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ABSTRACT
THE EFFECT OF VICTIM STATUS AND SYSTEM THREAT
ON RAPE MYTH ACCEPTANCE

Kristine M. Chapleau, M.S.

Marquette University, 2010

This study examined how rape myths are used to protect the perpetrator,
particularly high-status perpetrators. Participants read a @ag¢escenario: the status of
the victim and perpetrator were manipulated as well as the threat the poged to the
perpetrator as depicted by whom the victim would tell about the rape. PartScigth a
strong system justification orientation reported lower rape myth acwoeptenen a low-
status victim decided to tell no one about a high-status perpetrator rapirapipared to
when she decided to report him to the police. This suggests that rape myth aedsptanc
malleable and that the absence of rape myth acceptance may be thdoeloarestatus
victims who do not threaten the status quo.
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

Dominant-group members maintain their authority and higher status through the
use of violence against subordinate-group members (Jackman, 2001). Because this
violence could incite the subordinate group to revolt, this violence is obfuscated to
maintain the legitimacy of the dominant group’s higher status. Indeed, dorgnoaipt-
members are sensitive to threats against their authority made by thersateogdoup
(Jackman, 2001; Glick & Fiske, 2001; Pratto, Sidanius, Stallworth, & Malle, 1994). To
protect the dominant group’s authority and maintain group inequality, the dominant
group may Vilify subordinates who seek justice (Jackman, 2001) as well as create
ideologies that explain social inequality as fair and natural (Jost &jiB2884; Jost &
Hunyady, 2002; Jost, Pelham, Sheldon, Ni Sullivan, 2003).

From this perspective, rape has been conceptualized as a tool to keep women in
their place either through physical force or threat of physical f@&e#,(1980; Groth &
Burgess, 1978). When rape victims demand justice, they are often vilified for unjustly
accusing someone (e.g., a dominant-group member) of rape (Benedict, 1992). Som
people may even perceive the victim’s rape allegation as a hostile atttek on
perpetrator (Katz, 2004). For example, Yamawaki, Darby, and Queiroz (2007) found that
when the female victim was lower status (i.e., less educated, lesss$ulpdban was the
male assailant, participants blamed the victim more and they expressetioatie
sexist attitudes toward women. This finding suggests that violence commitied by
dominant-group member against a subordinate-group member may be perceived as a

threat to the status quo.



Consistent with the idea that people create ideologies to explain social inequalit
as fair and natural (Jost & Banaji, 1994; Jost & Hunyady, 2002; Jost, Pelham et al.,
2003), a number of social scientists propose that rape myths have been cregitinto ex
sexual violence as fair and natural (Burt & Albin, 1981; Lonsway & Fitdded994).

Rape myths are false beliefs about rape that absolve the perpetratomicgdasds (e.q.,
“Men don’t usually intend to force sex on a woman, but sometimes they get too sexually
carried away.”), disregard the harm he inflicted on the victim (e.g., “Bepeglrsn’t as

bad as being mugged and beaten.”), and blame the victim for the assault (e.g., “If a
woman is raped while she is drunk, she is at least somewhat responsiblenigthétys

get out of control.”; Payne, Lonsway, & Fitzgerald, 1999). Third parties (e.gegudg
police, family members, etc.) who endorse rape myths are less symptatvetid rape
victims and are less likely to blame or prosecute the perpetrator (Burt, 198pb&la&
Johnson, 1997; Du Mont, Miller, & Myhr, 2003; Feild, 1978; Frohmann, 1991; George &
Martinez, 2002; Koss, 2000; see Lonsway & Fitzgerald, 1994 for a review).

For this reason, it is important to understand what factors will incpesg®e’s
rape myth acceptance. Previous research, however, has studied the relaticwsleip be
rape myth acceptance and other factors (e.g., sexism) or how rape neyitaace
predicts victim blame. For example, higher rape myth acceptancecsated with
being male (Lonsway & Fitzgerald, 1995), having authoritarian personality trait
(Altermeyer, 1998; Lerner & Miller, 1978; Mirels & Garrett, 1971; Sidaniusjri,e
Federico, & Pratto, 2001), and upholding traditional gender roles (Burt, 1980; Chapleau,
Oswald, & Russell, 2007; Glick & Fiske, 1997). Furthermore, rape myth acceptance

predicts victim blame when the victim is lower status than the perpetratora(¥aki et



al., 2007) and when the victim is romantically involved with the perpetrator (Frese,
Moya, & Megias, 2004). Researchers have not examined if or how rape mgyths a
employed to protect the perpetrator and thus, the status quo. Specifically, tlav do
victim’s status and the threat of a victim’s rape allegation affeaqtlp&s endorsement of
rape myths?

| propose that system justification theory may be useful in predictpegmgth
acceptance. According to system justification theory, people tend to defstidgexi
social inequality particularly when that social system is under thlest, Burgess, &
Mosso, 2001). If rape myth acceptance is an ideology that legitimizes @@gamst
subordinate-group members, then people’s level of rape myth acceptance shoulefluctuat
in a manner consistent with system justification theory. In the followingasct will
discuss system justification theory, antecedents to system justificand how these
antecedents may relate to rape myth acceptance.

System Justification Theory

For society (or any organization) to function it is important for people to &mapt
unfavorable policies and outcomes (Jost, 1995). System justification theory tederts
low-status groups can identify with the dominant culture and will defend it even though
they could gain more power in a new regime (Jost & Banaji, 1994). Witnessing social
inequality distresses most people and provokes negative feelings such,as guilt
helplessness, and anger (Wakslak, Jost, Tyler, & Chen, 2007). At the same tinee, peopl
also need to perceive existing social arrangements as fair and legitiost & Banaji,

1994; Lerner & Miller, 1978).



To alleviate this dissonance, some people use ideologies to legitimize social
inequality as fair and natural (Jost & Banaji, 1994; Jost & Hunyady, 2002; Jibstne
et al., 2003; McGuire & McGuire, 1991). For example, people will rationtiedikely
but unpleasant outcomes become more desirable (“sweet lemons”) and unlikely but
pleasant outcomes become more undesirable (“sour grapes”). Kay, Jimenez, and Jost
(2002) conducted two studies that tested this effect. In Study 1 partisan and nonpartisa
participants were surveyed about their attitudes toward Bush and Gore one week befor
the 2000 election. Participants were randomly assigned to one of five conditions in
which the predicted outcome of the election was manipulated. After readingededic
outcome of the elections, participants were asked, “How desirable or undesicaibdl it
be for you if Gore were elected president?” and “How desirable or undesiaiblie it
be for you if Bush were elected president?” Participants used a 9-poinfiseale
strongly undesirabled =strongly desirableto respond to these questions. Not
surprisingly, there was a significant main effect of participantsypayalty such that
across conditions Republicans reported that it would be more desirable if Bush were
presidenti = 7.2) than if Gore were presideM € 2.9) and that Democrats reported
that it would be more desirable if Gore were president (7.2) than if Bush were
presidenti = 2.8). As a demonstration of “sour grapes,” Republican participants who
were told that Bush would definitely lose the election reported that it woulde les
desirable if Bush were elected presidévit< 5.9) than did the Republican participants
who were told that Bush would definitely win the electibvh< 8.2). Similarly,

Democrat participants who were told that Gore would definitely lose théoeleeported



that it would be less desirable if Gore were elected presitfentq.8) than did Democrat
participants who were told that Gore would definitely win the electibs 8.0).

As a demonstration of “sweet lemons,” Republicans who were told that Gore
would definitely win reported that it would be more desirable if Gore weredergsiv
= 4.4) than did Republicans who were told that Gore would definitely Mse1.8).
Democrats demonstrated a similar effect although this was onlymaflygsignificant.
Democrats who were told that Bush would definitely win the election reported that i
would be more desirable if Bush were presidéht=(2.0) than did Democrats who were
told that Bush would definitely losd/(= 3.0). For both demonstrations of “sour grapes”
and “sweet lemons,” non-partisan participants’ ratings did not significaffitdy dcross
condition which indicated that participants must be motivationally invested in the
outcome to warrant rationalizing the outcome.

In Study 2, Kay et al. (2002) tested if a favorable tuition decrease would become
less desirable as it became less likely to happen (“sour grapes”) and tha\arabié
tuition increase would become more desirable as it became more likely to happsst (“sw
lemons”). Students rated how desirable or undesirable it would be if such a tuition
change occurred (1 extremely undesirabléd5 =extremely desirab)e There was a
main effect in which students rated a tuition decrease as more desulabl¥l(9) than a
tuition increaseNl = 4.4). As a demonstration of “sour grapes,” students who were told
that it was unlikely that the university would lower tuition rated the decredsssas
desirable {1 = 11.0) than did students who were told that it was likely that the university
would lower tuition M = 14.5). As a demonstration of “sweet lemons,” students who

were told that it was likely that the university would raise tuition rated thiease as



more desirableM = 4.8) than did students who were told that it was unlikely that the
university would raise tuitionM = 1.8). Kay et al. concluded that changes in the
perceived likelihood of an event are associated with changes in the judged lkitgsifabi
that event for people who are invested in the outcome.

One issue with both of these studies is that it is a between-subjects design and
thus does not demonstrate how people’s attitudes may shift upon changes in the
perceived likelihood of an outcome. Such a within-subjects design would demonstrate
how resistant or malleable people’s initial judgments are to change. Pecgfikanee
or malleability to change could be related to dispositional traits. For eeampay et
al.’s (2002) Study 1, it is possible that the Republicans had a different dispositinal tr
than the Democrats that made the Republicans better at rationalizing ublavora
outcomes. Specifically, Republicans in Study 1 demonstrated a more robugt “swee
lemon” effect than did the Democrats. This may be consistent with the finding that
Republicans are more amenable to group inequality and hierarchy thaenaoerbts
(Pratto et al., 1994).

It is important to note that Kay et al. (2002) did not compare the “sweet lemon”
and “sour grapes” effects between high- and low-status groups. Such a studiyp&voul
interesting in determining if group status plays a role in people’s percepfionscome
likelihood and how that can affect people’s tendency to rationalize unfavorable outcomes.
For example, low-status groups may view policies that benefit them as higliiglyind
occur and policies that benefit high-status groups as highly likely to occur. Thus, low
status groups may rate those policies as relatively less desirsdue ¢rapes”) and more

desirable (“sweet lemon”), respectively.



A broader issue with system justification theory (as well as the dedatmal
dominance theory) is the assertion that low-status groups “prefer” orétlesfiavorable
outcomes that benefit high-status groups (Jost & Banaji, 1994; Sidanius et al., 2001). In
both studies, favorable events were rated as far more desirable than unfesrzatde
despite the likelihood of the favorable events occurring. It is unclear ifshése
demonstrated that people become more accepting of unfavorable outcomesror prefe
unfavorable outcomes over favorable ones. Further, Kay et al. (2002) noted that the
“sour grapes-sweet lemon” effect was only found in people who were mdteate
personally invested in the outcome. Kay et al. did not determine if the participants’
change in judged desirability was due to a decrease in their personal eEmvesihat is,
upon learning that an unfavorable outcome was likely to happen, the participants may
have disidentified with the outcome and concluded that the outcome (i.e., politiog)tuiti
was not that important to them. If this is true, people who disidentify with important
outcomes may become apathetic and accept injustice more easily.

In sum, system justification theory suggests that social inequalitstissiing
to most people and thus, people will use psychological tactics to cope with thissdistre
Specifically, people become more tolerant of social inequality when inggsedims
likely. This point is particularly important in understanding how low-status graps ¢
accept policies that put them at a disadvantage and how members of both high- and low-

status groups can rationalize social inequality as “the way things are.”



Antecedents to System Justification

System justification theory has identified factors that encourage peopleciut a
and even defend group inequality. The degree to which people defend group inequality
depends on (a) a dispositional acceptance of hierarchical relationships (i.e, syste
justification orientation), (b) salience of group stereotypes that legéimequality (i.e.,
complementary stereotypes), and (c) situational attacks levied againgtéra ¢system
threat) (Jost & Hunyady, 2005; Jost & Kay, 2005). Each of these factors can lead to
increased system justification alone or in combination (Jost & Hunyady, 2005).

System Justification Orientation

As a disposition, some people are more accepting of group hierarchies and see
group interactions as a zero-sum game (e.g., Pratto et al., 1994). Systeocafjastifi
theory states that some people may be more accepting of social arratsgerateconflict
with their own self-interests because “there are hedonic benefits toimngrthe
unpredictable, unjust, and oppressive aspects of social reality” (Jost & Huagady p.
261). Specifically, group hierarchies minimize group conflict in a society@né s
people are more willing to minimize conflict even if it is at their own expédserbeck,
Jost, Mosso, & Flizik, 2004; Sidanius & Pratto, 1993)syAtem justification orientation
is driven by people’s identification with the social system (Overbeck &0&l4) and
describes people’s acceptance of group inequality (Jost et al., 2001; Jost & Thompson,
2000).

