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KOWALSKI, ROBIN MARIE. Ph.D. Heterosocial Cues and Perceptions of
Sexual Intentions: Effects of Sexual Connotativeness, Verbal Refusal,
and Rape Outcome. (1990) Directed by Dr. Jacquelyn White. 205 pp.
This study was designed to examine the extent to which men's and
women's perceptions of consent by a woman to sexual intercourse are
determined by the additive and interactive effects of the woman's
verbal statements and nonverbal behaviors, the degree of consistency
between these two modes of communication, and whether or not the woman
is forced to have sex. After reading a scenario describing a couple
on a date, subjects rated the man and the woman on a number of
attributes and completed questions relevant to what they had read.
Consistent with previous research, this study found strong
support for the suggestion that men have a lower threshold than women
for imputing sexual meaning to behaviors. In addition, perceptions of
consistency between the woman's verbal statements and nonverbal
behaviors affected subjects' ratings not only of the woman but also of
the man. Subjects rated both the man and the woman more favorably
when the woman's verbal statements were consistent with her nonverbal
behaviors. Finally, contrary to previous research, this study
provided little evidence for the suggestion that people often blame
the victim for having precipitated a rape. Rather, subjects were less
likely to attribute blame and responsibility to the woman when she was

forced to have intercourse than when she was not.
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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The prevalence of rape, particularly among the college-aged
population, is astounding. Several researchers have asked college
students whether they ever have forced or been forced to participate
in unwanted sexual intercourse. Kirkpatrick and Kanin (1957) surveyed
291 women regarding their exposure to sexual aggression. Fifty-six
percent of these women had experienced some level of forced intimacy.
Of these, 20.9% had experienced forceful attempts at intercourse and
6.2% had been subjected to violent attempts to obtain intercourse
against their will. Similarly, in a study of 930 women, Russell
(1984) reported that 442 had experienced at least one rape or
attempted rape. More recently, in a national survey of college
students, Koss, Gidycz, and Wisniewski (1987) reported that of the
3187 women surveyed, 53.9% had experienced some form of sexual
victimization. Over 25% of the 2972 men surveyed reported having
engaged in some form of sexual aggression.

However, although these statistics reflect the high incidence
rate for both completed and attempted rapes, they reveal nothing about
cohort effects of completed or attempted rape. In his sample of 930
women, Russell (1984) delineated five cohorts -- (1) those born in
1918 or earlier, (2) those born between 1919 and 1928, (3) those born
between 1929 and 1938, (4) those born between 1939 and 1948, and (5)

those born between 1949 and 1960. Across all cohorts, Russell found
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that women in their late teens and early twenties reported particularly
high incidence rates for completed or attempted rape. Even more
interesting, however, was the relationship between cohort and

incidence report. While 21.5%Z of women in the oldest cohort reported
being victims of attempts at forced intercourse, the percentages for
each successive cohort increased linearly. The comparable percentages
for each successive cohort were, respectively, 33.9%, 46.2%, 58.7%,

and 53.2%. Furthermore, Russell noted that these differences across
cohorts were unlikely to reflect a greater willingness on the part of
younger women to discuss their victimization.

Some instances of forced sexual assault among acquaintances may
stem from men’s misunderstanding of women's sexual intentions conveyed
through both their verbal and nonverbal behavior (Abbey, 1982; Abbey,
1987). A woman's friendly behavior is often misinterpreted as a
desire for sex. The present study was designed to examine more fully
perceptions of a woman's verbal and nonverbal behavior in terms of the
extent to which these behaviors connoted an interest in sex. First,
the paper examines definitional problems surrounding the topic of
rape, focusing specifically on the legal and social definitions of
rape. Specific terms, such as socialization, acquaintance rape, and
victim-precipitated rape, that are incorporated within the social
definition of rape, will also be examined. These are discussed from
an attributional perspective. An investigation of research looking at
nonverbal communication and, specifically, the differential perception

of cues within a dating situation follows. The introduction ends with



a general overview of the present study and a description of the study
itself.

