotype (‘rape - alcohol - ex-partner’) showed consistently higher

28 Frese et al.'s (2004) acquaintance rape scenario: “Imagine that a young woman who is drunk and
dressed in a short skirt leaves a party accompanied by a man who she doesn’t know very much and this man
forces her to have sexual intercourse with him.”
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correlations in the ‘RMA first’ condition than in the ‘Scenario first’ condition. It is possible that
controlling for benevolent and hostile sexism might have yielded more distinct results. As described
in section 2.2, these two facets of sexism operate differently in cases that conform to the real rape
stereotype compared to cases that deviate from it (see also Abrams et al., 2003).

Secondly, another aspect inherent to the study design that might have contributed to the
failure of the intended manipulation is a possible interaction between the order of presentation and
type of crime. As described above, completing the rape myth acceptance scales first appeared to
have an anchoring effect so that correlations between blame ratings and rape myth acceptance were
more similar for rape and robbery cases in the ‘RMA first’ group than in the ‘Scenarios first’ group.
This pattern was consistent at the macro level (aggregation up to the two orders of presentation),
but more inconsistent at what one might call a mezzo or meso level (questionnaire groups) and micro

level (single scenarios). While this is unsurprising, it adds to the difficulty of interpreting this effect.

Causal assumptions of the mediation analysis. The reason for testing the causal influence of
rape myth acceptance on blame ratings (Hypothesis 5) was the implicit causal assumption of the
mediation analysis of Hypothesis 6 that the effect of gender on blame ratings is mediated by rape
myth acceptance. Mediation analysis makes several causal assumptions?® (Kenny, 2014). But the
important one in this study is the assumption that rape-supportive attitudes cause blame ratings (as
opposed to the other way around or both are caused by a third variable). As discussed in the
previous paragraphs, the causal assumption was not supported by the data. This has implications for
the mediation model of Hypothesis 6.

Since the order of presentation failed to have an effect, results from both the ‘RMA first’ and
the ‘Scenarios first’ condition were included in the mediation model.*° This entails conducting
mediation analysis on purely observational data with no experimental support from the present
study for the causal assumption. Some researchers, notably Judea Pearl (e.g., Pearl, 2001, 2010),
state that causal inference can never be proven with statistics, regardless of whether experimental or
observational data was used. They argue that the strength of the inference depends on the validity of
the design alone.

Exploratory analysis indicated that rape myth acceptance and rape blame ratings could be
exchanged as mediator and outcome variables (although the mediation effect was generally greater

when rape myth acceptance was entered as the mediator and the blame rating as the outcome

2 The causal assumptions for the mediational model in this study were (1) that gender cannot cause
rape blame ratings directly, (2) that the effect of gender must thus be mediated by another variable (namely
rape-supportive attitudes), and (3) that rape-supportive attitudes cause blame ratings.

30 Separate exploratory analyses for both orders of presentation had little impact on the results except
for the loss of power due to cutting the sample in half.
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variable rather than the other way around). Both measures were self-reports, so a similar result after
exchanging the mediator and outcome variable might be a common method effect (Kenny, 2014). In
their review, Grubb and Turner (2012) found rape myth acceptance and rape victim blaming to be
interrelated to such a high degree that they describe the two concepts to be synonymous with each
propagating the other.

Further exploratory analysis indicated that rape myth acceptance acted as a mediator for
blame ratings in the robbery cases as well (although the indirect effect was less pronounced). Apart
from a possible common method effect, this suggests an omitted variable (Kenny, 2014) that is
confounded with rape myth acceptance, rape blame ratings as well as robbery blame ratings. Some

possible variables were discussed in 6.1.2.

6.1.6 Mediation: Gender as a marker for rape-supportive attitudes

Effect of gender. Based on findings like that of Krahé et al. (2007) who found gender
differences in rape blame ratings to be partially mediated by rape myth acceptance, the same was
expected in the present study. Hypothesis 6 tested whether the effect of gender on blame ratings
was due to men’s higher rape myth acceptance using Hayes' approach to mediation (2009). Men
blamed the victim more and the perpetrator less than women did and preliminary analysis showed
that men also endorsed rape myths more than women. When rape myth acceptance was included in
the model, the predictive power of gender on victim blame all but vanished: Men’s greater tendency
to blame the victim could be almost completely explained by their greater endorsement of rape-
supportive attitudes. For perpetrator blame, the effect of gender was partially mediated by rape
myth acceptance as well, but some predictive power of gender on blame ratings remained after

including rape myth acceptance.

Male perpetrators, female victims. The perpetrators of the present study were all male, the
victims all female. This confounded the role of victim and perpetrator with gender category (Gerber
et al., 2004). According to the defensive attribution hypothesis (Shaver, 1970), the observers’
perceived similarity and identification with the victim or perpetrator influences the attribution of
blame. It is possible that men were more willing to exonerate the perpetrator and blame the victim
because they identified with the male perpetrator rather than the female victim. In their US-
American sample, Gerber et al. (2004) found that men were more willing to exonerate the
perpetrator regardless of whether it was a man or woman. It was assumed but not tested that this

finding extended to the Turkish sample here.

Causal assumptions of the mediation model. As discussed in section 6.1.5, the causal

influence of rape myth acceptance on blame ratings could not be established in the present study.
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This does not change, however, that gender by itself has no explanatory value with regard to blame
ratings. According to MacKinnon, Krull, and Lockwood (2000), mediation and confounding effects are
statistically the same and only differ conceptually. So the causal inference of the mediation effects
described above is valid to the degree that rape myth acceptance scales measure an attitude (or
concept) and rape blame ratings are an expression of these attitudes in specific situations. Other
studies found different conceptual support for the notion that the effect of gender on blame ratings
is mediated by rape myth acceptance: When male and female participants did not differ in their rape
myth acceptance, neither did they differ in blame ratings (e.g., Krahé et al., 2007, Study 1; Temkin &
Krahé, 2008, Study 2).