A system justification orientation was adapted from a competing theorgl soci

dominance theory (Jost & Thompson, 2000; Overbeck et al., 2004). Whereas system



justification theory initially focused on situational factors that provoke peopigiport

for inequality, social dominance theory focused on individual differences in people’s
guest for social dominance (e.g., Sidanius & Pratto, 1993). The Social Dominance
Orientation scale was developed to measure people’s acceptance of ingroogndemi
aggression, and control (e.g., “to get ahead in life, it is sometimes ngdessi@p on

other groups”; “we should do what we can to equalize conditions for different groups”)
(Pratto et al., 1994). When the Social Dominance Orientation scale was testealeall

items formed a single construct for several predominantly White samplast research

has shown that dominant groups, such as White males, tend to have a stronger social
dominance orientation; subordinate groups, such as women and African Americans, tend
to have a weaker social dominance orientation (Pratto et al., 1994). People with a strong
social dominance orientation choose ideologies that strengthen group hieratctress
people with a weak social dominance orientation choose ideologies that weaken group
hierarchies (Pratto et al., 1994). For example, a social dominance orientatioerhas be
found to correlate with sexist and racist attitudes (Pratto, 1996).

Whereas Pratto and her colleagues (1994) proposed that a Social Dominance
Orientation was a personality trait, Jost and Thompson (2000) proposed that a Social
Dominance Orientation was a combination of a person’s personality and his or her
position in the hierarchy. Jost and Thompson tested the Social Dominance Orientation
scale using White and African-American samples. Consistent withpttegliction, Jost
and Thompson found that the scale items split into two subfactors which they named
“Group-Based Dominance” (e.g., “to get ahead in life, it is sometimz=sgary to step

on other groups”) and “Opposition to Equality” (e.g., “we should do what we can to
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equalize conditions for different groups”). The Group-Based Dominance subscale
assesses belief that it is okay for one’s group to dominate other groups ansl ahus;ar
measure of a social dominance orientation (Jost & Thompson, 2000). The Opposition to
Equality subscale assesses the belief that group inequality is aceeptablut

stipulating whose group receives unfair treatment and thus, is a purer measure of
system justification orientation (Jost & Thompson, 2000). Jost and Thompson found that
correlations between Group-Based Dominance scores and Opposition to Espoabty

were stronger for White samples than they were for African-Amereaples. Because
Whites represent the dominant culture, opposing equality bolsters ingroup dominance;
because African Americans represent the subordinate culture, opposintyempumdlicts

with ingroup dominance. Based on Jost and Thompson'’s findings, social dominance
theorists changed the definition of a social dominance orientation to a “gdesiral for
unequal relations among social groups, regardless of whether this means ingroup
domination or ingroup subordination” (Sidanius et al., 2001, p. 312). This new definition
is a shift toward system justification theory and closely approxintiagegefinition of a
system justification orientation (Jost et al., 2001; Jost & Thompson 2000).

Complementary Stereotypes

Another antecedent to system justification is the salience of complementary
stereotypes. Controlling for individual differences in a system justdicatrientation,
some people use complementary stereotypes (and self-stereotypesytequst|
inequality (Jost & Kay, 2005; Kay & Jost, 2003; Kay et al., 2002; Kay, Jost, Mandisodza,
Sherman, Petrocelli, & Johnson, 2007). Dominant-group members are ascribed agentic

traits (e.g.competentassertiveintelligen) and subordinate-group members are ascribed
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communal traits (e.gwarm friendly, hones} (Conway, Pizzamiglio, & Mount, 1996).
Complementary stereotypes justify social inequality in several wayst,

complementary stereotypes state that groups are well-suited for gsriped social

roles (Eagly & Steffen, 1984) and that these social roles are acceptedral na
inevitable, and fair (Jost & Banaji, 1994). Complementary stereotypes seem to aonta
“kernel of truth” about gender differences: women are assumed to be more communal
and less agentic than men are because of their biological role as mother(Eag|
Mladinic, 1989). People universally apply complementary stereotypes to atlnic a
regional groups as well (Kay et al., 2007). For example, other low-status greups (i
Southern Italians, Northern Englanders, and Sephardic Jews) are assumed to be more
communal and less agentic than are their high-status counterparts (i.e.rriNbairens,
Southern Englanders, and Ashkenzi Jews, respectively) (Jost, Kivetz, Rubiraader

& Mosso, 2005). This suggests that complementary stereotypes are not specdit t
and women'’s biology but rather characterize status differences (Jbs2608).

Second, complementary stereotypes prescribe traits for men and women that
maintain men’s authority over women and women’s dependence on men (Glick & Fiske,
2001). Agentic and communal traits have been conceptualized using dichotomous terms
that describe power relationships: instrumental power/dyadic powek & Hkiske,

1996), competence/warmth (Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002), self-profitable/other-
profitable (Peeters & Czapinski, 1990), status-enhancing/status-dimin{stongschild,
1983/2003), and perhaps, dominance/submission. All of these conceptualizations
prescribe how people should be in a dominant/subordinate relationship (Jackman, 1994).

Specifically, agentic traits such as “intelligent,” “assertive,” arald’tcan command
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respect and intimidate others, whereas communal traits such as “congidecstest,”
and “naive” can put people at ease and invoke patronization (Eagly & Mladinic, 1989;
Fiske et al., 2002; Glick & Fiske, 2001; Jackman, 1994; Ridgeway, 2001). Within this
power relationship, dominants’ and subordinates’ have feelings for each othersend the
have been categorized into four types of ambivalent prejudice: admiratiomgtiater
prejudice, envious prejudice, and contemptuous prejudice (Fiske et al., 2002; Glick &
Fiske, 2001). Admiration is subordinates’ grateful deference paid to dominantsiaPate
prejudice is dominants’ kindness and patronization of subordinates for their good
behavior. Although dominants may have benevolent feelings toward subordinates,
dominants do not respect subordinates as equals (Glick & Fiske, 2001). Envious
prejudice is dominants’ fear of competent subordinates who threaten dominant power
(Glick & Fiske, 2001). Dominants may use this threat to justify retaliagagmat
subordinates to stabilize the status quo. Contemptuous prejudice is dominants’ hostility
toward incompetent subordinates whom dominants perceive as ungrateful or@drai
resources. This power relationship and associated ambivalent prejudice wealge i
difficult for subordinates to successfully challenge and overthrow the status liglo&G
Fiske, 2001; Ridgeway, 2001).

Third, complementary stereotypes justify social inequality by asgjgronsitive
and negative traits to each group (Kay & Jost, 2003; Kay et al., 2007). This creates the
illusion of equality because “no one has it all” (e.g., Jost & Banaji, 1994; Jost2€04;,
Jost & Kay, 2005). Kay, Jost, and Young (2005) found that people used complementary
stereotypes to simultaneously derogate and compensate “losers” and “winners.”

Participants were randomly assigned to read one of four stories. The fols shoieel
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in that they expressed a causal link between the trait and the outcome (causal vs. not
causal) as well as the complementarity of the traits (complemergar
noncomplementary). Story 1 described smart-but-poor Mary and dumb-but-rich Sarah
(causal and complementary). Story 2 described smart-and-rich Mary abeathginpoor
Sarah (causal and noncomplementary). Story 3 described smart-andrativizery and
dumb-and-unattractive Sarah (not causal and noncomplementary). Story 4 describe
smart-and-unattractive Mary and dumb-but-attractive Sarah (not causal and
complementary). After reading one of these four stories, participan{setecha
measure of system justification (e.g., “Most policies serve the giggatet”) using a 9-
point scale. When there was a causal link between the trait and the outcom@apéstici
who read the noncomplementary story (smart+rich; dumb+poor) reported higtieen sys
justification M = 5.6) than did the participants who read the complementary story
(smart+poor; dumb+richivl = 4.8). When there was no causal link between the trait and
outcome, participants who read the complementary story (smart+uneaéracti
dumb-+attractive) reported higher system justificatidn=5.9) than did participants who
read the noncomplementary story (smart+attractive; dumb+unattrddtv&.2). Kay et
al. concluded that complementary stereotypes praise “winners” and derogate™on
traits that are relevant to outcomes but derogate “winners” and prasses'l on traits
that are irrelevant to outcomes.

In regard to gender inequality, Jost and Kay (2005) found that activating
complementary stereotypes would increase “low-status” participamt&gen that
inequality is fair. Male and female participants were assigned to one of nine.groups

Participants were exposed to items from Glick and Fiske’s (1996) Ambivabestibe
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Inventory. Group 1 rated their agreement with four items that were drawrtfeom
Benevolent Sexism subscale (e.g., “Women, compared to men, tend to have a superior
moral sensibility.”). Group 2 rated their agreement with four items theg drawn from

the Hostile Sexism subscale (e.g., “Most women do not fully apprecidbatihen do

for them.”). Group 3 rated their agreement with two benevolent sexist items and two
hostile sexist items. Group 4 participants rated their agreement witlofgpesitive,
gender-neutral traits (“resourcefulness,” “creativity,” tactégds,” and “realism”). These
traits were presented in a similar fashion as the benevolent sexis{etgmsWomen,
compared to men tend to be more realistic.”). Participants in Groups 5-8 read the same
statements as the participants in conditions 1-4 but were asked to proofreaddfamdem
rate the degree to which they thought the items were “ambiguously worded.” Thus,
whereas participants in Groups 1-4 endorsed their agreement with items, pasticipa
Groups 5-8 were only exposed to the items. Participants in Group 9 did not read any of
the gender-related items. Afterwards, all participants completed a difiessure of

system justification in which they endorsed their level of support for the UrtisgesS

(e.q., “In general, the American political system operates as it shouldh&seTlitems

were measured on a 9-point Likert scale. Results indicated that endorsethent
gender-related statement compared to exposure to the statement had rom effect
participants’ endorsement of diffuse system justification. Collapsimgaendorsement
and exposure conditions, men perceived the American system to be mdve=&t()

than did womenNl = 4.6). Examining the effect of specific gender-related statements,
the results indicated that women'’s system justification scores werteattby their

exposure to the different types of gender-related statements (Means 3.9—5e¢Bswhe
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men’s system justification scores remained relatively stablesacopslition (Means 4.7—
5.2). Specifically, women who were exposed to benevolent stereotypes reported
significantly higher agreement with the pro-U.S. stateméts §.1) than did women
who were exposed to positive, gender-neutral tridts 3.9). Further, women in the
benevolent stereotype condition reported the same level of agreement with pro-U.S
statementsM = 5.1) as had men in the same conditidn«4.7). Jost and Kay
concluded that activation of communal and benevolent stereotypes can increaseswomen’
system justification and that positive gender stereotypes that give womednaantage
over men can flatter some women into supporting an unfair system.

This could convey a positive view of people such that people are more supportive
of a system that is balanced and fair. However, the results from these sbitliadict
this. Because men’s system justification remained stable across g&rdetyped
conditions whether they were exposed to benevolent, hostile, or no stereotypes about
women, this suggests that men were more supportive of a system that benefited them
rather than about fairness. Apparent fairness, as conveyed by assigning tnata¢hat
value them over men, however, raised women'’s support for the status quo. In this sense,
benevolent stereotypes about women and men that counterweigh lower status have the
insidious effect of getting the lower-status group to perhaps inadverdectypt their
lower status.

In sum, there is evidence that complementary stereotypes are not accurate
descriptions of men and women per se; rather, complementary stereotypdsedstatus
roles. Complementary stereotypes rationalize group inequality and aneate

interpersonal script that maintains group inequality. Further, complemestgagotypes
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flatter subordinate-group members who know their place and justify the punishment of
those who do not.

System Threat

A final proposed antecedent to system justification is a threat to the gtatas
system. Just as people identify with their own interests (Allport, 1954/1958) and the
interests of those who are similar to them (Condor, 1990), people can also identify with
the overall system (Jost & Banaji, 1994). Threats to the system encouragetpeople
psychologically defend the system and legitimate it as the way thing#dsbe (Jost,
Glaser, Kruglanski, & Sulloway, 2003). One way people psychologically defend t
system is to endorse complementary stereotypes which justify theciat(3ost,

Glaser, et al., 2003). For example, Israeli participants eitherateaut Israel’'s weak
national security (high system threat) or strong national security (Isteraythreat).