Definitions of Rape

Legal definitions. Although numerous researchers have examined

the question "What is rape?" many of them have come up with different
definitions. Part of the problem in defining rape stems from the
distinction that is drawn between legal and social definitions of
rape. According to Burkhart and Stanton (1988), there are three key
components to the legal definition of rape. First, there must be
proof that the man sexually penetrated the woman. Second, the woman
must not have given her comnsent to have sexual intercourse. Third,
force or threat must have been used by the man to obtain sexual
penetration. In many cases, one or more of these condition; is
difficult to prove, resulting in one of two outcomes: many women fail
to report that they were raped and/or the men are rarely convicted
(Burkhart & Stanton, 1988; Koss & Burkhart, 1989; Malamuth, 1981;
Quackenbush, 1989; Yegidis, 1986). Some estimate that only one in
five rapes is reported to authorities; that is, about 80% go
unreported. Thus, statistics such as the 1986 FBI report indicating
that 87,340 cases of forced sexual assault meeting the legal
definition of rape were reported in 1985 (Koss, Gidycz, & Wisniewski,
1987) fail to include adjustments for the number of unreported cases
(Berger, Searles, Salem, & Pierce, 1986).

Social definitions. Burkhart and Stanton (1988) argue that the

legal definition of rape can only fully be understood within the



context of a social definition that incorporates the cultural supports
for and sex-role stereotyping of male dominance that operate to
normalize sexual assault. The social definition of rape focuses on a
different set of factors from those constituting the legal definition
(Burkhart & Stanton, 1988; Burt, 1930; Burt & Albin, 1981; Klemmack &
Klemmack, 1976). Social definitions of rape are affected by what Burt
(1980) has labeled "rape supportive belief systems." The endorsement
of these rape belief systems (or rape supportive myths), such as "the
woman really wanted to be raped" and "she enjoyed the rape" affects
the breadth of a person's view of rape (Burt, 1980; Burt & Albin,
1981). Consequently, some people's social definitions of rape fail to
recognize many instances of forced sexual assault as rape. Research
has indicated that endorsement of these belief systems is
significantly correlated with the degree to which men indicate some
likelihood of raping a woman (Rapaport & Burkhart, 1984).

These belief systems are thought to stem from what Brownmiller
(1975) has called a "rape culture" (see also Burkhart & Stanton,
1988). She coined this term to refer to a society "distinguished by
beliefs, attitudes, and social patterns that legitimize and support
forms of sexual aggression against women as a way of maintaining the
inequitable distribution of power in society" (p. 35).

Socialization and Attitudes Toward Rape

One of the primary components of the "rape culture" is the way in
which men and women are socialized. As part of this socialization

process, men and women are exposed to divergent sexual scripts in
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which men are expected to be the ini£iators and the aggressors and
women are expected to be the passive recipients of sex (Ellis &
Beattie, 1983; Krulewitz & Nash, 1979; Shotland, 1989). Thus. what is
in fact forced sexual assault may be interpreted as a woman and a man
simply fulfilling the roles for which they have been socialized
(Krulewitz & Nash, 1979). Furthermore, women are socialized to offer
at least token resistance to a man's sexual advances and men are
socialized to believe that women really want sex. In this way, men's
efforts to have intercourse despite their partner's protestations
become justified (Abbey, 1982; Check & Malamuth, 1983; Gross, 1978).
Both men and women are simply responding in accordance with their
sex-role socialization (Krulewitz & Nash, 19792). According to Beneke
(1982, p. 16),

not every man is a rapist but every man who learns American

English learns to think like a rapist, to structure his

experience of women and sex in terms of status, hostility,

control, and dominance....if men go out on dates with the idea
that sex is achievement or possession of a valued commodity, the
woman's consent is likely to be of peripheral concern.