6.1.7 Conclusion of the results

With regard to the influence of the victim-perpetrator relationship and the perpetrator’s
coercive strategy on rape blame attributions, the results were consistent with the hypotheses and
with previous studies: Victims who were drunk at the time of the assault were blamed more than
victims who were overcome by force. Furthermore, victim blame increased and perpetrator blame
decreased when the rape deviated from the stranger rape stereotype; although victims were blamed
almost equally in acquaintance and ex-partner cases. This study adds to the body of literature that
found victim-perpetrator relationship and the victim’s alcohol consumption to be important
predictors for schematic information processing and the attribution of blame in rape cases.
Furthermore, the results lend support to the notion that the real rape stereotype is a cross-culturally
common phenomenon.

Rape myth acceptance was strongly associated with blame ratings which further underlines
the importance of that factor for social decision-making in rape cases. Rape myth acceptance also
acted as a mediator between gender and blame attributions — for victim blame more so than for
perpetrator blame. The support for the causal influence of rape myth acceptance on blame
attribution in rape cases was not found, but as discussed, several particularities of the study design
may have contributed to that. However, the exploratory analysis did support the notion that
reminding participants of their rape-supportive attitudes immediately prior to the judgment task did
have an anchoring effect that is open to interpretation.

Results for the robbery cases were overall similar to the results of the rape cases. Apart from
the main effect of the type of crime, the only effect that was fully consistent with the hypotheses
was that perpetrator blame in robbery cases did not change the closer the relationship to the victim.
The effect of the perpetrator’s coercive strategy, or possibly more aptly named ‘victim’s alcohol
consumption’ may have contributed to this: Unexpectedly, alcohol consumption of the victim had an
important influence on blame attributions in both rape and robbery cases. The results for rape

suggests that cases which deviate from the real rape stereotype are denied the status of a ‘real rape,’
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but possibly, the cases in which the victim consumed alcohol are denied the status of a ‘real crime.’
Possibly, this effect is linked to more restrictive beliefs about women’s social roles, i.e., that the
robbery victims were blamed because participants considered their behavior as inappropriate for a

woman or that the victims should have been more careful to prevent their own victimization.

6.2 Discussion of the Limitations of the Study Design

The instruments and materials used in this study worked generally well. But the instruments
as such as well as the conclusions drawn based on the analysis are subject to several limitations. This
section discusses the methodological limitations of the present study. The implications of the chosen
GLM approach with regard to effect sizes will be presented in section 6.2.1 and limitations regarding
the Turkish university student sample will be outlined in section 6.2.2. The difficulties of comparing
two crimes, rape and robbery, will be addressed in section 6.2.3. The vignette methodology will be
scrutinized in section 6.2.3, followed by a discussion of the influence of additional scenarios content
in section 6.2.5. The limitations of self-report questionnaires and possible impact of response biases

will be described in section 6.2.6.

6.2.1 Effect sizes

The effect sizes found for the general linear models in this study were lower compared to
those reported by Bieneck and Krahé (2011) and those found in the previous research project.
However, those studies both employed a within-subject design. The present study had a partial
within-subject design, but including subject as a random factor could not be realized due to lack of
computational power. Therefore, the effect of subject was not accounted for, as discussed in 5.2.3.
Ignoring the (partial) within-subject structure of a study design underestimates the effect size and
thus the reported effect sizes of the general linear models are biased toward the low end. While the
effect sizes were useful to judge their relative importance within the two models, comparisons

beyond the present study should be interpreted with caution.

6.2.2 Sample

The current sample was composed of university and on-campus vocational school students,
aged 18-33, and thus fairly homogeneous. Higher education was found to be associated with lower
rape myth acceptance (see Suarez & Gadalla, 2010), so it is possible that the level of rape myth
acceptance is higher in the general population. The focus of the study was on the underlying factors
and processes of impression formation with regard to victim and perpetrator blaming in rape
compared to robbery cases in Turkey. While the underlying factors and processes of impression
formation might be less affected by education or age than specific results, there is some indication

that e.g., victim intoxication and sobriety is judged differently in the general population compared to
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student samples (T. C. Kelly, 2009; as cited in van der Bruggen & Grubb, 2014). It remains to be seen
whether the results generalize to the Turkish population as a whole. From a cross-cultural
perspective the student sample of this study allows for better comparisons to the many other studies

that use student samples as well.

6.2.3 Comparing rape to robbery

Choosing an adequate criminal offense to compare rape to is not a simple matter, especially
in cross-cultural research where legal definitions vary between countries. Consent plays a critical role
in rape cases. Regarding consent, theft or larceny (without a direct confrontation of the victim) is a
crime where it may be difficult to determine whether one person agreed to the other person taking
an item. However, this would completely disregard the violence, violation, and threat to personal
safety inherent in rape. This aspect is better represented in robbery with a direct confrontation of
the victim. Brems and Wagner (1994; Study 2) found more blame attributed to the victim of theft
(including an attack against the person) than to the victim of rape. But as Bieneck and Krahé (2011)
noted, their scenario implied higher victim fault in the theft case by highlighting the display of
jewelry by the victim. In their study, as well as in the present study (which used the same scenarios
as Bieneck and Krahé, 2011, in the Turkish version), victims of rape were blamed more than victims
of robbery. Due to the differences between the crimes, the main effect of type of crime is open to

interpretation.

6.2.4 Vignette methodology

The present study relied on short written vignettes of a fictional event. Participants read the
descriptions and after each vignette were asked to complete several questions about the scenario
they just learned about. Using vignettes in this study allowed to systematically vary the critical
variables type of crime, the perpetrator’s coercive strategy, and the victim-perpetrator relationship.
Furthermore, written vignettes allowed to test many participants at the same time without special
equipment. The vignettes and ensuing blame rating scales proved to be a reliable tool and the
association with the rape myth acceptance scale give rise to optimism about their validity, although
more effort is necessary to disentangle the relationship between rape myth acceptance and robbery
blame attribution.