Participants then rated high-status Israelis and low-status Isvagl®asures of agency

LIS ” o

and communality. Agency (“efficient,” “responsible,” “productive,” “a€ti/

“dominant,” “educated,” “ambitious,” and “intelligent”) and communalitynf@ional,”

“honest,” “friendly,” “extraverted,” “religious,” and “happy”) were measd using 9-
point scales (e.g., 1 extremely irresponsibj® =extremely responsible Participants in
the high system threat condition rated the high-status Isesefi®ore agentic
(“responsible”) and less communal (“emotional”); conversely, they ratedtbiwss
Israelis as being less agentic and more communal. Increased complgrstereotype
differentiation positively correlated with the perceived legitimacy oftireent system
(Jost et al., 2005). This suggests that when people perceive that the systeking bre

down, they try to relieve this psychological distress by endorsing group-status
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differences. It is unknown if these participants increased endorsementménmntary
stereotypes because they were trying to bring order to a threateningearid situation,
or if they assumed that the system broke down because group hierarchy wpisaehdt
and so the solution was to restore it, or for another reason. Although not ytiteste
follows that people who have a strong system justification orientation would be more
sensitive and reactive to threats against the system then would people who leake a w
system justification orientation.

In sum, several factors encourage people to support group inequality. Some
people have a system justification orientation and accept group hierarchy eaan i
entails holding a lower status. Complementary stereotypes remind people that gende
inequality exists not because the system is unfair, but because men and women
“naturally” differ and therefore should occupy different roles. When the groupdtigrar
or system is threatened, people use complementary stereotypes to remiredvireearsd
to remind others that group inequality exists for good reasons. Each of these factors ca
lead to increased system justification alone or in combination (Jost & Hur3@@y).

CHAPTER 2: System Justification Antecedents of Rape Myth Acceptance

If rape myths are ideologies that justify gender inequality, then the featoes
that increase system justification should also increase rape mythaacxeptlost and
colleagues identified a system justification orientation, complemertengosypes, and
threat to the status quo as antecedents to system justification (Jost &Bay,)@st &
Thompson, 2000; Jost et al., 2005). Therefore, potential antecedents to rape myth
acceptance are a) a system justification orientation, b) complememrta@gtgpes in the

sexual domain and c) degree of threat to the status quo.
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System Justification Orientation and Rape Myth Acceptance

A system justification orientation is people’s acceptance of inequalijgrakess
of whether they belong to the dominant or subordinate group (Jost et al., 2001; Jost &
Thompson, 2000; Overbeck et al., 2004). A system justification orientation is
conceptually similar to a social dominance orientation (Jost & Thompson, 2000; Sidanius
et al., 2001) such that people with a strong system justification orientation choose
ideologies that strengthen group hierarchy (e.g., Pratto et al., 1994). Thadeie
that people’s motivation to maintain group inequality is associated with rajpe my
acceptance (Lambert & Raichle, 2000; Pratto et al., 1994). Pratto et al. (1994) found that
rape myth acceptance correlated with scores on the full Social Dominarcta@on
scale for both male and female participants (averagel7). Lambert and Raichle
(2000) also found that participants’ scores on the full Social Dominance Gioargeale
predicted higher blame for a female acquaintance rape victim, but lower ldathe f
male perpetrator. A social dominance orientation was a stronger predictotirof vi
blaming than was participants’ belief in a just world and their belief in personal
responsibility (i.e., Protestant Work Ethic). Participant gender did not ntedbea
relationship between social dominance orientation and victim blaming. Howewetef
participants reported less victim blaming, more perpetrator blaming, aredidoarer on
the full Social Dominance Orientation scale than did men. Because the fall Soci
Dominance Orientation scale is comprised of two subscales (Jost & Thompson, 2000), it
would have been informative if Lambert and Raichle had examined the social dominance
and system justification subscales separately. Although Lambert arideRdiat not

measure the participants’ perceptions of the status of the victim and permetthe



19

date-rape scenario, their results suggest that victim blaming and perpletngncy are
related to people’s desire to legitimate gender inequality.

Based on the findings of Lambert and Raichle (2000), it follows that the more
people identify with the social system (regardless of his or her status aghsystem),
the more they will legitimize sexual assault if the perpetrator is hegghtus than the
victim. Lambert and Raichle’s findings suggest that because men, inlganetagher
status than are women, people with a system justification orientation willlsh@mcy
toward the male perpetrator. If, however, the perpetrator is of lowes $iten the
victim, people with a system justification orientation may be more likebjame the
perpetrator (LaFree, 1980; Patton & Snyder-Yuly, 2007). Consistent with thisergum
past research has found that African-American perpetrators were \aswedre
responsible for sexual assault when victims were White rather than Akioanican
(Ugwuegbu, 1979; Wolfgang & Riedel, 1975). This finding, however, was moderated by
the participant’s race; White participants thought that White victime s@nsidered
more truthful when the perpetrator was Black (Varelas & Foley, 1998).estitggly,
African-American participants were more lenient toward a White régast a Black
rapist.

Complementary Stereotypes and Rape Myth Acceptance

System justification theory suggests the salience of complemerdeeptypes
can increase people’s satisfaction with the status quo (Jost & Kay, 2005) and people a
more likely to endorse complementary stereotypes when the status quo engutgdbst

et al., 2005). Similarly, the salience of complementary stereotypes megsaaape
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myth acceptance and a threat to the status quo (i.e., a rape allegationgmease some
people’s endorsement of complementary stereotypes.

Previous research has found that rape myth acceptance correlateshiithlent
sexism toward women and toward men (Abrams, Viki, Masser, & Bohner, 2003;
Chapleau et al., 2007, 2008; Viki, Abrams, & Masser, 2003). Ambivalent sexism is a
construct composed of both hostile and benevolent attitudes toward women and toward
men (Glick & Fiske, 1996, 1999). Hostile sexism toward women reflects men’s fear of
women using their sexual allure to usurp power; benevolent sexism reflecss men’
acknowledgement that heterosexual men need women as romantic partners argl mother
(Glick & Fiske, 1996, 1997). Hostile sexism is the “stick” that derogates wavhe
threaten men’s authority; benevolent sexism is the “carrot” that praisasmwwwho
support men’s power. Together, hostile and benevolent sexism justify thegstatofs
male domination by asserting that women should not be in power and that they should be
content in their lower status in society (Glick et al., 2000).

According to Glick and Fiske’s (1999) ambivalent sexism theory, generally
speaking, women'’s relationship with men, the more powerful outgroup, is also conflicted.
Women are thought to resent men for their greater power and higher socialystiatins
heterosexual relationships, depend on men as protectors, providers, and romantic
partners. Hostile sexism toward men reflects women'’s dissatisfactilonhsistatus quo
and characterizes men as exploitative and controlling. Benevolent sexism tara
justifies women seeking romantic relationships with men by idealizing smkaraes
who need women'’s love and support (Glick & Fiske, 1999). Unlike ambivalent sexism

toward women, Glick and Fiske did not conceptualize hostile and benevolent sexism
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toward men as the “carrot” and “stick” that keep men in line. Rather, both hostile a
benevolent sexism are associated with gender inequality because they eanfece m
dominance and natural propensity for leadership (Glick et al., 2004).

For ambivalent sexism toward women, Chapleau et al. (2007) found that rape
myth acceptance positively correlated with hostile sexism and one subfactor of
benevolent sexism characterizing women as more moral and innocent than are.men (
complementary gender differentiation toward women). Hostile sexismdom@anen
denigrates women as manipulative and trying to gain power over men. People who view
women this way also may believe that rape victims use a rape alegata weapon
against men. Complementary gender differentiation, the belief that women should be
ladylike, may translate into the perception that women who violate this st@Eceaile
are partially responsible for making themselves vulnerable to sexu# bytacinking
alcohol or wearing revealing clothing. Rape myth acceptance was negatsebjated
with protective paternalism, the benevolent attitude that men should use their power to
protect women. People who believe that men should use their higher status and power to
protect women may be more likely to blame the male perpetrator becaugetteye
him to be stronger, quicker, and more powerful than she.

For ambivalent sexism toward men, rape myth acceptance correlated positivel
with two subfactors of benevolent sexism (Chapleau et al., 2007). These subfactors
characterized men as being braver than women are (complementary gender
differentiation) and necessary as romantic partners for women (hetembsdgimacy).
Those who admired men for their masculine attributes of strength, risk-takitg

stoicism were less likely to hold men accountable for rape. Chapleaseggested that
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participants may have viewed the aggressor as a potential romarmier pather than a
rapist, or that victims were seeking male attention in attempts to secate.a m
Furthermore, for female participants (but not male participants) ragfeangeptance
correlated positively with maternalism, the benevolent belief that wohwrdsprotect
and nurture men. For women, nurturing men is a way to gain men’s favor and thus
access men’s power, albeit indirectly (Glick & Fiske, 1996). Thus, women who hold
benevolent sexist attitudes toward men may turn against female vastoirsupport male
aggressors due to their admiration for men, their belief that women are wedulfill
without a male partner, and their need to nurture men (Chapleau et al., 2007).

Rape myth acceptance did not correlate with hostile sexism toward men.
Interestingly, resentment of male power and domination was not negatisetysasd
with rape myth acceptance. This suggests that although some particizaatterized
men as exploiters of women, this did not translate as sympathy toward ctipes ar
outrage toward rapists. Although some may have supported female rape victims, others
may have believed that because men are inherently bad, women must bewara potenti
victimization by men.

Interestingly, ambivalent sexist attitudes toward men and women are quite
similar: Both men and women are characterized as power-hungry and mavep tati
also needing protection and love (Glick & Fiske, 1996, 1999). Despite these similaritie
ambivalent sexism supports men’s higher status over women (Glick et al., 2004).
Therefore, in the study of rape myth acceptance, specific sexist attibagdse less
important than are status differences that are conveyed through comjalgmen

stereotypes (e.g., Conway et al., 1996).
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System Threat and Rape Myth Acceptance

The higher the status of the perpetrator relative to the victim, the mose likel
people will endorse rape myths (Du Mont et al., 2003; George & Martinez, 2002;
Yamawaki et al., 2007). Research has not shown how people respond when the victim
intends to report the perpetrator to the police. Such an act by the victim may be
perceived as a threat, not only to the perpetrator, but to men’s higher statusstatithe
guo of gender relations. Therefore, the greater the threat the victim poses to the
perpetrator (e.g., reporting him to the police), the more some people may eagerse r
myths to mitigate the threat.

| propose a model of rape myth acceptance in which a system justification
orientation, victim’s relative status, and system threat contribute tomgibeacceptance.

A system justification perspective of rape myth acceptance could parsimgniousl
combine disparate studies that has linked rape myth acceptance with sexiam, soci
dominance, and status into on theoretical model. This model could then test causal
predictions about what factors increase rape myth acceptance.

To test this model, a date-rape scenario was created that manipulated ithee relat
status of the victim compared to the perpetrator as well as what the vicithedi¢éo do
after the rape. Study 1 pre-tested the date-rape scenario. Study Zhestgabthesis
that participants with a strong system justification orientation would be muireated
to espouse rape myths when a lower-status victim threatened to report a tatylger-s

perpetrator to the police.
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CHAPTER 3: Study 1

In Study 1, the date-rape scenario was pretested to determine (b)ptitaing
the type of school Kate and Jason attended would be associated with differerdflevels
social status, (2) if participants rated one gender as having more status thiznerthe
controlling for the type of school they attended, and (3) if it was cleaj&lsan sexually
assaulted Kate. For the date-rape scenario to be effective, pari@pantd rate Kate
and Jason attending a prestigious university as having the highest social atatate
and Jason attending a state college as having lower social status, anderaedKkason
who dropped out of state college but attends technical school part time as having the
lowest social status. Further, participants should rate Kate and Jason asliesagée
social status when they attend the same type of school. Participants shouldatgy st
agree that Jason raped Kate and that she did not consent to sex.

Method

Participants

Participants were 115 male and female students (67.8% femxalé8) from a
Midwestern universityNlage= 18.8 yearsSD = 1.13). Most were Caucasian (85.29%
98), 6 were African American, 5 were Mexican American, 2 were Asian Amerocaas
Native American, 1 identified as “Other,” and 2 did not answer this question.

Participants received course extra credit for their participation.
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Measures

Measure of social status?articipants rated the social status of Jason and Kate
when they were described as the following: a junior at a private, prestigiogssity; a
junior at a state college; dropped out of state college and now takes ctasssshaical
college, part-time (e.g., “Kate is junior at a prestigious, private univéjsifarticipants
were asked to think about how most people would rate Jason and Kate’s social status
when making their ratings. See Appendix A. Participants used an 11-point Likert scale
(0 =No social status =Some social statud&0 =A great deal of social statyto
indicate their responses.

Date-rape scenarioParticipants read a date-rape scenario about Jason and Kate;
there was no mention of where Jason and Kate went to school or what Kate decided to do
after Jason assaulted her.

Kate and her friend, Laura, went to a college party. At the party, Laura

introduced Kate to Jason. Kate and Jason hit it off immediately and spent the

night talking, laughing, and flirting with each other. As Kate and her friend,

Laura, were leaving the party Jason asked Kate for her number and if shé wante

to go out with him. Kate readily agreed. The next weekend, Kate and Jason had

dinner together and later went to Jason’s apartment to watch a movie. As they
watched the movie they started kissing. When Jason started undressing Kate, she
said she was uncomfortable and that she wanted him to stop. Jason did not stop,
however. Although Kate resisted, Jason continued undressing her, held her

down and had sexual intercourse with Kate.