Support for the impact of socialization on people's definition of
rape can be found in research that examined the relationship between
the endorsement of traditional sex-role attitudes and attitudes toward
rape (see White & Humphrey, in press, for a review). These studies
have consistently found strong relationships between these two factors

(Feild, 1978; Hegeman & Meikle, 1980; Krulewitz & Nash, 1979;

Krulewitz & Payne, 1978). For example, individuals who endorse



traditional attitudes toward women are more likely than nontraditional
persons to blame the victim for having precipitated the rape (Burt &
Albin, 1981; Feild, 1978; Muehlenhard, 1988), to endorse rape myths
(Burt, 1980), to perceive the rapist as motivated solely by sex, and
to perceive the victim as less attractive following the rape (Feild,
1978).

In addition, a study by Quackenbush (1989) examined how men's own
sex-role attitudes affected their endorsement of rape myths. He found
that rather than a strong endorsement of masculine traits being an
accurate predictor of rape supportive attitudes, the lack of feminine
traits seemed to be more applicable. Men classified as high in
masculinity or undifferentiated (low in both masculinity and
femininity) endorsed rape myths more strongly than men classified as
androgynous (high in both masculine and feminine traits). He
attributed this not only to the lack of feminine characteristics but
specifically to the lack of interpersonal social skills reflected in
many of the feminine traits.

Acquaintance Rape

Acquaintance rape refers to rape between individuals who know
each other, at least casually. The extent to which two individuals
are acquainted with each other has been cited as an important
component of the social definition of rape (Burkhart & Stanton, 1988;
Burt, 1980; Koss & Oros, 1982). Specifically, the labeling of an
instance of sexual aggression as rape is negatively correlated with

the degree to which the two individuals are acquainted with each other



(Burkhart & Stanton, 1988; Klemmack & Klemmack, 1976; Shotland &
Goodstein, 1983). According té Klemmack and Klemmack (1976, p. 144),
"jif any relationship is known to exist between the victim and the
accused, no matter how casual, the preportion of those who consider
the event rape drops to less than 50 percent.®

MacKinnon (1983) argues that people are more likely to infer that
women consented to sex when they are acquainted with their assailant.
Acquaintance rapes do not fit with people's typical conceptions of a
"classic rape™ (Costin, 1985). This results in many women not
realizing that they have, in fact, been raéed as well as many
perpetrators not realizing that they have committed a rape (Burkhart &
Stanton, 1988). This restrictive definition of rape becomes
particularly problematic given that over 80% of‘rapes are committed by
someone that the victim knows (Warshaw, 1988).

Victim-Precipitation

When the label of rape is applied to instances of forced sexual
assault between acquaintances, the incident is frequently viewed as
victim-precipitated rape (Costin, 1985). In other words, people look
to the victim (her appearance, behavior, etc.) for causal explanations
for the event. Two primary explanations have been offered for the
tendency to blame the victim -- one motivational and the other
cognitive.

Motivational explanation. The motivational explanation, known as

the "just world hypothesis," involves people's need to perceive their

world as fair and orderly (Lerner, 1966; Lerner & Simmons, 1966).



They assume that people get what they deserve. Applied to rape, the
just world hypothesis suggests that people protect themselves from the
knowledge that a similar event could happen to them (in the case of
women) or that they could do such a thing (in the case of men) by
blaming the victim for precipitating a rape. Factors such as her
appearance or her behavior contribute to judgments of blame.

Jones and Aronson (1973) examined the attribution of fault to a
rape victim as a function of her respectability. They presented
subjects with rape scenarios in which mention was made that the victim
was either a virgin, married, or divorced. Previous ratings in the
Jones and Aronson study indicated that both a virgin and a married
woman were perceived to be significantly more respectable than a
divorcee, the former two not differing significantly from one
another. Subjects indicated that the victim was more to blame when
she was a virgin or married than when she was divorced. Jomnes and
Aronson concluded that in order for a rape to have happened to a
respectable person undeserving of any misfortune, there must have been
something about the individual's behavior that induced her to be raped.