As described before, the vignette technique has been criticized, mainly for using over-
simplified and hypothetical cases that might not motivate participants enough to engage in data-
driven appraisal of the information. This limits the ecological validity of the vignettes, i.e., the extent

to which the results generalize to real-life situations (Bieneck, 2009).

Realism and plausibility. The descriptions are necessarily short and simplified, and might not

properly represent real cases (O’Dell, Crafter, Abreu, & Cline, 2012). However, the German version of
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the vignettes used in this study were rated to be realistic and plausible for the robbery scenarios in a
pilot study (Bieneck & Krahé, 2011); the rape scenarios were taken from previous research (Krahé et
al., 2007). It was assumed that the scenarios were equally realistic and plausible in Turkey. The
translators suggested minor changes in the content to make the scenarios more plausible in a Turkish
context, e.g., using a security cabin instead of a porter cabin, but no objections were raised against
the scenario situations as a whole. But whether participants found the scenarios realistic and

plausible was not specifically tested.

Ecological validity. It is unclear to what extent the results generalize to real-life situations.
But, following the argumentation of Bieneck (2009), the purpose of this study was to deepen the
understanding of the underlying processes of impression formation and social decision-making with
regard to rape cases in Turkey. The brevity of the description may have drawn the participants’
attention to the relevant cues and being part of a study could have led them to interpret any
information in the case descriptions as relevant (Stissenbach et al., 2013). As discussed in 6.1.5, the
vignettes of the present study were more subtle than some earlier vignettes (e.g., Brems & Wagner,
1994; Frese et al., 2004; Golge et al., 2003). Each participant received three out of twelve randomly
assigned scenarios. It cannot be excluded that some participants were able to identify the critical
variables, but both the higher subtlety and seeing only a fraction of the scenarios make this
reasonably unlikely.

Participants may have interpreted any information in the case descriptions as relevant, but as
Temkin and Krahé (2008) point out: Providing participants with an account of what happened
provides much less room for interpretation compared to real-life situations (although in some
scenarios participants were left to decide if they believed the perpetrator’s explanation of the event).
If participants show reliance on stereotypical notions even in these relatively clear-cut situations, the
effect is likely to be more pronounced in real-life situations, e.g., a real trial, where accounts of the

victim and perpetrator might well be contradictory and incomplete (Temkin & Krahé, 2008).

Lack of motivation. Participants knew that their judgments would not affect any real people
and alternatives are very limited due to ethical and legal considerations (Bieneck, 2009). The reliance
on generalized beliefs in the present study might well be due to a lack of motivation to engage in
data-driven appraisal of the information. The ecological validity is limited, because it is unknown how
the participants would behave in real life. But while the ecological validity of vignettes is under
dispute, rape victims do face rape myths in their interactions with their social environment, and/or
the legal, medical, and health care system (e.g., Ahrens et al., 2007; Brown et al., 2007; Campbell et
al., 2001; Campbell, 2008; Jordan, 2004; L. Kelly, Temkin, & Griffiths, 2006; Wheatcroft et al., 2009)
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and several jurisdictions®! have implemented rape shield laws which limit the admission of evidence
in trials, e.g., with regard to the victim’s past sexual behavior. Even if rape shield laws are not always
applied robustly (Temkin & Krahé, 2008), they show a recognition of the problem that stereotypical

notions about rape, even if legally irrelevant, can influence the legal decision-making in rape trials.

6.2.5 The influence of additional scenarios content

Bieneck and Krahé (2011) employed a within-subject design and so it was necessary to create
scenarios with different content rather than e.g., creating one generic scenario and exchanging the
type of crime, the perpetrator’s coercive strategy and victim-perpetrator relationship. Furthermore,
each combination of type of crime, coercive strategy, and victim-perpetrator relationship was
represented by only one scenario. The additional content beyond the critical variables may have
influenced participants’ responses (Bieneck & Krahé, 2011). Since the same scenarios were used in
the present study, this limitation applies here as well. As Krahé et al. (2007) point out, this limitation
does not apply to the differences in blame ratings associated with the level of rape myth acceptance:
Participants evaluated the exact same case scenarios differently depending on their rape-supportive

attitudes.

6.2.6 Self-report questionnaires and response biases
Self-report questionnaires are subject to response biases, i.e., systematic errors of measures

due to, e.g., respondents’ individual differences or the survey situation (Furnham, 1986).

Social desirability bias. Simonson and Subich (1999), as well as Aosved and Long (2006),
found a link between the tendency to respond in a socially accepted way and perception of rape
victims or rape myth acceptance, respectively (both studies used short versions of the Marlowe-
Crowne Social Desirability Scale; Strahan & Gerbasi, 1972). Due to the 20-minute time constraint a
measure of social desirability was not feasible in the present study. The data was collected with self-
report questionnaires in a classroom setting. Sitting close to other people might have elicited a
feeling of being watched, even though participants completed the questionnaires individually. It
cannot be excluded that this reinforced a tendency of some or all participant to present themselves
in a favorable way. Sexual assault and rape are socially sensitive and emotionally charged issues and,
as discussed above, have been a matter of public interest in Turkey over the past decade. It is
possible that rape and robbery cases were subject to socially desirable responding to a different

degree. As a mitigating factor, the scenarios were randomly assigned to the questionnaire groups

31 Jurisdiction with rape shield laws include the United States (National Districts Attorneys Association,
2011), the United Kingdom (Temkin & Krahé, 2008), or Australia (Australian Law Reform Commission, 2006)
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and individual participants’ tendency to respond in a socially desirable way was thus spread over the

different factor level combinations.

Acquiescent and extreme response styles. As discussed in 6.1.1, Meisenberg and Williams
(2008) found a greater tendency to agree with statements or use the endpoints of a scale in the
Middle East compared to other “cultural provinces” (p. 1543), e.g., “Protestant Europe” or “English-
speaking”. To what degree this biased the results of the AMMSA and FPB scale compared to results
from other countries is unclear. The vignettes, on the other hand, should all be affected to the same
degree, since the scenario items were the same for all vignettes (apart from the names and crime
references). The focus of the study was the influence of the independent variables on the blame
attribution rather than the specific scores, so acquiescent or extreme response styles were not a

major concern for the vignette items.