Perception of Sexual Aggressidtarticipants used an 11-point Likert scale (0 =
Not at all 10 =Definitely) to respond to two questions regarding their perception of a

sexually aggressive act in the scenario (“Do you think that Kate conserftading sex

with Jason?” and “Do you think Jason raped Kate?”).
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Demographics.Participants were asked to identify their sex, age, current
relationship status, and ethnic background.

Procedure

Two female experimenters distributed the surveys to the participants at the
beginning of class. Each survey contained an information sheet about the survey, the
social status perception measure, the date-rape scenario, the twpdteeggion of
sexual aggression items, and the demographic measure. One experimet¢natat
participation was voluntary and that participants should not share their respathses wi
their classmates to ensure privacy. On the last page of the survey, thene exdra
credit slip; students were instructed to print their names and tear ofhdwdtad paper.
Upon completion, the participants passed the surveys and the extra credit wigvd for
the experimenters en masse. One experimenter debriefed the partaimhlal copies
of the debriefing sheet at the front of the room. Extra credit was given totaligzarts
who filled out the extra credit slip.

Results and Discussion

To determine participants’ perceptions of social status between Kate and Jason
attending three types of schools, a 6 (item) x 2 (participant gender) mixed-model
ANOVA was calculated with the six items as a within-subjects faatad participant
gender as a between-subjects factor. Assumptions of sphericity weted/isdea
Huynh-Feldt correction is reported. The Item x Participant Gendeaatiten was
significant £(2.3, 260.1) = 5.09 = .005). Women'’s ratings of social status were more

extreme than men’s ratingsSpecifically, women rated Kate attending a private



27

university as having higher statugl(L3) = 2.20p = .03) and rated Kate attending

technical college as having lower social stat(isl@) = -2.51p = .01) than what men

had reported. Women also rated Jason attending technical college as having l@alver soc
status than what men had reportgti{3) = -2.02, p = .05). Women'’s status ratings of
Kate and Jason attending a state college did not significantly differ frons maimgs

(ps > .30). There was no main effect for participant gerfeldr, (13) = 0.005p = .94)
indicating that collapsing across items, women and men’s ratings weligmbcantly
different.

There was a main effect for the type of itdf((3, 260.1) = 253.3) < .001).
Participants rated Kate and Jason as having the same status level wheetlley dite
same institution: there was no effect of one character having moretbtatuse other
due to their gender (ghs > .10). Of the three types of schools, participants rated Kate
and Jason attending a private, prestigious university as having the most\tairs (
8.24;Mjason= 8.39). Patrticipants rated Kate and Jason taking classes at a technical
college, part-time as having the least stallig& = 4.27;Mjason= 4.13). Participants
rated Kate and Jason attending a state college as having mid-leve(Mdiat. = 6.26;
Mjason= 6.39). All pairwise comparisons between academic institutions westicdly
significant ps < .001; see Table 1).

In regards to participants’ perception of rape in the date-rape scenario,
participants thought that Jason raped Ki&te=(9.70,SD=.74) and did not think that
Kate consented to having sex with Jaddn=(.22,SD = .59). Comparing male and
female participants, there was no difference in their perception ofVape=< 9.68;

Mwomen= 9.71;t(113) = .20p = .84). Eighty-one percent of participams=(93)
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Mean Values of Social Status Based on School Type and Character Gender

Type of School Women Men

Total

Private University
Kate 8.54(.16)  7.9% (.21)
Jason 8.64.16) 8.16,(.24)
State College
Kate 6.31(.14)  6.23 (.20)
Jason 6.51(.15) 6.27 (.21)
Dropped out/Tech School
Kate 3.92 (.16) 4.62 (.21)

Jason 3.86(.15) 4.4Q (.25)

8.24 (.12)

8.3% (.14)

6.26 (.12)

6.39 (.13)

4.2 (.14)

4.13¢ (.14)

Note.Judgments were made on an 11-point scaleNO social status10 =A great deal
of social status The values in parentheses are standard erkéesns that do not share

subscripts differ gp < .05.
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definitely thought that Jason raped Kate (i.e., gave the highest rating of 10). Another
10.4% ( = 12) gave the next highest rating of 9, and another 7n8%®( gave the

rating of 8. Only one person, a female participant, was unsure if Jason rapédekate
gave the midpoint rating of 5). In sum, 91.394=(105) gave the two highest ratings to
express their certainty that Jason raped Kate.

For participants’ perception of consent, men rated Kate as more likely to have
consented to sex than did women, but this difference was marginally sign{NGa., =
.38; Myomen= .14;1(53.2) = -1.81p = .08). Ninety-one percent £ 71) of women
responded “not at all” (rating of 0) whereas only 7326 7) of men responded “not at
all.” Approximately 19% of male participants € 7), however, responded with the next
lowest rating of “1” compared to 5.1% € 4) of female participants. Only four
participants (two women and two men) gave a rating of “2” and another twdgzntg
(one woman and one man) gave a rating of “3.” No one responded that they were unsure
if Kate consented to sex (i.e., midpoint value of 5). Overall, 94r884109) of male and
female participants gave the two lowest ratings to express theimtgthat Kate did not
consent to have sex with Jason.

These results suggest that manipulating the type of school that Kate and Jason
attended in the date-rape scenario would be an adequate manipulation of takir soci
status. There was no gender difference in social status betweeanidatason
controlling for the type of school they attended. The results also suggest thetrnheo
was written so that most people would agree that Jason raped Kate andetait Kait

consent to have sex with Jason.
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CHAPTER 4: Study 2

The goal of this study is to examine how the victim’s status and the threat of a
victim’s rape allegation affect people’s rape myth acceptance, partictdr people with
a strong system justification orientation. Participants read a datsgapario in which
the victim is the same status, higher status, or lower status than the perpetrator
Participants also read what the victim decides to do after the @gpetaipes her: tell no
one about the rape, tell a mutual friend, or report the perpetrator to the police. |
hypothesized a three-way interaction between participant’s Systefficatisti
Orientation, victim’s relative status, and threat to perpetrator-8ygtem Justification
Orientation participants who are in the condition in which the victim is lowaéurssthan
the perpetrator but decides to report him to the police will report highenybe
acceptance than will high-System Justification Orientation partitspaho are in the
condition in which the lower-status victim decides to tell no one.

Because rape myths are stereotypes about men, women, and ¢ggmeral,|
also examined participants’ victim blaming attitudes that were spéaifiee victim
named in the scenario. | hypothesized that participants with a strong systéicajion
orientation would be more motivated to blame the victim in the scenario when tirat vict
was lower status and she threatened to report the perpetrator to the police.

| was also interested in determining if people mitigate the threabeferIstatus
victim reporting a higher-status perpetrator to the police by espousinges that
disregard gender inequality. Gender-specific system justificaseesaes people’s
perceptions of gender equality in the United States (Jost & Kay, 2005). Sortiter t

first two hypotheses, | hypothesized that participants with a strong systfication
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orientation would be more motivated to report that women in the United States have the
same opportunities as do men when a lower-status victim threatened to repbetra hig
status perpetrator to the police.

To determine if System Justification Orientation differs from Social iDante
Orientation in its relationship to legitimizing rape, | conducted the saalgsas
substituting System Justification Orientation with Social Dominanén@ition? That
is, participants’ Social Dominance Orientation, participant gender, vicsitatas, and
the threat of a rape allegation predicted participants’ rape myth accagpiantien blame,
and gender-specific system justification. | hypothesized that the pattesutit for
rape myth acceptance, victim blame, and gender-specific system atitifiecvould be
different for System Justification Orientation and Social Dominangn@ition.

Because Social Dominance Orientation measures group dominance, | higeolt test
men with a strong Social Dominance Orientation would report higher rape myth
acceptance, victim blame, and gender-specific system justification resgmadirelative
status of the victim and the degree of threat she posed to the perpetrator (i.ke., Socia
Dominance Orientation x gender interaction). If the analyses for Soaminance
Orientation and System Justification Orientation showed the same pattesuits,
however, then it may not be important to separate these constructs.

Method

Participants

Participants were 373 students from a medium-sized Midwestern Catholic

university (53.9%n = 201) and people from the U.S. who completed the survey online (
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=172). University participants received extra credit in an IntroductyghBiogy
course; online participants did not receive compensation for their patbaip@verall,
participants were predominately female (60.8%,225) and White (81.2% = 303);
the median age was 19 yeaws £ 22.60,SD=7.77). There were an equal number of
female university and online participants; however, there were more malesityive
participants (60.1%) than male online participam%eflq = 3.85, p =.05). University and
online samples did not differ in ethnic composition. University participants were
younger M = 20.07,SD= 5.01) than online participants! = 25.55,SD= 9.25;t(371)=
7.24,p<.001). University participants were also wealthier than online partisig&tt)
=43.73, p <.001). University participants comprised 72.7% of those who reported an
annual income over $100,000. Conversely, online participants comprised 76.8% of those
who reported an annual income of less than $25,000.

The median time to complete the survey was 21 minMes 25.52,SD= 24.78).
University participants completed the survey fastér~(20.59,SD = 4.28) than did
online participantsNl = 31.28,SD= 35.39;t(371) = 4.25p < .001). Participants who
were at 99 percentile of the amount of time spent completing the survey (< 103.31
minutes,n = 3) were excluded from analyses leaving 370 participants.

Procedure

Student participants completed the survey in a computer lab. A maximum of ten
participants completed the survey during each scheduled session. A fepsaimerter
greeted the participants and they were seated at a computer. The erferarplained
the participants’ rights and instructions on how to access the survey. Participants

accessed the survey website, read the information sheet online, and complitid the
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Social Dominance Orientation Scale. They were then asked to select thelateifrom
nine choices to be assigned to condition. Based on their selection, participantsie

of the nine date-rape scenarios. Afterwards, they completed the mefagatenoand
perpetrator blame, lllinois Rape Myth Acceptance Scale—Short Form, an@#sen® of
gender-specific system justification. The items within each of tleedesswere
presented in random order. After the participants completed the survey, ainigbrief
form appeared on the computer screen. The female experimenter gave théma-an ex
credit slip and thanked them for their participation.

Non-student participants completed the survey that was posted on the following
websites: Online Psychology Research (www.onlinepsychresearch.co.uld), Soci
Psychology Network (www.socialpsychology.org/expts.htm), and the Web Expérime
List (genpsylab-wexlist.unizh.ch/). The procedure was the same as ftudbats
participants but without the direction of an experimenter.

Measures

System Justification Orientation and Social Dominance Orientaiarticipants
first completed the full Social Dominance Orientation scale (Pratto é984). The full
Social Dominance Orientation scale has 16 items and contains two subscassdbhaia
System Justification Orientation and a Social Dominance Orientation&(Jdgimpson,
2000; see Appendix B). System Justification Orientation is the belief that group
inequality is acceptable without stipulating whose group receives unfaméeiate.g.,
“We should do what we can to equalize conditions for different groups” reversebscore
Social Dominance Orientation is the belief that it is acceptable for gralp to

dominate other groups (e.g., “To get ahead in life, it is sometimes necesdap/da s
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other groups”). Participants indicated their response on a 9-point scaléoflatall
agree 5 =Somewhat agre® =Very much agrée Jost and Thompson reported
coefficient alphas for System Justification Orientation and Social Daome Orientation
as .85 and .84, respectively. For this study, the coefficient alphas fenS¥sstification
Orientation and Social Dominance Orientation were .83 and .79, respectivelgmSys
Justification Orientation and Social Dominance Orientation scores watieglgs
skewed (System Justification Orientation: Skew = .56, SE Skew = .13; Social Domina
Orientation: Skew = .63, SE Skew = .13). These scores were corrected wgng a |
transformatior?.

Date-rape scenariosParticipants read one of nine date-rape scenarios depicting
Kate and Jason. The date-rape scenarios were adapted from a setiafsnbgt@dbrams
et al. (2003) and Yamawaki et al. (2007). Kate and Jason’s status were mathipulate
through the type of school they attended. In the scenario in which Kate is hagher st
than is Jason, Kate attends a prestigious, private university whereas Jasod dub@be
college and attends a technical college part-time. In the scenario inKdteks lower
status, Kate dropped out of college and now attends technical college pasensas
Jason attends a private university. In the scenario in which Kate and Jasensaa¢
status, both are juniors at a state college. The threat to the perpetratoanyaslated
through Kate’s actions after Jason sexually assaults her. At the end ofrtaecsdeate
decides that it is important to do one of the following: tell no one about the rape (no
threat to Jason), tell a mutual friend about the assault (mid-level tbréadon), or report
the rape to the police and press charges against Jason (high threat)to Jason

Kate [is a junior at a prestigious, private university][is a junior at a state
college][dropped out of college but now takes classes at a local technical college
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part-time]. She and her friend, Laura, went to a college party. At the paung L
introduced Kate to Jason, a friend of Laura’s family. Jason [is a junior at a
prestigious, private university][is also a junior at a state colleggjfod out of
college but now takes classes at a local technical college part-timie].akch

Jason hit it off immediately and spent the night talking, laughing, and flirtithg w

each other. As Kate and her friend, Laura, were leaving the party Jason asked

Kate for her number and if she wanted to go out with him. Kate readily agreed.