However, according to Luginbuhl and Mullin (1981), the Jones and
Aronson (1973) study has a major shortcoming. In Lermer's (1966)
original formulation of the just world hypothesis, he distinguished
between the tendency of perceivers to make character (dispositional)
attributions, behavioral attributions, and chance attributions. The

Jones and Aronson study failed to distinguish whether subjects’'



attributions of blame to the victim were dispositional, behavioral, or
chance.

Thus, in a partial replication of the Jones and Aronson (1973)
study, Luginbuhl and Mullin (1981) examined the extent to which
subjects attributed blame to the victim's character, her behavior, or
to chance. They found that subjects attributed less blame for a rape
to a respectable woman's character and more to chance relative to an
unrespectable woman. Furthermore, men were more likely than women to
make a characterological attribution. Conversely, relative to men,
women made more behavioral and chance attributions. Similar findings
were obtained by Janoff-Bulman (1979) in an investigation of
self-attributions made by victims of rape. She found that victims
were more likely to attribute their misfortune to their behavior than
to their characte;.

The sex differences obtained by Luginbuhl and Mullin (1981)
contradict findings obtained by researchers endorsing the just world
hypothesis who argue that women are more likely than men to make a
dispositional attribution to the woman for precipitating the rape. By
adopting this attributional perspective, women cease to perceive the
rape as due to chance and so reduce their own feelings of being at
risk (Walster, 1966).

Similarly, Shaver (1970), in his model of defensive attribution,
endorsed the just world perspective but argued that people's
self-esteem plays a critical role in the degree to which they will

attribute responsibility for an event to the victim (see also Coates,



Wortman, & Abbey, 1979). For women to blame the victim for
precipitating a rape suggests that others might blame her should she
be raped. From this perspective, then, women are less likely to
derogate the victim.

Researchers have also argued that the tendency to attribute a
rape to dispositional attributes of the victim or to situational
determinants is a function of whether the perceiver adopts the
perspective of the actor or the observer (Calhoun, Selby, & Warring,
1976; Selby, Calhoun, & Brock, 1977). The idea that adopting the
position of actor or observer affects subsequent attributions of
behavior was introduced by Jones and Nisbett (1972). They argued that
actors are more likely than observers to make situational rather than
dispositional attributions for behavior. Calhoun et al. argued that
because women can identify with the female rape victim, they are more
likely than men to adopt the attributional perspective of the victim.
Because of this, they are more likely to make situational attributions
for a rape. Men, on the other hand, adopt the position of observers
and tend to make more dispositional attributions to the victim.

Cognitive explanation. The second explanation for the tendency

to blame the victim of rape and to attribute responsibility to her for
the sexual assault is the hindsight phenomenon. The hindsight effect
suggests that when individuals are informed of the outcome of an
event, they increase their ratings of the likelihood of the event.
Because, with the benefit of hindsight, individuals perceive

particular events as more likely, they are more likely to believe that

e
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the individuals involved could alsoc have predicted the outcome of the
event and done something to avoid it (Janoff-Bulman, Timko, & Carli,
1985). Thus, people believe, in retrospect, that women who are
victims of rape should have been able to take measures to avoid being
raped. Indeed, research has indicated that individuals perceive
victims as more responsible and more to blame when they, as perceivers,
are informed of a rape outcome than when they are not given

information regarding the completion of a raée (Krulewitz & Nash,

1979; Krulewitz & Payne, 1978).

The Role of Consent

The tendency to blame the victim as well as the likelihood of
defining the event as rape seem to be moderated by the extent to which
the woman's behavior implies consent (Burt & Albin, 1981; Krulewitz &
Nash, 1979; Shotland & Goodstein, 1983). According to MacKinnon
(1983, p. 650), "the line between rape and intercourse commonly
centers on some measure of the woman's will." Jones and Aronson
(1973) found that the reputation of the woman affected the extent to
which she was thought to readily consent to sexual intercourse. For
example, divorcees were thought to consent more readily than virgins.