6.3 Conclusion

When considering the causes for any event, the maximum responsibility that can be
attributed to a single factor is 100% (‘sole responsibility’). Any blame that is attributed to the victim
of a crime automatically serves to reduce attribution of blame to the perpetrator (Krahé, 2013). As
presented in the introduction, this effect has been linked to the attrition of rape cases in the justice
system (Temkin & Krahé, 2008). While Temkin and Krahé (2008) focused on the United Kingdom,
reports from Turkey (e.g., Anil et al., 2005; Gdlge et al., 2003; Human Rights Watch, 2011; Yenginsu,
2012) give little reason to suspect that the situation in Turkey is different, if not more severe.

Despite the limitations discussed in the previous section, the present study offers valuable
insight into social decision-making rape cases in Turkey and thus a cultural context different from

most studies conducted in Western countries.

The more participants endorsed rape myths, the more they blamed the victim, and the less
they blamed the perpetrator. While this put the victims of both crimes at a disadvantage, it did so
particularly in the rape cases and participants were more willing to exonerate the perpetrators rape
than the perpetrators of robbery. Turkey’s ratification of the Istanbul Convention (Council of Europe,
CETS No0.210, 2011) signifies agreement with its Article 36 which demands to criminalize any non-
consensual acts of a sexual nature. All victims in the rape scenarios did express their non-consent.
Regardless of what the victims did or did not do to look after their personal safety, no decision of the
victim makes the perpetrator’s action any less blameworthy. This is also reflected in the Turkish

Criminal Code which only stipulates increased punishment for aggravating circumstances and not
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reduced sentences for assaulting certain victims (as was the case for raping prostitutes before 1990,
see 4.2.4).

The results showed a general tendency to blame the victims and exonerate the perpetrators
in cases of rape more than in cases of robbery. The level of rape myth acceptance was associated
with more leniency toward the perpetrator and harsher judgment of the victims in general, but
proved to be particularly detrimental for victims of rape. Consistent with previous results, men
blamed victims more than women, and the effect of gender on blame attributions was (partially)
mediated by men’s higher rape myth acceptance. The results for rape complement results from
Western studies and are consistent with schematic information processing: Rape cases that deviated
from the real rape stereotype (because the victim was drunk or because of a previous sexual or non-
sexual relationship with the perpetrator) resulted in higher blame attribution for victims and lower
blame attribution for perpetrators. The results are consistent with the notion that the real rape
stereotype is a cross-cultural phenomenon and victim-perpetrator relationship as well as alcohol

consumption of the victim are stable predictors.

Future research. The results regarding robbery cases raise several questions for future
research: First of all, rape myth acceptance, a correlate of other victim blaming attitudes (Hafer &
Begue, 2005), was also a predictor for robbery blame attributions and rape and robbery perpetrator
blame were not significantly different in the chosen model. Secondly, cases that involved victim
intoxication showed similar patterns between rape and robbery. However, in cases where the
perpetrator used physical force, rape victims were blamed more than robbery victims. Also, victims
of ex-partner robberies were blamed about as much as victims of ex-partner rape. Blame attributions
to the perpetrator of robbery were unaffected by the victim-perpetrator relationship. As discussed
before, the drinking behavior of the robbery victims may have appeared more disreputable than that
of the rape victims.

Possibly, all these effects are linked to more restrictive beliefs about women’s social roles,
i.e., that both rape and robbery victims were blamed because participants considered their behavior
as inappropriate for a woman or that the victims should have been more careful to anticipate critical
situations and prevent their own victimization. In this case, the degree of stereotypicality of the
circumstances (victim’s role) may have been confounded with women’s gender role. Future research
could usefully separate the victim’s role from the female gender role, as suggested by Masser et al.
(2010), e.g., by using scenarios with systematic variation of women (not) doing ‘appropriate things’
and (not) being overall ‘good victims,’ e.g., being assaulted while helping out in the household of a
hospitalized friend and showing a lot of resistance. It may be difficult to integrate the victim’s alcohol
consumption with stereotypically appropriate behavior, but another line of research with more

comparable drinking behavior of rape and robbery victims would be helpful to determine whether
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there is bias with regard to victim intoxication that treats perpetrators more leniently and victims of

different crimes more severely.
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Appendix

Appendix A: The Modern Myths about Sexual Aggression scale (AMMSA; Gerger,

Kley, Bohner, & Siebler, 2007) in English and Turkish

AMMSA scale in English

After a rape, women nowadays receive ample
support.

To get custody of their children, women
frequently falsely accuse their ex-husbands of
sexual violence.

Many women tend to exaggerate the problem of
male violence.

Nowadays, a large proportion of rapes is partly
caused by the depiction of sexuality in the media
as this raises the sex drive of potential
perpetrators.

When a woman starts a relationship with a man,
she must be aware that the man will expect to
will expect to have a sexual relationship.

Most women prefer to be praised for their looks
rather than their intelligence.

Because our society has a disproportionate
interest in sex, its sensitivity to crimes in this
area is disproportionate as well.

Women like to play coy. This does not mean that
they do not want sex.

When a man urges his female partner to have
sex, this cannot be called rape.

Women often accuse their husbands of marital
rape just to retaliate for a failed relationship.

The discussion about sexual harassment on the
job has mainly resulted in many a harmless
behaviour being misinterpreted as harassment.

In dating situations the general expectation is
that the woman "hits the brakes" and the man
"pushes ahead".

Although the victims of armed robbery have to
fear for their lives, they receive far less
psychological support than do rape victims.

Alcohol is often the culprit when a man rapes a
woman.

AMMSA scale in Turkish

GuUnumuzde tecaviizden sonra kadinlar yeterli
destegi alabilmektedir.

Kadinlarin ¢ocuklarinin velayetini almak igin eski
eslerinecinsel saldiri iftirasi atmasi sik goéralir.