The next weekend, Kate and Jason had dinner together and later went to Jason’s

apartment to watch a movie. As they watched the movie they started kissing.

When Jason started undressing Kate, she said she was uncomfortable and that she

wanted him to stop. Jason did not stop, however. Although Kate resisted, Jason

continued undressing her, held her down and had sexual intercourse with Kate.

Afterwards, Kate decided that it was important [to tell no one about this incident]

[to tell her friend, Laura, about this incident] [to report this incident to the police

and press charges against Jason].

Measure of victim and perpetrator blam@articipants completed an 11-item
measure of victim and perpetrator blame adapted from Abrams et al. (2003). See
Appendix C. Participants indicated their responses using a 9-point scaio{latall 5
= Somewhat9 =Completely or Totally For the two items in which participants had to
assign blame or sympathy, participants used a different 9-point scallag¢brr5 =Kate
& Jason equally9 =Kate). Four items were reverse-scored and the mean was
calculated. Higher scores indicated more victim-blamislgtams et al. reported a
coefficient alpha of .75. The coefficient alpha for this sample was .82. Seeres
positively skewed (Skew = 1.59, SE Skew = .13) and were log-transformed.

Rape myth acceptandearticipants completed the lllinois Rape Myth Acceptance
Scale (IRMA-SF; Payne et al., 1999). This scale contained 20 items an®padra
Likert scale (1 =Not at all agree5 =Somewhat agre® =Very much agréeto assess
agreement with myths about women as victims of rape, male perpetratoryy@ad g
violent crime (e.g., “A lot of women lead a man on and then they cry rapeg). Se

Appendix D. The total score was calculated by computing the mean. Higher scores
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signified more agreement with rape myths. Payne et al. reportedfigieaetilpha of
.93. The coefficient alpha for this study was .88. Scores were positivelydskSiew =
.88, Skew SE =.13) and were log-transformed.

Measure of Gender-Specific System JustificatRamticipants’ completed Jost and
Kay’'s (2005) measure of gender-specific system justification. Thasune assessed
people’s attitudes toward the current state of sex-role division in the United Sta
general, relations between men and women are fair in the United Stateg Apendix
E. Kay and Jost reported a coefficient alpha of .65. Because their coeffiplentas
lower than desired, four items were added from Schmader, Major, Eccleston, and
McCoy's (2001) measure that assessed the perceived legitimactusfditéerence
between men and women in United States (“America is an open society in which both
men and women can achieve higher status.”). Schmader et al. reported aeoatveffici
alpha of .72. Participants were asked to indicate the strength of agreementQising a
point scale (1 Not at all agree5 =Somewhat agre® =Very much agrée An overall
score was calculated using the mean. The coefficient alpha was .86.

Scenario manipulation checkBarticipants were asked a series of questions to
determine if they read the date-rape scenario and if the threat manipwigiionthe
scenarios worked. To check the manipulation of status, participants indicatedKateere
and Jason went to school. To check the manipulation of threat, participants were asked
who Kate decided that it was important to tell about the incident (no one, her friend, her
parents, a school counselor, the police). Participants also indicated how mush Kate’
decision would negatively affect Jason (Net at all 5 =Somewhat9 =Very mucl.

See Appendix F.
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Results
Preliminary Analyses

Manipulation check.Seventy-three participants (19.7% of the sample) incorrectly
remembered where Kate or Jason went to school or whom Kate told. Of these 73
participants, significantly more participants who completed the survey online
misremembered the story (61.666; 45) compared to the college students who
completed the survey in persgi(() = 9.34,p < .01). There was no gender difference in
the sub-sample of participants who misremembered the gf¢ty € 0.07,p > .10).
Participants who misremembered the story were excluded from the maireariabang
297 participants.

Differences between the Online Sample and the University SafpANOVA
was conducted to determine if the university sample and online sample differed dn any o
variable means. Means and standard deviations (untransformed) are preseabdel 21 T
The overall MANOVA was not significanE(5, 290) = 0.48p = .79) indicating that
were no significant differences between the university and online samplesen the
variables.

Threat manipulation.To determine if the threat manipulation worked, a one-way
ANOVA was conducted to determine if participants reported differendeswKate’s
decision about who to tell would negatively affect Jason. There was a main effect of

threat £(2, 279)= 107.92p < .001,n% = .44). Participants who read that Kate was going



TABLE 2

Descriptive Statistics of Variables for the University (n = 173) and
Online Samples (n = 123)

Variable University Online
System Justification 3.13 (1.37) 3.04 (1.40)
Social Dominance 2.84 (1.37) 2.92 (1.48)
Victim Blame 1.92 (0.74) 2.02 (1.06)
RMA 2.32(0.85)  2.41(1.10)
GSJ 5.17 (0.78)  5.12(0.79)

Note.RMA = Rape Myth Acceptance, GSJ = Gender-speS8ifistem Justification.
Judgments were made on a 9-point scale Nbt=at all,9 =Completely. The
values in parentheses are standard deviations.
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to tell no one reported that her actions would affect Jason significanties2.(/9)

than did participants who read that Kate was going to tell a mutual fivesdx(86,p <
.001); those who read that Kate was going to tell a mutual friend thought thatitves act
would affect Jason significantly less than did participants who read thatMdatgoing

to report Jason to the polidél = 8.03,ps < .001). There were no other significant main
effects or interactions. This finding indicates that the threat manipulatdeed.

System Justification Orientation and Social Dominance Orientation Scores across
Conditions. To determine if participants’ System Justification Orientation anéaSoc
Dominance Orientation scores were equal across conditions, a 9 (condition) x 2
(participant gender) MANOVA was conducted. Means and standard deviations are
reported in Table 3. The main effect of Condition was not signifi¢gat( 554) = 1.27,

p =.21) and the interaction between participant gender and condition was notangnific
(F(16, 554) = 1.09p = .36).

There was a main effect of gender for System Justification Orient&tibn279)
=9.34,p = .002,n% = .03) such that men reported higher levels of System Justification
Orientation M, = 1.13) than did womemM, = .95). The main effect of gender for
Social Dominance Orientation was marginally signific&ifiL( 279) = 3.34p = .07) such
that men reported marginally higher Social Dominance Orientdidgn=(1.00) than did
women M, = .88). Both men and women reported significantly higher levels of System
Justification Orientation than Social Dominance Orientation (itfgh6) = -3.02p =

.003; woment(179) = -2.04p = .04).
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TABLE 3

Means and Standard Deviations of Participants’ System Justification Orientation and
Social Dominance Orientation by Condition for Women (n = 180) and Men (n = 117).

Condition SJO(In) SDO(In) n
Victim Lower Tells No one  Women .84 (.38) .99 (.45) 20
Men 1.05 (.32) .85 (.50) 11
Tells Friend Women 1.08 (.39) .93 (.41) 22
Men 1.36 (.34) 1.14 (.46) 18
Tells Police Women .92 (.49) .75 (.65) 18
Men .98 (.46) .67 (.62) 9
Victim Equal Tells No one  Women .94 (.50) .90 (.48) 21
Men 1.14 (.51) .97 (.50) 16
Tells Friend Women .98 (.47) .88 (.47) 18
Men 1.24 (.45) 1.06 (.33) 13
Tells Police Women 1.02 (.52) 1.03 (.56) 23
Men 1.09 (.36) .95 (.48) 6
Victim Higher Tells No one  Women .90 (.47) .70 (.67) 14
Men 1.33 (.39) 1.20 (.48) 12
Tells Friend Women .86 (.56) .61 (.56) 22
Men 1.01 (.48) 1.02 (.54) 16
Tells Police Women 1.00 (.44) 1.01 (.51) 22
Men .89 (.59) .99 (.44) 16

Note.SJO(In) = System Justification Orientation (Ic§RO(In) = Social Dominance Orientation (log).
Judgments were made on a 9-point scale Nbt=at all,9 =Completely. Values in parentheses are

standard deviations.
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Intercorrelations between Variables

Pearson correlations among the predictors are presented in Table 4. Men’s (
.53,p<.001) and women’s £ .52,p < .001) correlations between Social Dominance
Orientation and System Justification Orientation were robust. Most of ttedatmms
between System Justification Orientation, Social Dominance Orientafictim\Blame,
Rape Myth Acceptance, and gender-specific system justification werevpd8tick &
Fiske, 1996; Pratto et al., 1994).

Multivariate Assumptions

Scatterplots between System Justification Orientation, Social Dominance
Orientation, victim blame, rape myth acceptance, and gender-specific gystiication
were linear. Multicollinearity was checked using multiple regressmarance levels
were at acceptable levels (.60 and above) for the additive model (Step 1) bbeleare
.60 for the hierarchical interaction models (Steps 2, 3, and 4). Two participaats we
identified as high leverage (Cook’s > .20; Leverage > .55) and were omitted from
analyses, leaving 295 participants.

Using System Justification Orientation to Predict Rape Myth Acceptancen \éleme,
and Gender-Specific System Justification

Three hierarchical multiple regressions computed the effect of partisipa
System Justification Orientation score on participants’ (1) rape rogdptance, (2)
victim blame, and (3) gender-specific system justification. Predict@blas were

participants’ System Justification Orientation score, participantegeRa@te’s status



TABLE 4

Intercorrelations between Variables for Women (above the diagonal, n = 180)
and Men (below the diagonal, n =115).

Subscale SJO SDO Blame RMA GSJ
SJO — 52" 17 19 12
SDO 53 — 317 46" 327
Blame 27 317 — 56" 14"
RMA 7' 34" 53" — 23
GSJ 25 19 20 34" —

Note.SJO = System Justification Orientation, SDO = &lddbominance Orientation,

Blame = Victim blame, RMA = lllinois Rape Myth Acptance Scale, GSJ = Gender-specific
system justification.

tp<.10.* p<.05.%* p <.01. ** p<.001.
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relative to Jason’s, and the level of threat Kate posed to Jason. In Step 1, System
Justification Orientation, participant gender, level of threat, and victiehesive status
were entered. In Step 2, all possible two-way interactions were enter&tep 3, all
possible three-way interactions were entered and, in Step 4, all possibheafour
interactions were entered. Continuous and categorical variables were ctesdhe
hypotheses (West, Aiken, & Krull, 1996). System Justification Orientatioeseare
centered and participant gender was contrast coded (-1 = female; +1)= Faal&ate’s
relative status, dummy variables were created for Equal (i.e., Katesordale equal
status) and Higher (i.e., Kate is higher status than Jason) so that the somgesup

was Lower (i.e., Kate is lower status than Jason). For threat to Jason, dummywsariabl
were created for Friend (i.e., Kate tells a mutual friend about Jason rapirmgtétolice
(i.e., Kate reports Jason to the police) so that the comparison group was No one (i.e., Kate
tells no one).

It was predicted that high-System Justification Orientation participeouisd
report higher rape myth acceptance, victim blame, and gender-specifim syste
justification when lower-status Kate decided to report higher-statas ashe police.
Thus, the System Justification Orientation x Lower x Police interashionld be a
significant predictor (i.e., Step 3 or 4 in the multiple regression). All sirsippe
analyses were computed on a web-based calculator (Preacher, Currarer&2Ba6).

Predicting Rape Myth Acceptancddsing System Justification Orientation to
predict rape myth acceptance, Step 1 with main effects only was sighdioa
accounted for 8.0% of the variance in rape myth accept&(6e84) = 4.09p = .001).

On average men reported higher levels of rape myth acceptance than did Wem#8, (
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t=3.16,p=.002). System Justification Orientation was positively associatedapieh
myth acceptanced(= .16,t = 2.81,p = .005). Victim’s relative status or the threat she
posed to the perpetrator did not predict rape myth accepfasice 10).

Step 2 did not add a significant amount of variance to this model and none of the
two-way interaction terms were significaps¢ .10). Step 3, however, added 6.6% of
the variance to the modgd € .06) and, including Steps 1 and 2, accounted for 17.1% of
the variance in rape myth acceptane@(, 263) = 1.75p = .01; see Table 5). Step 4
did not add a significant amount of variance to this model and none of the four-way
interaction terms were significargg> .10).