Although a woman is expected to offer "token resistance" to a
man's sexual advances, she can demonstrate her lack of consent to the
sexual advances if she offers verbal or physical refusal that extends
beyond "token resistance." Krulewitz and Payne (1978) found that when
the victim made verbal and physical protestations to the man's sexual

advances, subjects perceived her as less to blame and as less
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responsible for the sexual assault than when she offered little
resistance. However, some research has indicated that this effect is
moderated by the sex of the observer. Scroggs (1976) and Krulewitz
and Nash (1979) found that relative to women, men assigned a less
severe sentence to a man purported to have committed a rape and
attributed greater responsibility to a woman when she did not resist a
man's sexual advances than when she offered more forceful resistance.
Women, on the other hand, assigned more severe penalties.to a man who
ostensibly committed a rape when a woman did not resist than when she
did. In addition, women were more likely to attribute responsibility
to the victim of a rape when she actively resisted a man's advances
than when she offered no resistance. However, other researchers
(Deitz, Littman, & Bentley, 1984) have found that men may also
perceive a perpetrator to be less responsible when a woman actively
resists than when she offers no resistance.

Heterosocial Cues and Sexual Aggression

As discussed previously, men have been socialized to make sexual
advances despite the woﬁan's protestations. Because of this and the
commonly held belief that women want to be and enjoy being forced into
sex (Burt, 1980), many sexually aggressive men are ignorant of the
fact that they have actually committed a rape. When questioned, they
readily point to numerous situational variables that assured them of
the woman's willingness and desire for sex. Typically, the basis for
men's perceptions of a woman's willingness to have sex appears to

center on the woman's verbal and nonverbal behaviors. In many
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instances, men try to estimate the likelihood of sex with the woman
without directly asking. Frequently, involvement by the woman in any
kind of intimate activity (i.e., kissing, petting, etc.) is perceived
by the man as an indication that she would like him to make further
advances. Thus, even when the woman protests verbally that she does
not want sex, many men still perceive that she desires sex because of
her nonverbal behavior. Because it tends to be easier for individuals
to regulate their verbal messages while allowing their nonverbal
messages to convey their true feelings (Ekman & Friesen, 1975), men
may attach greater importance to the woman's nonverbal cues aé opposed
to her verbal protestations.

The importance of these nonverbal cues cannot be underestimated.
Argyle, Alkema, and Gilmour (1971) suggested numerous functions for
nonverbal behavior, including the communication of interpersonal
attitudes, the expression of emotions, self-presentation, and
providing feedback (see alsc Argyle, 1969; Eckman & Friesen, 1975).
Argyle (1969) suggested that while verbal information is used
primarily for the communication of external events, nonverbal
communication functions as a means of establishing interpersonal
relationships. Argyle et al. (1971) had subjects rate a performer
communicating either a friendly, neutral, or hostile message. They
found that subjects' ratings indicated the performer's nonverbal
communication was more effective than verbal information regardless of

whether the message was friendly or hostile (see also, Argyle, Salter,
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Nicholson, Williams, & Burgess, 1970). This has been found to be true
particularly when the perceiver and the individual being judged were
not acquainted with one another (Rosenthal, Hall, DiMatteo, Rogers, &
Archer, 1979).

The weight people place on nonverbal cues to infer attitudes and
affect increases when the information conveyed verbally is
inconsistent with that conveyed nonverbally. Mehrabian and Wiener
(1967) presented subjects with inconsistent verbal and nonverbal
messages; that is, the emotional overtones in the verbal channel were
discrepant from those presented nonverbally. They found that emotions
that were conveyed nonverbally had over five times greater impact than
emotions conveyed verbally. According to Archer and Akert (1977, p.
449), "n&nverbal cues appear to provide...a qualitative 'script'
without which verbal cues cannot be interpreted accurately."