Pek ¢cok kadin erkeklerin siddet problemini
abartma egilimindedir.

GUnumuizde medyanin cinselligi betimleme sekli
potansiyel suglularin cinsel dirtilerini
artirmaktadir. Bu da tecaviizlerin biyik bir
kisminin sebebidir.

Bir kadin bir erkekle iliskiye basladiginda,
erkegin cinsel iliski beklentisi icinde oldugunun
farkinda olmalidir.

Pek ¢ok kadin zekalarindan ziyade
gorundslerinindvilmeini tercih eder.

Toplumumuzun cinsellige yonelik orantisiz bir
ilgisi oldugu icin bu alandaki suglara duyarlilig
da orantisizdir.

Kadinlar naz yapmayi severler; bu seks
istemediklerianlamina gelmez.

Bir erkek kadin partnerine seks yapma
konusunda israrci davrandiginda buna tecaviiz
denemez.

Kadinlarin kocalarini evlilik ici cinsel tacizle
suglamalarinin nedeni ¢ogunlukla koti gitmis bir
iliskinin intikamini almaktir.

is yerinde cinsel taciz tartismalari, gogunlukla
taciz olarak yorumlanmis zararsiz davranisin
sonunda olusmustur.

Flortlerde genel beklenti erkegin “itmesi”,
kadininsa “frenlemesidir”.

Silahli soygun kurbanlari hayatlari igin daha ¢ok
korkuyord1 olmalarina ragmen tecaviiz
kurbanlarindan ¢ok daha az psikolojik destek
almaktadir.

Bir erkegin kadina tecaviiz etmesinde sug etkeni
¢ogunlukla alkoldir.
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Many women tend to misinterpret a well-meant
gesture as a "sexual assault".

Nowadays the victims of sexual violence receive
sufficient help in the form of women's shelters,
therapy offers, and support groups.

Pek cok kadin iyi niyetli bir hareketi cinsel saldir
olarak yanhs yorumlama egilimindedir.

Gunlmiuzde cinsel siddet kurbanlari kadin
siginaklari, terapi secenekleri, destek gruplari
seklinde yeterli yardimialmaktadir.

Appendix B: Female Precipitation Beliefs (Cowan & Quinton, 1997) in English and

Turkish

FPB scale in English

One of the causes of rape is that women do
unsafe things (such as being out alone, hitch-
hiking).

One of the causes of rape is that women tease
men.

One of the causes of rape is that women use
drugs or alcohol.

One of the causes of rape is that women dress in
a "sexy" way.

One of the causes of rape is that women allow
the situation to get out of control.

One of the causes of rape is that women allow
men to touch them intimately.

FPB scale in Turkish

Tecaviize sebep olan seylerden biri kadinlarin
glvenli olmayan seyler yapmasidir (Disariya
yalniz ¢ctkmak, otostop ¢cekmek gibi).

Tecaviiziin sebeplerinden biri kadinlarin
erkekleri kiskirtmasidir.

Tecaviiziin sebeplerinden biri kadinlarin
uyusturucu ya da alkol kullanmasidir.

Tecaviiziin sebeplerinden biri kadinlarin “seksi”
giyinmesidir.

Tecaviiziin nedenlerinden birisi, kadinin
durumun kontrolden ¢ikmasina izin vermesidir.

Tecaviiziin nedenlerinden birisi kadinin erkegin
yakin dokunuslarina izin vermesidir.

Appendix C: Victim Blame and Perpetrator Blame Items in English and Turkish

How much do you think [the victim] is to
blame for what happened?

How much do you think [the victim] had
control over the situation?

How much do you think [the victim] could
have avoided the incident?

How sorry do you feel for [the victim]?

How much do you think [the perpetrator] is
to blame for what happened?

How much do you think [the perpetrator] had
control over the situation?

How certain are you that [the perpetrator]
should be legally punished for rape/robbery?

How strongly do you think [the perpetrator]
ought to be held criminally liable for
rape/robbery?

If you were the judge, how certain are you
that you would find [the perpetrator] guilty of
rape/robbery?

Sizce [kurban] bu olaydan ne derecede sorumlu
tutulabilir?

Sizce [kurbanin] durum Uzerinde ne derece
kontrold vardi?

Sizce [kurbanin] olaydan kaginabilmesi ne kadar
muhtemeldir?

Kurban icin ne kadar Gzildindaz?

Sizce [micrim] bu olaydan ne derecede sorumlu
tutulabilir?

Sizce [micrimin] durum Uzerinde ne derece
kontroli vardi?

[Mucrimin] tecaviiz/soygun icin yasal olarak
cezalandiriimasi gerektigi konusunda ne kadar
eminsiniz?

[Mucrimin] tecaviziin/soygunun cezai
sorumlulugunu almasi gerektigini ne ol¢lide
dislinlyorsunuz?

Hakim siz olsaydiniz, [m{crimin]
tecaviizden/soygundan suclu bulacaginiza ne
kadar eminsiniz?
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Appendix G: Example Questionnaire with Consent Form

i

Onay formu - sizin saklayacaginiz kisim

Almanya'daki Potsdam Universitesi'nden Lea Spille tarafindan yapilan arastirmaya katiimaya
géndllayam. Bu calismanin tecaviz ve soygun gibi suclarin algilanmasi hakkinda bilgi
toplamak tzere yapildigini biliyorum.

Liitfen bu sayfayr ayimmniz. Ust yans: sizde kalsin, alt yansim araghimaciya veriniz.

1. Bu calismaya katiimim tamamen génallidir. Katiimim icin herhangi bir icret
6demeyecegimi biliyorum. Herhangi bir neden aciklamadan, calismadan istedidim anda
geri cekilebilir ya da devam etmeyebilirim.

Katilim yaklasik 20 dakika stren bu anketi cevaplamayi icermektedir.

. Bilgilerin kullanimi bireylerin bilgilerinin gizliliginin korunmasi ilkeleri cergevesinde
yapilacaktir. Bu onay formu anketten ayr tutulacaktir. Bu yizden bireyler hi¢ bir cevapla
eslestirilemeyecektir.