In Step 3, the System Justification Orientation x Lower x Police interastas
significant ¢ = .22,t = 2.30,p = .02) and the System Justification Orientation x Lower x
No one interaction was marginally significafit -.55,t = -1.78,p = .08; see Figure 1).
Consistent with prediction, analysis of the simple slopes showed that higimSyste
Justification Orientation participants reported lower rape mythpéacee when lower-
status Kate decided to tell no one than when she decided to report highedagatut
the police B=.37,t = 1.97,p=.05). By comparison, low-System Justification
Orientation participants’ rape myth acceptance was not significafiégted when
lower-status Kate reported higher-status Jason to the police comparedtshelteld no
one B=-.28,t=-1.62,p=.11)¢

The System Justification Orientation x Equal x Police interaction \yagisant
(p=-.30,t=-2.22,p=.03). Simple slope analysis again showed that high-System

Justification Orientation participants reported lower rape myth actaptahen lower-
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TABLE 5

Multiple Regression Predicting Participants’ Rape Myth Acceptance Based on
Participants’ System Justification Orientation Level (n = 295).

Predictor B SEB B

Stepl R=.08"
Participant gender .08 .02 ".19
SJO 14 .05 ‘16
Step2 AR*=.02

Step3 ARP=.07

Mean SJO x Lower x No one (Intercept) .81 .08

Mean SJO x Gender x Lower x No one 15 .08 T 36
SJO x Lower x No one -47 26 T .55
SJO x Lower x Police .70 .30 vy
SJO x Equal x No one 67 .29 " 45
SJO x Higher x No one .59 31 43
SJO x Equal x Friend -.76 37 t.27
SJO x Equal x Police -.79 .36 " .30
SJO x Higher x Police -.89 37 .40

Step4 AR? =.005

Note. SJO = System Justification Orientation. For Refhe comparison group is the intercept
which is (averaging across male and female paditg) mean-level SJO, and lower-status victim
telling no one about the perpetrator raping her.

'p<.10,'p<.05,"p<.01.
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FIGURE 1

Participants’ Rape Myth Acceptance when Lower-Status Victim Decides to Tell No one
Versus Report Perpetrator to the Police Moderated by Participants’ Systemcadistifi
Orientation.

L ower-Status Victim

1.8
g 1.6
% 1.4 SJO
*g‘_ 1.2 —A—1SD
< ! - A —0-0SD
£ 08 o— —©
=
3 0.6 7
S 0.4
g o
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0
No one Police

Whom Victim Decided to Tell

Note.System Justification Orientation x Lower x Polife=(.22,t = 2.30,p = .02).
Simple slope for strong System Justification Odgion (+1SDB = .37,t = 1.97,p=.05).

Simple slope for weak System Justification Origataf-1SD:B = -.28,t = -1.62,p = .11)
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status Kate decided to tell no one than when she decided to report higher-status Jas
the police. By comparison, participants’ System Justification Orientattehveas
unrelated to their rape myth acceptance when equal-status Kate deceleddmhe
compared to when she decided to report Jason to the gudice.10).

The System Justification Orientation x Higher x Police interaction igagisant
(p=-40,t=-2.42,p=.02). Simple slope analysis again showed that high-System
Justification Orientation participants reported lower rape mythpdéacee when lower-
status Kate decided to tell no one than when she decided to report higherastatu® J
the police. By comparison, participants’ System Justification Orienta@hWwas
unrelated to their rape myth acceptance when higher-status Kate decideddmied
compared to when she decided to report lower-status Jason to the gohcd Q).

The System Justification Orientation x Equal x Friend interaction was also
significant ¢ = -.27,t = -2.06,p = .04). Simple slope analysis found that participants’
System Justification Orientation level was unrelated to their rape rogéiptance when
equal-status Kate decided to tell no one compared to when she told a mutuapfiend (
.10). Although high-System Justification Orientation participants reportezt iape
myth acceptance when lower-status Kate decided tell no one than when sheé tecide
tell a mutual friend, this slope was not significgm(.12).

The gender x Lower x No one interaction was marginally signifi¢gant.86,t =
1.79,p=.08). Men reported marginally higher rape myth acceptance than did women
when lower-status Kate told no one about higher-status Jason raping her.

Predicting Victim Blame Using System Justification Orientation to predict

victim blame, the overall model including only main effects was signifiqaoht a
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accounted for 4.9% of the variance in victim blafg( 288) = 2.48p = .02). System
Justification Orientation was positively associated with victim blfiwe.19,t = 3.24,p
=.001). There was no difference between male and female participantsQ). Step 2
added 5.7% of the variance to the model and this increase was marginally sig(pfrca
.07). This model, including Step 1, accounted for 11.8% of the variance in victim blame
(F(13, 275) = 1.94p = .01; see Table 6). Against prediction, neither Step 3 nor Step 4
added a significant amount of variance to this model and none of the interaction terms in
these steps were significaps(> .10).

In Step 2, the Lower x Police interaction was significnt ¢.22,t = -2.14,p=
.03). Averaging across System Justification Orientation-level, gaatits blamed lower-
status Kate more when she told no one about higher-status Jason raping her than when
she reported him to the police.

The Equal x Friend interaction was significght«(.33,t = 3.15,p = .002).
Averaging across participants’ System Justification Orientation, |paeicipants
reported higher victim blame when lower-status Kate told no one about higher-status
Jason raping her than when she told a mutual friBr-(25,t = -2.54,p = .01). By
comparison, participants reported the same level of victim blame when egjualisate
told no one about Jason raping her or told her fri&wl .(L8,t = 1.67,p = .10).

The Higher x Friend interaction was also significgnt (24,t = 2.03,p = .04).
As stated above, participants blamed lower-status Kate more when she told Imanone t
when she told a friend. By comparison, participants reported the same level of victim
blame when higher-status Kate told no one about lower-status Jason raping her than when

she told a mutual friend(= .03,t = 0.30,p > .10).
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TABLE 6

Multiple Regression Predicting Participants’ Victim Blame Based on Participants’
System Justification Orientation Level (n = 295)

Predictor B SEB B
Stepl R=.05
SJO 16 .05 19

Step2 ARP=.07

Mean SJO x Lower x No one (Intercept) .76 .07

Mean SJO x Lower x Friend -.25 .10 .31
Mean SJO x Lower x Police -.22 10 T -.26
Mean SJO x Equal x No one -.20 10 T -24
Mean SJO x Equal x Friend 43 14 "33
Mean SJO x Higher x Friend 28 14 " 24
SJO x Higher 25 13 19

Step3 AR’=.03

Step4 AR=.01

Note. SJO = System Justification Orientation. For Sgfhe comparison group is the intercept
which is lower-status victim, telling no one abth# perpetrator raping her, averaging across
SJO-level and participant gender.

'n<.10,'p<.05,"p < .001.
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The System Justification Orientation x Higher interaction was margisigthificant (3 =
25,t=1.94,p=.05). Simple slope analysis showed that low-System Justification
Orientation participants blamed the victim more when she was lower statuthe
perpetrator than when she was higher st@8us+28,t = -2.31,p = .02). High-System
Justification Orientation participants reported the same amount of vi@melho matter
if the victim was lower or higher statuB € -.04,t = -.037,p > .10).

Predicting Gender-Specific System Justificatidaing System Justification
Orientation to predict gender-specific system justification, Steplddimg only main
effects was significant and accounted for 4.8% of the variance in ggretgfissystem
justification (6, 287) = 2.42p = .03). System Justification Orientation was positively
associated with gender-specific system justificatppa (15,t = 2.58,p = .01). Men
reported marginally higher gender-specific system justification trdawaimen f§ = .10,
t=1.68,p=.09). The relative status of the victim or the amount of threat she posed to
the perpetrator in the date-rape scenario did not directly affect pant&igander-
specific system justification. Steps 2, 3, and 4 with the interaction terms did not add a
significant amount of variance to this modes & .10): all possible 2-way, 3-way, and 4-
way interactions were tested and none was significant. Against predictiocippats
did not report higher gender-specific system justification when the ladatrssvictim
decided to report the perpetrator to the police.

Using Social Dominance Orientation to Predict Rape Myth Acceptance, Victim Blame,
and Gender-Specific System Justification

| hypothesized that the pattern of results for rape myth acceptance, bliatira,

and gender-specific system justification would be different for SystenfiJatsbin
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Orientation and Social Dominance Orientation. Because Social Dominance @nenta
measures ingroup dominance, | hypothesized that men with a strong socialrd@mina
orientation would espouse more rape myths, victim blame, and gender-specifitc syste
justification regardless of relative status of the victim and the degreesat 8ire posed

to the perpetrator compared to women with a strong social dominance orientation (i.e
Social Dominance Orientation x gender).

Three hierarchical multiple regressions computed participants’ (1)mgie
acceptance, (2) victim blame, and (3) gender-specific systemgasof. In Step 1,
participants’ Social Dominance Orientation score, participant gendemgcelative
status, and the level of threat she posed to the perpetrator were enteregh. 2na8t
possible two-way interactions were entered. In Step 3, all possible thyeiet@ractions
were entered and, in Step 4, all possible four-way interactions weredengsneial
Dominance Orientation scores were centered and participant gendesntrastccoded (-

1 = female; +1 = male). Kate’s relative status and threat to Jason weneyetoded as
in previous analyses. Again, the comparison group was Lower (i.e., Kate is lawsr sta
than Jason) and No one (i.e., Kate tells no one).

Predicting Rape Myth Acceptancdgsing Social Dominance Orientation to
predict rape myth acceptance, Step 1 with main effects only was sighdiog
accounted for 21.2% of the variance in rape myth accept&(@e288) = 12.94p <
.001). On average, men reported higher levels of rape myth acceptance than did women
(p=.17,t=3.25,p=.001). Social Dominance Orientation was positively associated
with rape myth acceptancg € .40,t = 7.54,p < .001). Steps 2, 3, and 4 with the

interaction terms did not add a significant amount of variance to this npoeelQ) and
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none of the interactions were significaps & .10). Against prediction, the Social
Dominance Orientation x gender interaction was not significant.

Predicting Victim BlameUsing Social Dominance Orientation to predict victim
blame, the Step 1 including only main effects was significant and accounted fordf0.0%
the variance in victim blamé-(6, 288) = 5.33p < .001). Social Dominance Orientation
was positively associated with victim blanfie<.30,t = 5.23,p < .001). There was no
difference between male and female participgmts.(L0). The relative status of the
victim or the amount of threat she posed to the perpetrator in the date-rape scenario did
not directly affect participants’ victim-blaming attitudes.

Step 2 added 6.5% of the variance to the model and this increase was marginally
significant = .07). This model, including Step 1, accounted for 16.5% of the variance
in victim blame E(13, 275) = 2.86p < .001; see Table 7). Neither Step 3 nor Step 4
added a significant amount of variance to this model and none of the interaction terms in
these steps were significapis@ .10).

Against prediction, the Social Dominance Orientation x gender interaction was
not significant. The Lower x Police interaction was marginallgigant (3 = -.20,t =
-1.88,p = .06). Participants reported marginally higher victim blame whenrista¢us
Kate more when she told no one about higher-status Jason raping her than when she
reported him to the police.

The Equal x Friend interaction was significght«(.44,t = 3.38,p = .001).

Averaging across participants’ Social Dominance Orientation levelcipantits reported
higher victim blame when lower-status Kate told no one about higher-status Jasgn ra

her than when she told a mutual frield=-.27,t = -2.81,p = .005). By comparison,
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TABLE 7

Multiple Regression Predicting Participants’ Victim Blame Based on Participants’
Social Dominance Orientation Level (n = 295)

Predictor B SEB B

Stepl R=.08"
SDO 23 .04 30

Step2 ARP=.06

Mean SDO x Lower x No one (Intercept) .76 .07

Mean SDO x Lower x Friend -.27 .09 732
Mean SDO x Lower x Police -.20 .10 .23
Mean SDO x Equal x No one -.20 .09 T.24
Mean SDO x Equal x Friend 44 13 "33
Mean SDO x Higher x Friend .30 13 .26

SDO x Higher 18 .10 15

Step3 AR’=.04

Step4 ARP=.02

Note. SDO = Social Dominance Orientation. For Stefh@,comparison group is the intercept
which is lower-status victim, telling no one abth# perpetrator raping her, averaging across
SDO-level and participant gender.

'n<.10,'p<.05,"p < .001.
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participants reported the same level of victim blame when equal-staisokhho one
about Jason raping her or told her frieBd=(.17,t = 1.38,p > .10).

The Higher x Friend interaction was also significgnt (30,t = 2.26,p = .02).

As stated above, participants blamed lower-status Kate more when she told Imanone t
when she told a friend. By comparison, participants reported the same level of victim
blame when higher-status Kate told no one about lower-status Jason raping her than when
she told a mutual friend(= .04,t = 0.28,p > .10).

The Social Dominance Orientation x Higher interaction was marginally
significant ¢ = .18,t = 1.72,p=.09). Simple slope analysis showed that low-Social
Dominance Orientation participants blamed the victim more when she wasskaves
than the perpetrator than when she was higher s@tes.4,t = -2.16,p = .03). High-
Social Dominance Orientation participants reported the same amount of viatima bb
matter if the victim was lower or higher stat@és<-.07,t = -0.06,p > .10).