However, DePaulo, Rosenthal, Eisenstat, Finkelstein, and Rogers
(1978) have found that the greater weight assigned to nonverbal cues
relative to verbal communications when the messages are inconsistent
is a function of the degree of discrepancy between the two. In other
words, the more discrepant the verbal and nonverbal messages are, the
less weight is attached to the nonverbal communications. Similar
findings were obtained by Argyle et al. (1971)., They reported that
the reliance on nonverbal information as a means of inferring affect
diminished as the strength of the information communicated verbally

increased.
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Nevertheless, Argyle, Alkema, and Gilmour (1971) suggested that
the emission of inconsistent verbal and nonverbal messages by an
individual affects subsequent ratings of that individual. Subjects
who emitted friendly nonverbal behaviors but hostile verbal messages
were perceived to be unstable and ingincere. Argyle et al. suggested
that when confronted with these inconsistent messages, the perceiver
experiences cognitive dissonance. In an effort to reduce this
dissonance, the perceiver views the individual as confused and
insincere.

Although similar research examining the relative contributions of
verbal and nonverbal communications has not been applied to research
on rape, there appear to be clear implications for encounters between
men and women in an interpersonal context. The fact that people place
greater weight on nonverbal behaviors than on spoken words to infer
the intentions of another may explain the tendency on the part of many
men to ignore a woman's verbal protestations in an interpersonal
context. If a woman's nonverbal behaviors convey a friendly and
receptive attitude, a man might infer that she is open to sexual
advances. In addition, if he perceives her verbal and nonverbal
messages as inconsistent, his attribution to her of insincerity may
stimulate the perception that she has led him on, that "she really
wants it," and that her verbal refusal is only a token resistance
preécribed by society. Such perceptions may also explain why many

instances of forced sexual assault have a hostile, aggressive quality
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to them. Because the man feels that he has been led on, he might be
motivated to harm or punish the woman (Groth, 1979).

The importance placed on nonverbal communications becomes
problematic when individual differences in the ability to decode
nonverbal behavior are examined, particularly as a function of
gender. Research has been equivocal on whether men and women differ
in their ability to encode and decode nonverbal stimuli. On the one
hand, researchers have argued that, even where individuals have been
found to differ in their abilities to encode and decode nonverbal cues
(Thompson & Meltzer, 1964), this variability is not a function of
gender. As much variation exists within a given gender as between
genders (Ekman & Friesen, 1971; Maccoby & Jacklin, 1974). On the
other hand, some researchers argue that gender is a key factor in
explaining variability among individuals in their ability to encode
and decode nonverbal communication (Rosenthal et al., 1979). In an
attempt to reconcile these discrepancies, Hall (1978) reviewed 75
studies that reported results regarding the accuracy of decoding
nonverbal information as a function of gender. Based on a
meta-analysis of the studies, she concluded that women tend to be
significantly batter than men at decoding nonverbal communications,
i.e., women are more accurate in their interpretation of the nonverbal
communications of others than men. Because of this, men are more
prone than women to misinterpret the friendly behaviors of women as

laden with sexual overtones.
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Henley (1977) suggested that socialization may explain why many
men are less accurate than women in decoding nonverbal information.
She noted that when confronted with ambiguous stimuli, people often
resort to the most cognitively accessible schema for explanation. For
men socialized to adopt the male role, this may involve accessing
traditional sex-role stereotypes, such as a "woman's dress reflecting
seductiveness.” She stated that "in a sense, men and women do seem to
know different languages nonverbally, but interpret each other's
actions as if they spoke the same language"™ (p. 17).

Socialization may also explain why women are better decoders of
nonverbal information than men (Henley, 1977). Because of women's
subordinate status in society, their accuracy at reading nonverbal
cues may function as a means of social control.\ Their attentiveness
to nonverbal stimuli allows them to "read”™ the intentions of others
thereby giving them some control over the situation. Unfortunately,
this social control may not be possible in situations in which forced
sexual assault occurs because men provide too few nonverbal cues
regarding their intentions. Pearson (1985) has shown that men use
nonverbal communications less frequently than women, i.e., they
maintain less eye contact and are less expressive.