4. Yukarndaki agiklamayl okudum ve anladim. Tam sorular eksiksiz yanitladim ve bu
calismaya génulli olarak katildigimi onayliyorum.

5. Bu onayi formunun bir kopyasini aldim.
Calismaya yaptiiniz katki icin tesekkdrler!

Arastirmaci imzasi: Tarih:
Daha fazla bilgi icin: Lea Spille via spille@uni-potsdam.de

Onay formu - lutfen arastirmaciya veriniz

Almanya'daki Potsdam Universitesi'nden Lea Spille tarafindan yapilan arastirmaya katilmaya
géndlliyim. Bu calismanin tecavliz ve soygun gibi suglarin algilanmasi hakkinda bilgi
toplamak Gzere yapildigini biliyorum.

6. Bu calismaya katiimim tamamen génallidir. Katiimim igin herhangi bir ticret
6demeyecedimi biliyorum. Herhangi bir neden aciklamadan, calismadan istedigim anda
geri cekilebilir ya da devam etmeyebilirim.

Katilm yaklasik 20 dakika stren bu anketi cevaplamayi icermektedir.

. Bilgilerin kullanimi bireylerin bilgilerinin gizliliginin korunmasi ilkeleri cergevesinde
yapilacaktir. Bu onay formu anketten ayr tutulacaktir. Bu ylzden bireyler hi¢ bir cevapla
eslestirilemeyecektir.

9. Yukaridaki aciklamayi okudum ve anladim. Tum sorular eksiksiz yanitladim ve bu
calismaya gonulll olarak katildigimi onayliyorum.

10. Bu onayi formunun bir kopyasini aldim.
Calismaya yaptiginiz katki icin tesekkirler!

Ad- Soyad: (buyuk harflerle): imza:
Tarih:
Daha fazla bilgi igin: Lea Spille via spille@uni-potsdam.de




Sayin Katihmecl,

Bu arastirmaya destek verdiginiz icin tesekkir ederiz!

Size verilen ilk dlgekte toplumdaki kadin-erkek iligkileri ve tecaviiz hakkindaki daha genel gériisleri yansitan

bir dizi ifade bulunmaktadir. Sorulan sorular kisisel deneyimleriniz ya da 6zel hayatiniz hakkinda degildir;

farkli durumlarin insanlar tarafindan nasil yorumlandigi ile ilgilidir. Bu sorulari takiben verilen Slgekler ¢ ayri

tecaviiz ve soygun olayini igermektedir ve sizden bu olaylar hakkinda sorulan birkag soruyu cevaplamaniz

istenmektedir. Olcege verdiginiz yanitlar sadece bu arastirma igin kullanilacak ve anonim kalacaktr.

Olgek sizin tecavilz ve soygun hakkindaki gériisleriniz ile ilgilidir. Lutfen yedi segenedi olan cevap formunu

kullanarak her ifadeye ne derecede katildiginizi isaretleyiniz. Dodru ya da yanlis cevap yoktur. ifadeler Hig

Katilmiyorum(1) ‘dan Tamamen Katiliyorum(7) ‘a dogru gitmektedir. Katilim durumunuza goére sectiginiz

numaralarin Gzerine ¢arpli isareti koyunuz. Litfen her ifade igin numaralardan sadece birini seginiz. Eger

karar vermekte zorlanirsaniz, diisiincenize en yakin olanini segebilirsiniz.

Hig
Katilmi-
yorum

Tamamen
Katili-
yorum

Tecawviize sebep olan seylerden biri kadinlarin gtivenli

1 olmayan seyler yapmasidir (Disariya yalniz ¢cikmak, otostop @ @ ® @
cekmek gibi).
Gunumuzde tecaviizden sonra kadinlar yeterli destegi

2 . . @ ® @
alabilmektedir.
Kadinlarin gocuklarinin velayetini almak i¢in eski eslerine

3 @ ® @
cinsel saldiri iftirasi atmasi sik géraldr.
Pek ¢ok kadin erkeklerin siddet problemini abartma

4 (CI ® @
egdilimindedir.
Gundmuizde medyanin cinselligi betimleme sekli potansiyel

5 suclularin cinsel durtilerini artirmaktadir. Bu da 10} @ ® @
tecavtizlerin buyik bir kisminin sebebidir.
Bir kadin bir erkekle iliskiye basladiginda, erkegin cinsel

6 o y o ® @
iligski beklentisi icinde oldugunun farkinda olmalidir.
Tecaviiziin sebeplerinden biri kadinlarin erkekleri

7 O @ ® @
kigkitmasidir.
Pek ¢ok kadin zekalarindan ziyade gérintslerinin

8 . . 0] &) O] @
ovillmesini tercih eder.
Toplumumuzun cinsellige yénelik orantisiz bir ilgisi oldugu

9 0] &) ® @

icin bu alandaki sucglara duyarlihgi da orantisizdir.