Predicting Gender-Specific System Justificatldsing Social Dominance
Orientation to predict gender-specific system justification, Steplddimg only main
effects was significant and accounted for 9.7% of the variance in gepelafic system
justification (6, 287) = 5.15p < .001). Social Dominance Orientation was positively
associated with gender-specific system justificatppr (27,t = 4.76,p < .001). There
was no difference between male and female particippatslQ). The relative status of
the victim or the amount of threat she posed to the perpetrator in the date-rape scenari
did not directly affect participants’ gender-specific system justibioatSteps 2, 3, and 4

did not add a significant amount of variance to this magalel.L0) and none of the
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interaction terms were significargs(> .10). Against prediction, the Social Dominance
Orientation x gender interaction was not significant.

Discussion

The goal of this study was to determine what factors influence people’swah
acceptance. Specifically, this study determined how rape myth accegaaffected by
individual factors, such as people’s gender and their system justificatemation, as
well as situational factors, such as the victim’s status relative to thetpdor and the
threat posed to the perpetrator by the victim’s rape allegation. In additicediotprg
rape myth acceptance, | was also interested in determining how these irdindiua
situational factors would predict how much people blamed the victim and believed that
women and men have equal opportunities in the U.S (i.e., gender-specific system
justification). Further, as a comparison to system justification orientatxamined if
people’s social dominance orientation-level also influenced rape myth atmepiactim
blame, and gender-specific system justification.

Based on system justification theory (Jost & Banaji, 1994), | expected that rape
myth acceptance would increase for people with a strong system justificaigntation
in the situation where a low-status victim threatened to press chargest agaigh-status
perpetrator. Controlling for situational factors and people’s systerfigason
orientation, men reported higher rape myth acceptance than did women. This suggests
that people’s system justification orientation (i.e., acceptance of the giad) did not
account for gender differences in rape myth acceptance. It could be that mdedde
more with the male perpetrator, but this seems unlikely: previous research has show

that, compared to women, men report higher rape myth acceptance regartliess of
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perpetrator’s or victim’s gender (Chapleau et al., 2008). Rather, men mayhigpert
rape myth acceptance because they focus more on the sexual aspect of ragauChapl
and Oswald (2010) found that men explicitly associate consensual sex with p@wer t
greater degree than do women and that an explicit power-sex association positively
correlates with men’s rape myth acceptance. If men on average arekalyreolbelieve
the “sex myth” that consensual sex typically involves dominating a sexual pénere
they may also be more likely to believe rape myths (e.g., women enjoy beied to

have sex), particularly in cases of date rape where consensual sex ible possome

of a date. Thus, the gender difference in rape myth acceptance may be due to men’s
sexual socialization, higher testosterone levels (see Carney & Mason, 2(4.0), or
confluence of the two.

Controlling for participants’ gender, people with a stronger system @aditfn
orientation reported higher rape myth acceptance than did people with a weader sy
justification orientation. People with a strong system justification otientare more
accepting of group hierarchy and the status quo, regardless of whether thethar®p
or the bottom of the hierarchy (Jost & Thompson, 2000). People who accept the status
quo may be more likely to believe that women perpetrate their own rapes hécinese
acknowledge that rape is a social problem, then they must acknowledganie#ttiag is
wrong with the status quo.

Although people with a strong system justification orientation reported higher
rape myth acceptance overall, their rape myth acceptance-level wasaefiugy the
situation. Participants with a strong system justification orientation @dwbthat a low-

status victim would tell no one and allow the high-status perpetrator to go unpunished
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reported lower rape myth acceptance than when that victim decided to pregs charg
against him. All participants in this study reported a low rape myth accepésete
suggesting that people still believe some rape myths to a small degemtdtesting,
then, that people with a strong system justification orientation endorsed y#petman
even lesser degree when the low-status victim decided to tell no one. Bsicange
system justification people would be sensitive to the usurping of the status fglloyis
that when the low-status victim chose to not seek justice there would be less dt@ nee
endorse rape myths. This suggests that, for people with a strong systenafiastific
orientation, rape myths serve as a legitimizing ideology and that low rape myt
acceptance is the reward (or lack of punishment) for the low-status victim whs kieow
place.

It is important to note that this effect occurred in the participants’ own minds —
they were not called to use rape myths to sway other people’s opinions. This shows that
rape myth acceptance is malleable and that it can shift depending on ilie stédtis of
the characters and the threat posed to the perpetrator. This finding refutes our
understanding of rape myth acceptance as a stable trait. Recent reasateintad
examining the stability of people’s attitudes (Garcia-Marques, Santosacki®] 2006)
and how people use ideologies to support the social hierarchy (Knowles, Lowery, Hogan,
& Chow, 2009). The findings in this study are consistent with this researchothi&e
stereotypes and ideologies, rape myth acceptance is dynamic and mayldgedrio
satisfy socially-motivated goals such as maintaining the status quo.

System justification theory was partially supported given that tigenfys were

specific to people with a strong system justification orientation. Thenfyisdhowever,
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were inconsistent with system justification theory because previowsechdes shown

that everyone (regardless of system justification orientation-lagt)mizes the system

more when the system is under threat (Jost, Glaser, et al., 2003). This discregancy m

be due to how system threat was operationalized. In this study system threat was
operationalized as a single rape victim threatening to report her attacke police. In
comparison, Jost, Glaser, and colleagues operationalized system thvaatrasnational
security and pride. Thus, a single rape victim reporting a rapist to the paljcean

have been a big enough threat to provoke all people to defend the high-status perpetrator.
Future studies could examine if system threat on a national scale relp&spte’s rape

myth acceptance.

Furthermore, one question is why was there was no difference in rape myt
acceptance when the high-status victim pressed charges against theuswetaetrator
versus when she chose to tell no one? The malleability of rape myth aceeptanbe
based on the specific situation where the victim is lower status than the perpbasgd
on the victim’s low status (regardless of the perpetrator’s status), ar taslee
perpetrator’s high status (regardless of the victim’s status). Future vemifutating
other combinations of the victim and perpetrator’s status (e.g., low-status gienpetr
rapes low-status victim) would shed light on this issue.

It is also possible that the high-status victim in the date-rape scéoaréved
herself” by agreeing to date a lower-status male and by being ety him. Thus,
people with a strong system justification orientation may report lower rgjhe m
acceptance when a high-status woman is a raped by a lowsttatugerand she decides

to press charges. This is also an area for future research.
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This study also examined how individual and situational factors would influence
people’s willingness to blame the victim. | expected the same findingdion blame
that had been found for rape myth acceptance: people with a strong systemtjastifica
orientation would blame the victim more when the low-status victim threatengabto re
the perpetrator to the police compared to when she told no one. This hypothesis,
however, was not supported. Like rape myth acceptance, men and women waitiyg a str
system justification orientation reported marginally higher vidilame averaging across
the situation factors. That is, people who were motivated to accept the status quo were
also motivated to state that Kate was at least partially responsibledor réging her.

Again, if people with a strong system justification orientation acknowledgedakah
was wholly responsible for raping Kate, then they may have to acknowledgeotbatei
and injustice exist, and that the status quo is flawed. If there is disteessaded with
this knowledge (Jost & Hunyady, 2005), holding the victim partially responsibld coul
mitigate the distress.

Unlike the results found for rape myth acceptance, victim blame was predicted by
an unexpected interaction between people’s system justification orier@aterand the
victim’s relative status, controlling for the threat the victim posed to the tpatqre(i.e.,
what she decided to do after the rape). Although people with a weak systeicajictif
orientation on average blamed Kate less than did strong system justifimagiotation-
people, weak system justification orientation-people blamed Kate more whevas
lower status than Jason. People with a weak system justification orientatiessare
accepting of the status quo and believe that steps should be taken to equalize groups. It

follows that they would be more likely to acknowledge that rape is a social probtem a
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would want a rape victim to seek justice. However, this finding indicates that even
people with a weak system justification orientation are somewhat biasedtagkw-
status victim no matter if she reports the high-status perpetrator to the palleher
friend, or keeps silent.

Furthermore, people (regardless of system justification orientaveh) lolamed
the low-status victim more (not less) when she decided to tell no one compareahto whe
she decided to report the high-status perpetrator to the police or to tell her ffieis
finding was only true when the victim was low-status: people reported the eashefl
victim blame toward the equal-status and high-status victim regardlesetifex she
told no one, her friend, or the police. Participants may have tried to divine why the low
status Kate chose not to tell anyone about high-status Jason raping her. sOm&eta
would tell no one is if she blamed herself for the rape. Specifically, by detidihg
was important to tell no one, participants may have thought that low-statug/&ate
admitting some culpability. Thus, participants’ higher victim blaming would atelic
that they (wrongly) agreed with low-status Kate’s perception of eventficipants
“agreed” less (i.e., less victim blame) when Kate was equal- or héfghiers than Jason.
This finding is disturbing because it indicates that people would be less likely to
discourage a rape victim from keeping silent if she was lower-dtenshe perpetrator.

Comparing the pattern of results that predict rape myth acceptance amd vict
blame suggests that rape myth acceptance and victim blame are influenitiéerbpt
factors. One reason different factors predicted rape myth acceptancetandhme is
that rape myths are stereotypes about female victims and male perpetrgeneral,

whereas victim blame is specific to a particular victim and perpetr&ecause rape
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myth acceptance was influenced by people’s acceptance of the status quo conthined w
the low-status victim’s willingness to maintain the status quo, this indi¢etsape
myth acceptance is an ideology that people use to legitimize injustitieeavay things
are.”

In contrast victim blame is not an ideology, but it may be an application of
ideological beliefs. In this study, participants completed the victimélagasure first
and the rape myth acceptance scale second. The order of measures may hawé produce
different patterns of results for victim blame and rape myth acceptance. riblahe
(1998, 2005) found that the correlation between men’s rape proclivity and rape myth
acceptance was higher when male participants completed the rape mythrazepale
first and the rape proclivity measure second. Bohner and colleagues concludeshthat m
use rape myths to lower their inhibitions to rape as opposed to using rape myths to justify
their aggressive behavior after the fact. Although not tested, Bohnesdimalihg may
apply to people’s victim blaming. Perhaps if people completed the rape mythaaoeept
measure first and victim blame measure second, then the same factors thttgprage
myth acceptance would have predicted victim blame. That is, people with a strong
system justification orientation would have blamed the low-status victinmless she
chose to keep silent than when she reported the high-status perpetrator to thélpiice.
would be interesting to determine in future studies. Regardless, this studytstigages
although rape myth acceptance and victim blame are positively correlated anis see
measure similar attitudes, they are not interchangeable. Researchetadyhmesple’s
attitudes about rape should be careful when deciding between these measures or they

should consider including both.
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This study also examined the effect of individual and situational factors on
people’s gender-specific system justification. People with a sggstgm justification
orientation were more likely to justify life in the United States adda men and
women. As with rape myth acceptance, | hypothesized that people with a streng syst
justification orientation would report higher gender-specific systenfigagton when a
lower-status victim threatened to report the perpetrator to the police. Tuthhgis was
not supported. This may be because, although gender-specific systenajistifica
legitimizing ideology, it does not legitimize rape or violence. Kay and Jost (2@
that gender-specific system justification increased when people vesenped with
sexist stereotypes about men’s and women'’s traits and managéeisl Stiie connection
between equal opportunities for success in the United States and stereotypes alsout me
and women'’s abilities is obvious. The connection between equal opportunities for
success and rape, however, is less so. Thus, whereas evidence of sexism in the
workplace would likely provoke people to defend the system by espousing that men and
women have equal opportunities (i.e., gender-specific system justificaiomence of
rape and threat to the system would provoke people to defend the system by espousing
that rape is not a problem—that is, rape myth acceptance. This suggests tleatipeopl
legitimizing ideologies that are specific to the situation.

As a comparison to participants’ system justification orientation, pantitspa
social dominance orientation (i.e., belief that one’s group should dominate other groups)
was also used to predict rape myth acceptance, victim blame, and gender-spsteiic
justification. Because men have a stronger social dominance orientatiodahvomen

(Pratto et al., 1994), | expected that social dominance orientation would intdract wi
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gender to predict the three dependent variables. Unlike system justifica¢iotaton, |
expected that an interaction between social dominance orientation and the situationa
factors (i.e., victim’s relative status and threat to perpetrator) would raitptiee
dependent variables. This hypothesis was partially supported.