As mentioned, people differ greatly in their ability to decode
nonverbal information (Thompson & Meltzer, 1964). Drawing on this
theme, Lipton, McDonel, and McFall (1987) examined the accuracy of
heterosocial perception among rapists, violent nonrapists, and

nonviolent nonrapists, all of whom were incarcerated. They
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administered the Test for Reading Affective Cues (TRAC), which
consists of 72 30-sec videotaped vignettes of a couple on a first date
or after several dates. Participants reported which of five affective
cues were being displayed by the man and the woman portrayed in the
vignettes -~ romantic, positive, neutral, negative or bad mood.
Compared to violent nonrapists and nonviolent nonrapists, rapists were
deficient at,accurately decoding the cues, particularly the negative
cues emitted by the couple interacting on a first date.

Although the relative importance of verbal and nonverbal messages
as social stimuli in sexual aggression have not been examined,
considerable research has investigated gender differences in the
perception of sexual cues in an interpersonal context. According to
Kenin (1969), "the typical male enters into heterosocial interactions
as an eager recipient of any subtle signs of sexual receptivity
broadcasted by his female companion" (p. 26).

Abbey's (1982) research is noteworthy in this regard. She (1982)
brought together groups of four students, two women and two men, who
comprised two mixed-sex pairs. One pair participated>as "observers"
and the other pair as "participants." Participants were instructed to
engage in a five minute conversation in the presence of observers.
Following the conversation, all subjects rated their perceptions of
the male and female participants. Both male and female participants
were rated as more promiscuous and seductive by the male observer than
by the female observer. In addition, the male participant rated his

female partner as more promiscuous and seductive than the female
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participant rated her experimental partner. These gender differences
in perceptions of the participant were obtained only on measures
containing a sexual component, not on other measures assessing how
considerate, interesting, intelligent, and likeable they perceived the
target individuals to be. Furthermore, male students indicated that
they were more sexually attracted to the opposite-sexed participant
than females indicated they were. Abbey interpreted these findings as
indicative that men more than women impute sexual meanings into
women's displays of friendliness. Because this tendency was also
found in ratings of the male participant, however, Abbey concluded
that the misinterpretation of women's cues is one part of a much
larger behavioral repertoire stemming from a generalized social
expectancy on the part of men to percgive the world in sexual terms
(see also, Goodchilds, Zellman, Johnson, & Giarrusso, 1989; Shotland,
1989).

Surprisingly, these differential perceptions of women's cues as a
function of gender do not appear to vary as a function of the
ambiguity of the cues. Abbey and Melby (1986) had subjects view
photographs of a male-female dyad in which one of three nonverbal
behaviors was manipulated -- interpersonal distance, eye contact, and
touch —— each of which was represented by what they perceived to be
nonambiguous and ambiguous indications of sexual intent. For example,
three interpersonal distances were used -- close, medium, and far.

The researchers assumed that close and far interpersonal distances

were unambiguous stimuli and indicative of sexual intent or a lack of
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sexual intent.Arespectively. In addition, they assumed that a
moderate interpersonal distance implied uncertainty in sexual intent.
However, the hypothesis that ratings by men and women of male and
female targets on the dimensions of seductiveness, sexiness,
promiscuousness, and flirtatiousness would be more divergent as a
function of the ambiguity of the cue was not confirmed. Rather than
men and women rating the targets similarly when the cues were not
ambiguous, male subjects consistently rated the female and male
targets as more seductive, sexy, and promiscuous than females rated
the same targets. In addition, men expressed more sexual interest
than women in the opposite-sex target, replicating the findings of
Abbey (1982). Abbey and Melby interpreted these findings to indicate
that men impute more sexual meaning to events than do women, leading
them to interpret nonverbal cues in an interpersonal context in
significantly different ways.