Hig Tamamen
Katilmi- Katil-
yorum yorum
Tecaviiziin sebeplerinden biri kadinlarin uyusturucu ya da
10 0] @ ® ® ® @
alkol kullanmasidir.
Kadinlar naz yapmayi severler; bu seks istemedikleri
1 0] @ @ ® ® @
anlamina gelmez.
Bir erkek kadin partnerine seks yapma konusunda israrci
12 o @ ® ® ® @
davrandiginda buna tecaviiz denemez.
Tecaviiziin sebeplerinden biri kadinlarin “seksi”
13 . . 0] @ ® ® ® @
giyinmesidir.
Kadinlarin kocalarini evlilik ii cinsel tacizle suglamalarinin
14 nedeni cogunlukla kot gitmis bir iliskinin intikamini [0} @ @ ® ® @
almaktir.
is yerinde cinsel taciz tartismalari, cogunlukla taciz olarak
15 0] @ ® ® ® @
yorumlanmis zararsiz davranisin sonunda olusmustur.
Flortlerde genel beklenti erkegin “itmesi”, kadininsa
16 o 0] @ ® ® ® @
“frenlemesidir”.
Tecaviiziin nedenlerinden birisi, kadinin durumun
17 . . 0] @ @ ® ® @
kontrolden gikmasina izin vermesidir.
Silahli soygun kurbanlari hayatlari igin daha gok korkuyor
18 olmalarna ragmen tecaviiz kurbanlarnndan ¢ok daha az [0} @ @ ® ® @
psikolojik destek almaktadir.
Bir erkegin kadina tecaviiz etmesinde sug etkeni
19 0] @ ® ® ® @
cogunlukla alkoldr.
Pek cok kadin iyi niyetli bir hareketi cinsel saldiri olarak
20 L o o ® © ©® O
yanlis yorumlama egilimindedir.
Tecaviiziin nedenlerinden birisi kadinin erkegin yakin
21 o o 0] @ ® ® ® @
dokunuslarina izin vermesidir.
Glnimuzde cinsel siddet kurbanlari kadin siginaklari,
22 terapi secenekleri, destek gruplari seklinde yeterli yardimi (0] @ ® ® ® @

almaktadir.




Ehliyet sinavini basariyla gegen Filiz, gtinesli bir kis giinil 6gleden sonra arkadasi Duygu'yu ziyaret etmek

lizere yola ¢ikmisti. Duygu'nun da basariyla gegmis oldugu ehliyet sinavini kutlamak adina ona bir sise

sampanya ile strpriz yapti. Duygu da ona ayni siirprizi yapmayi planlamisti. Daha aksam olmadan her iki

siseyi de coktan icmis olduklarindan, cakirkeyf sekilde Duygu'nun mutfaginda kikirdayarak oturuyorlardi.

Ertesi giin erken kalkmak zorunda oldugu icin Filiz, saat sekize dogru eve gitmek lizere Duygu'dan ayrildi.

Salina salina yollarda yiirtiyerek evinin yolunu tuttu. Yolda bir adam Filiz’'den yol tarifi istedi. Filiz aslinda o

yollari iyi bilmesine ragmen hafif sarhos olmasi nedeniyle yon bulma sorunu yasadi ve adam da bunu fark

efti. Daha sonra Filiz yoluna devam etmek istedi, fakat adam iginde clizdani, kredi kartlari ve cep

telefonunun bulundugu gantasini ¢ekip aldi. Filiz, olanlara gok &fkelenmis olmasina ragmen, duruma

miidahale etmek icin oldukca yavas ve giigstizdil. Olaya taniklik edenlerle birlikte, zanliyi tespit etmek tizere

polise ifade verdi ve ismi Ali olan adam olaydan sorumlu tutuldu.

@ @ o) @ ® ® @

4 |Sizce Ali bu olaydan ne derecede sorumlu tutulabilir? ,
Hig Cok
fazla
: 5 i : - @ @ @ @ ® ® @
2 | Sizce Ali'nin durum tzerinde ne derece kontrolii vardi? il -
fazla
Ali'nin soygun icin yasal olarak cezalandiriimasi gerektigi @ @ @ @ ® ® @
3 |konusunda ne kadar eminsiniz? Hig Gok
fazla
. . . @ @ ©) @ ® ® @
4 |Sizce Filiz bu olaydan ne derecede sorumlu tutulabilir? Hig Gok
fazla
. o ) B 0] @ ©) @ ® ® @

5 |Sizce Filiz'in durum Gzerinde ne derece kontroli vardi? -
Hig Cok
fazla
. . . . . 0] @ ©) @ ® ® @
g |Sizce Filiz'in olaydan kaginabilmesi ne kadar muhtemeldir? - ol
i¢ ol
fazla
0] @ ©) @ ® ® @

7 |Filizigin ne kadar tizildiniiz? -
Hig Cok
fazla
Ali’nin soygunun cezai sorumlulugunu almasi @ @ @ @ ® ® @
8 gerektigini ne dlgclide duistintiyorsunuz? Hig Cok
fazla
9 Hakim siz olsaydiniz, Ali'nin soygundan suglu @ @ & 2 ® @ 2
bulacaginiza ne kadar eminsiniz? Hig fg:l';




Senay ve Mehmet, ti¢ yillik bir iliskinin ardindan, kisa bir stire énce ayrilmislardi, ancak hala iletisim
halindeydiler ve ara sira goruistiyorlardi. Arkadaslari, Senay’in dogum giinli igin evinde sUrpriz bir parti
hazirlamiglardi. Mehmet dahil, partiye birgok kisiyi davet etmislerdi. Parti gercekten cok glizel gegmisti.
Senay ve Mehmet birlikte zaman gecirmekten keyif almiglardi. Birlikte olduklari zamanlari hatirlayip gllmiis,
sonra tekrar tekrar dans edip biraz flortlesmislerdi. Senay’in arkadaslari, bir masayi kokteyl bari olarak
kullanmis, bir tanesi de o masada kokteyl hazirlamisti. Normalde alkol almaya aliskin olmayan Senay, bir
anda cakirkeyf hissetmeye basladi. Son misafirler de partiden ayrildiklarinda neredeyse sabah olmustu ve
evde tek kalan misafir Mehmet'ti. Mehmet, Senay’a evi birlikte temizlemeyi &nerdi, ancak Senay ¢ok sarhos
oldugu icin temizlik yapabilecek halde degildi; bu nedenle de tiim temizligi Mehmet kendi basina yapti.
Temizligi bitirdikten sonra, Senay'y yatagina tasidi ve kiyafetlerini ¢ikardi. Senay’yi ¢iplak olarak yatakta
uyurken géren Mehmet, kendi kiyafetlerini de ¢ikardi, Senay'in yanina uzandi ve onunla cinsel iliskiye girdi.
Senay Mehmet'in bedeninin kendi bedeninin tzerinde oldugunu hissedince uyandi ve Mehmet'ten
durmasini istedi, ancak Mehmet onu dinlemedi. Senay onu durduramayacak kadar sarhostu. Senay

haftalarca bu konu lizerine kafa yorduktan sonra durumu polise bildirmeye karar verdi.