Predicting rape myth acceptance, both gender and social dominance orientation
were independent predictors: men reported higher rape myth acceptance@advité
a stronger social dominance orientation reported higher rape myth accepétice.
social dominance orientation in the model, people’s rape myth acceptance was not
influenced by the victim’s relative status or threat posed to the perpefréisrmay be
because social dominance and system justification are different consthatseas
system justification is the acceptance of inequality, social dominancehsltaethat
one’s group should forcefully dominate other groups (Jost & Burgess, 2000). Because
people with a strong social dominance orientation are more accepting of the use of
aggression to maintain their dominance, they may also be more likely to legitimize
interpersonal violence such as rape (Pratto et al., 1994) regardless ofiths gi@ttus or
the threat she poses to the perpetrator.

A more important distinction between social dominance and system justificati
orientations is that a social dominance orientation is about the justness of onemgging fo
to get one’s way, whereas a system justification orientation is about oppositityequa
and justice. It follows that system justification orientation-level (but ocbs
dominance orientation-level), in combination with the status of the victim and wioether
not she sought justice against her attacker, would predict how much a person would

legitimize rape.
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Whereas people’s system justification and social dominance orientations
produced different models in predicting rape myth acceptance, system jtistifenad
social dominance orientations produced similar models in predicting victim blaghe
gender-specific system justification. Controlling for people’s gen@eplp with a
strong social dominance orientation blamed Kate more (or Jason less) than déd peopl
with a weak social dominance orientation. Because people with a strong social
dominance orientation are more accepting of force and domination, they may have bee
more sympathetic of Jason’s use of force and less sympathetic of Ka@isapnent
(Pratto et al., 1994). Furthermore, people blamed Kate more if she was latwsitisan
the perpetrator and she decided to tell no one. Again, participants may have read low-
status Kate’s decision to keep silent as an admission of guilt and “agrebdiarvby
blaming her more. Although people with a weak social dominance orientation on
average reported less victim blame than did those with a strong social dominance
orientation, weak social dominance orientation-people reported more victime biaen
the low-status victim was raped by the high-status perpetrator. Be@nse with a
weak social dominance orientation are less accepting of force and victcaceas to
achieve and maintain status, it follows that they should be more likely to labelslase
of force as wrong and sympathize with the victim, regardless of her status.vétpthes
finding indicates that even people with a weak social dominance orientation are
somewhat biased against a low-status victim (or biased toward a high-staetsaper).

In predicting gender-specific system justification, people withangtsocial
dominance orientation reported that economic conditions in the U.S. are fair for both

women and men. It follows that people who believe that there is a natural social
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hierarchy and that those at the top can use whatever means to maintain thatyhiera
would also think that the current system is fair. Again, victim’s status arat thréhe
perpetrator were not significant predictors in this model.

While this study provides interesting insight into the malleability of rapd my
acceptance, there are caveats and limitations to this study. Fifsiertieshical
regression models with interaction terms added a marginally-sgmifeanount of
variance. Although the interactions were hypothesized by theory, these resdtto be
replicated. Second, approximately 19% of the sample misremembered theosaedari
were omitted from analyses. It may be interesting to determine if peopEmemmber
aspects of a date-rape scenario to match their pre-existing steredtppésape. Third,
status was operationalized by the type of school the victim and perpetramhaiedalt
people may have identified with the victim or the perpetrator based on where they
matriculated. Future studies could compare samples of college studeaitslzu
attending a private university versus a state college, a technical school, andlilbos
have not attended college.

Future research should also examine the malleability of rape myths snatase
interracial rape and stranger rape. Specifically, will people repwdrirape myth
acceptance if an African-American woman decides to keep silent about a White
acquaintance raping her? Will people report higher rape myth acceptanaife
woman is raped by an African-American stranger? Future research cautiesérmine
how other types of violence, such as murder and interpersonal violence angézediti
The advantage of using rape myths to understand the legitimization of violende is tha

unlike other types of violence, rape is often perpetuated by one social group €)e., me
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against another (i.e., women) and beliefs that legitimize rape have beenddertd
researched. Nonetheless, understanding how other types of violence aesljunstifi
society is important for future study. Also, it would be interesting to enarhother
stereotypes, such as ambivalent sexism toward women and men, fluctuate dependin
the victim’s status and the threat to the perpetrator.

In sum, previous research has focused on how rape myth acceptance is a
stagnant trait that contributes to blaming the victim. This is the firsy stushow that
rape myth acceptance is malleable and contingent on the situation, as naiNiasial
attributes. Although it was predicted that people would clamor against theatus-s
victim when she threatened the high-status perpetrator, a more intesestialg
phenomenon was found. Rape myth acceptance across conditions was fairly constant
with one exception: people with a strong system justification orientation repested |
rape myth acceptance when the low-status victim protected the highpstgtegrator.
In contrast to Jackman’s (2001) assertion that dominant-group members vilify
subordinate-group members who seek justice, this study suggests that tape myt
acceptance is an ideology that vilifies victims regardless of statugvieowpeople who
support the status quo “remove” this ideology when a low-status victim knows her place.
This is akin to rewarding desirable behavior through negative reinforcerhbugh
the “reward” of lower rape myth acceptance would be viewed as politaaitgct and
sensitive to victim’s rights, it is an underhanded and non-confrontational way to control
social behavior and protect the status quo. Worse, people themselves may not even

realize that they are engaging in this social sleight-of-hand. In ordemartie rape
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myths (and other ideologies), we can not be satisfied with merely labelirrgiteet

those who endorse them — we must uncover the mechanisms of rape myth acceptance.
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FOOTNOTES

'Because women'’s ratings were more extreme, it was important to deterntine tha
their ratings were not driving the significant differences in social sketvgeen the three
types of schools. In other words, it was important to determine if men’s perceptions of
social status also varied by type of school. A repeated-measures AN@¥£onducted
for men separately. The main effect for the type of item was sigmiffeél.9, 560.1) =
101.6,p < .001) indicating that men perceived different levels of social status based on
the type of school Kate and Jason attended.

’For each of the DVs, preliminary hierarchical regressions were run withrgende
System Justification Orientation, Social Dominance Orientation, FriendeP&lgual,
and Higher entered in the first step. All possible interactions 2-way, 3-wagy dawd
5-way interactions were entered in succeeding steps. For both victim blamendad ge
specific system justification, there were main effects of SocialiBamse Orientation.
For rape myth acceptance, however, the model with 5-way interactions wéisangni
To disentangle this model, separate regressions were run for Systeroaliostif
Orientation (collapsing across level of Social Dominance Orientatr@hjax Social
Dominance Orientation (collapsing across level of System Justiic@gientation). The
results from these separate regressions are reported.

3Similar results were obtained using the untransformed scores for System
Justification Orientation and Social Dominance Orientation.

“Differences between system justification orientation levels weredtestor the
condition in which the lower-status victim told no one about the higher-status perpetrator
raping her, people with a strong system justification orientation had ma#ygower
rape myth acceptance than did people with a weak system justification doieitatver
x No one:B=-.47,t =1.78,p=.08) For the condition in which the lower-status victim
reported the higher-status perpetrator to the police, there was no sigrffterence in
rape myth acceptance between people with a strong and weak systenajiastific
orientation(Lower x PoliceB = .22,t = 1.32,p = .19).
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APPENDIX A

Measure of Social Status

The following questions ask about a person’s social status. When answering these
guestions, think about how most people would rate each person’s social status. Please
use the scale below when answering.

0-------- 1-------- 2---mmm-- K Qe S 6--------- FASEEREEES 8--------- 9Q-------- 10
No Social Some Social A great deal
Status Status of Social Status

1. Kate is a junior at a prestigious, private university
2. Kate is a junior at a state college

3. Kate dropped out of state college but now takes classes at a local technigal colle
part-time

4. Jason is a junior at a prestigious, private university
5. Jason is a junior at a state college

6. Jason dropped out of state college but now takes classes at a local techeg=l coll
part-time
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APPENDIX B

Social Dominance Orientation

For the following items, please use the scale below to indicate how much yewaityre
each statement:

1-----mm--- 2--—-mmo-- 3---ee- T S 6---------- 7 8---------- 9
Not at all Somewhat Very much
agree agree agree

8.

9.

Some groups of people are simply inferior to other groups.

In getting what you want, it is sometimes necessary to use forgestgtier groups
of people.

It's OK if some groups of people have more of a chance in life than others.
To get ahead in life, it is sometimes necessary to step on other groups of people.
If certain groups of people stayed in their place, we would have fewer problems.

It's probably a good thing that certain groups of people are at the top and other groups
are at the bottom.

Inferior groups of people should stay in their place.
Sometimes other groups of people must be kept in their place.

It would be good if all groups of people could be equal.

10.Group equality should be our ideal.

11.All groups of people should be given an equal chance in life.

12.We should do what we can to equalize conditions for different groups.

13.Increased social equality would have negative consequences.

14.We would have fewer problems if we treated people more equally.

15.We should strive to make people’s incomes as equal as possible.

16.No one group of people should dominate in society.
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APPENDIX C

Perceptions of Victim and Perpetrator

For the following items, use the scale below to indicate how much you agheeacfit
statement:

1---mmmmme 2--mmmme- K fmmmmmmmee 5-memeeee- 6---------- 7--mmmmme- e 9
Not Somewhat Completely or
at all Totally

1. How much do you think Kate should blame herself for what happened?
2. How much do you think Jason should blame himself for what happened?
3. How much control do you think Kate had over the situation?

4. How much control do you think Jason had over the situation?

5. How much do you agree Kate should not have gone to Jason’s apartment if she did
not want to have sex with him?

6. Given the circumstances, how justified do you think Jason’s actions were?

7. How much do you agree that Kate should not have kissed Jason if she did not want to
have sex with him?

8. Whose fault do you think it is that things turned out the way they did34%on 5 =
Kate & Jason equally® =Kate)

9. How much sympathy do you feel for Kate?
10. How much sympathy do you feel for Jason?
11. Who do you feel more sympathy for? (Iason 5 =Kate & Jason equalty9=Kate)

12. How much do you agree with Kate’s decision about who she should tell regarding the
incident with Jason?
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APPENDIX D

lllinois Rape Myth Acceptance Scale

For the following items, use the scale below to indicate how much you agheeacit

statement:
1---mmmeeee- 2--mmmmmmen K fommmme- S 6---------- 7--mmmme- 8--------- 9
Not at all Somewhat Very much
agree agree agree

1. If awoman is raped while she is drunk, she is at least somewhat responsiblador lett

8.

9.

things get out of control.

Although most women wouldn’t admit it, they generally find being physicaltgtbr
into sex a real “turn-on.”

If a woman is willing to “make out” with a guy, then it's no big deal if he go#iea |
further and has sex.

Many women secretly desire to be raped.

Most rapists are not caught by the police.

If a woman doesn’t physically fight back, you can’t really say thatstrape.
Men from nice middle-class homes almost never rape.

Rape accusations are often used as a way of getting back at men.

All women should have access to self-defense classes.

10. It is usually only women who dress suggestively that are raped.

11. If the rapist doesn’t have a weapon, you really can’t call it a rape.

12. Rape is unlikely to happen in the woman’s own familiar neighborhood.

13. Women tend to exaggerate how much rape affects them.

14. A lot of women lead a man on and then they cry rape.

15. It is preferable that a female police officer conduct the questioning vwieman

reports a rape.
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16. A woman who “teases” men deserves anything that might happen.
17. When women are raped, it's often because the way they said “no” was ambiguous.

18. Men don’t usually intend to force sex on a woman, but sometimes they get too
sexually carried away.

19. A woman who dresses in skimpy clothes should not be surprised if a man tries to
force her to have sex.

20. Rape happens when a man’s sex drive gets out of control.
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APPENDIX E

Gender-Specific System Justification measure

Instructions: Please read the sentences below. Use the scale to indidzdé degree
you agree or disagree with each sentence.

1-----mme-- 2----mmme-- 3----m-- e S 6---------- 7--m-mme-- 8---------- 9
Not at all Somewhat Very much
agree agree agree

1. In general, relations between men and women are fair in the United States.
2. In America, the division of labor in families generally operates as it ghoul

3. Gender roles need to be radically restructured in the United States.

4. For women, the United States is the best country in the world to live in.

5. In the United States, most policies relating to gender and the sexual divisaoiof
serve the greater good.

6. Everyone (male or female) has a fair shot at wealth and happiness in the United
States.

7. Sexism in America is getting worse every yeatr.

8. American society is set up so that men and women usually get what they deserve
(have earned).

9. America is an open society in which both men and women can achieve higher status.
10.Advancement in American society is possible for both men and women.
11.Individual women have difficulty achieving higher status in the United States.

12.Women are often unable to advance in American society.
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APPENDIX F

Scenario manipulation checks

Think about the story you read earlier about Kate and Jason. Please answenwiiregfoll
guestions about the story.

Where did Kate go to school? (check one)
High school
Technical college
State college

Private university

Where did Jason go to school? (check one)
High school
Technical college
State college

Private university

Who did Kate decide to tell regarding the incident with Jason? (check one)
No one
Her friend
Her parents
A school counselor

The police
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