) . @ @ 6 ) ® ® @
1 |Sizce Mehmet bu olaydan ne derecede sorumlu tutulabilir?

Hig Cok

fazla

Sizce Mehmet’in durum (zerinde ne derece kontrolli @ @ @ ® ® ® @

2 |vard? Hig Gok
fazla

Mehmet'in tecaviiz icin yasal olarak cezalandinlmasi @ @ @ @ ® ® @

3 gerektigi konusunda ne kadar eminsiniz? Hig Gok
fazla

) - @ @ o @ ® ® @

4 |Sizce Senay bu olaydan ne derecede sorumlu tutulabilir? Hig Cok
fazla

0] @ o @ ® ® @

5 |Sizce Senay'in durum (zerinde ne derece kontrolii vardi? Hig Gok
fazla

Sizce Senay’nin olaydan kaginabilmesi ne kadar @ @ @ @ ® ® @

6 |muhtemeldir? Hig Cok
fazla

7 |Senay icin ne kadar Gziildiniz?

Hig Cok
fazla
Mehmet’in tecaviiziin cezai sorumlulugunu almasi @ @ @ ® ® ® @
8 gerektigini ne dlctide diistiniiyorsunuz? Hig Gok
fazla

Hakim siz olsaydiniz, Mehmet'in tecaviizden suglu

bulacaginiza ne kadar eminsiniz? Hig fGDIk
azla




Dilek, sinavlara hazirlanirken 6glen molalarini degerlendirmek Gizere yakinlardaki bir parka giderdi. O giin
ayrica guzel bir giin olmasi sebebiyle, fotograf makinasini yanina almisti. 2.700 Lira degerinde, pahali bir
model olan makinayi alabilmek icin uzun zamandir para biriktirimis ve en sonunda satin alabilmisti.
Ozellikle, bina cephelerini ve siradisi detaylari fotograflamaya bayiliyordu. Bu hobi onu gok rahatlatiyor ve
keyfini artinyordu. Yolda ilerlerken, fotograf kursundan bir tanidigi olan Mustafa’'yi uzaktan gelirken gord.
Mustafa da onu tanidi ve Dilek'in yanina gelmesini bekledi. Birlikte hentiz bir kag adim ytramuslerdi ki,
Mustafa onu bileklerinden tutup caliliklarin arasina ¢ekti. Ardindan, kamerayi Dilek’in boynundan g¢ekip aldi
ve yizlne bir yumruk indirip, oradan kagti. Dilek kendine gelince derhal evin yolunu tuttu ve hemen polisi

aradi. Dilek’in ifadesinden sonra, Mustafa olaydan sorumlu tutuldu.

. - 0] @ ©) @ ® ® @

1 |Sizce Mustafa bu olaydan ne derecede sorumlu tutulabilir? Hig Gok
fazla

Sizce Mustafa’nin durum Gzerinde ne derece kontroll @ @ @ @ ® ® @

2 |vardi? Hig Cok
fazla

Mustafa'nin soygun icin yasal olarak cezalandinimasi @ @ @ @ ® ® @

3 gerektigi konusunda ne kadar eminsiniz? Hig Cok
fazla

0] @ ©) @ ® ® @

4 |Sizce Dilek bu olaydan ne derecede sorumlu tutulabilir? Hig Cok
fazla

0] @ 6 @ ® ® @

5 |Sizce Dilek'in durum dzerinde ne derece kontrolii vardi? i ik
fazla

Sizce Dilek’in olaydan kaginabilmesi ne kadar @ @ @ @ ® ® @

6 | muhtemeldir? Hig Gok
fazla

0] @ @ O] ® ® @

7 |Dilek icin ne kadar Gziildiniz? .

Hig Cok

fazla

Mustafa’nin soygunun cezai sorumlulugunu almasi @ @ @ @ ® ® @

8 gerektigini ne slctide dustiniyorsunuz? Hig Gok
fazla

9 Hakim siz olsaydiniz, Mustafa'nin soygundan suglu - . & € L & @
bulacaginiza ne kadar eminsiniz? Hig fg:l';




Su anda dlgegdin son kismina ulastiniz. Son olarak asagidaki bilgileri doldurmanizi rica ediyoruz.

Cinsiyetiniz: o Erkek o Kadin
Yasiniz:
Bolumuntz:
Sinifiniz:

Hangi bélgede Hangi bélgede buyuduntz? Su anda hangi bélgede

dogdunuz? (Birden fazla cevap verebilirsiniz) yasiyorsunuz?

Akdeniz Bolgesi o o o
Dogu Anadolu Bélgesi O o o
Ege Bolgesi o m] o
Guineydogu Anadolu [m] o o
Bdlgesi
Ig Anadolu Bélgesi o o u!
Karadeniz Bélgesi o o o
Marmara Bolgesi o o o

Farkl bir tilkede dogdum:

Farkl bir Ulkede buylidiim: (Birden fazla cevap verebilirsiniz)

Farkl bir ulkede yagiyorum:

Dogdugunuz yerde kadinlarin tecaviize ugradiktan sonra yardim alabilecedi; kadin siginma everi, terapi
secenedi, destek gruplari ya da buna benzer seyler var m1?

o Evet o Hayir o Bilmiyorum
Bliyudiigiiniz yerde ya da yerlerden en azindan birisinde kadinlarin tecaviize ugradiktan sonra yardim
alabilecegi; kadin siginma evieri, terapi secenedi, destek gruplari ya da buna benzer seyler var mi?

o Evet o Hayir o Bilmiyorum
Su an yasadiginiz yerde kadinlarin tecaviize ugradiktan sonra yardim alabilecedi; kadin siginma evleri,
terapi secenegi, destek gruplari ya da buna benzer seyler var m1?

o Evet o Hayir o Bilmiyorum

Bu calismaya katildiginiz icin tesekkur ederiz!
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