In a third study, Abbey, Cozzarelli, McLaughlin, and Harnish
(1987) investigated the effects of two other cues —- revealingness of
clothing and composition of the dyad -— on perceptions of sexual
intent. Previous research indicated that male adolescents perceive
revealing clothing to be indicative of a desire for sex om the part of
a man or a woman, although this effect is less pronounced when the
person portrayed in revealing clothing is a man (Zellman & Goodchilds,
1983). In addition, Major and Heslin (1982) found that subjects
perceived targets as desiring sex more when they were portrayed

interacting in mixed-sex pairs rather than same-sex pairs. Based on
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this, Abbey et al. (1987) has subjects view photographs of either a
male-female dyad or a female-female dyad in which one or both of the
individuals were portrayed in revealing clothing. For women,
revealingness was indicated by a low-cut blouse, a slit skirt, and
high-heeled shoes. Men in revealing clothes were portrayed in a
partially unbuttoned shirt and tight pants. Contrary to the findings
of Major and Heslin, female targets were perceived by male subjects to
be more sexy and seductive than male targets regardless of the
composition of the dyad. In addition, women portrayed in revealing
clothing were perceived to be more sexy, seductive, flirtatious, and
promiscuous than women wearing nonrevealing clothing. The
revealingness of the clothing also significantly increased the degree
to which subjects rated the female target as sexually attracted to the
male target in the male-female dyad and the extent to which the couple
was romantically involved.

As a result of their greater attribution of sexual intent to
women's cues, Abbey et al. (1987) suggested that many men may feel
"led on." This has implications not only for whether the man will
attempt or actually commit a rape but also for how justified he feels
in perpetrating the act. Previous research has indicated that even
among adolescents, the perception of a woman's behavior as indicative
of a desire for sex leads young men to feel more justified in raping a
woman because she has led him on (Giarrusso, Johnson, Goodchilds, &

Zellman, 1979; McCroskey, Richmond, & Stewart, 1986).
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Muehlenhard, Friedman, and Thomas (1985) extended Giarrusso et
al.'s (1979) research to college students. They examined 268 male
undergraduates' perceptions of the willingness of the woman portrayed
in a scenario to engage in seven behaviors, such as kissing, touching
the man's genitals, and sexual intercourse. In addition, they
assessed the degree to which subjects perceived the man as justified
in obtaining these behaviors through the use of force. In their
scenarios, the researchers manipulated who initiated the date, who
paid, and where the couple went. Although none of the subjects
perceived rape to be strongly justifiable, ratings differed as a
function of the situations portrayed. When the couple went to fhe
man's apartment (as opposed to a religious function), when the woman
asked the man out (as opposed to him inviting her), and when the woman
allowed the man to pay all expenses, she was perceived by the male
students as more willing to engage in sexual activities. - In addition,
under these conditions, the man was seen as more justified in
obtaining there behaviors through the use of force. These findings
were particularly salient for men who endorsed traditional sex-role
attitudes.

To examine whether these perceptions varied as a function of the
gender of the perceived, Muehlenhard (1988) asked both male and female
undergraduates to read the scenarios and answer questions similar to
those used in the previous study (Muehlenhard et al., 1985). As in
that study, when the woman initiated the date, went to the man's

apartment, or allowed the man to pay all expenses, the woman was
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perceived as more willing to engage in sex and the man more justified
in obtaining sexual behaviors by force. Although this pattern was
obtained in ratings by both male and female perceivers, male ratings
were consistently higher than female ratings.

All of these studies provide strong support for the contention
that men perceive the world more sexually than women. The
misperceptions of a woman's friendly behavior as sexually connotative
suggests that men cannot distinguish between friendly and sexually
connotative behavior. >However. Muehlenhard, Miller, and Burdick
(1983) found that men can, in fact, distinguish friendly behavior from
sexually laden behavior.

Furthermore, women may be as likely to misperceive sexual
behavior as friendly as men are to perceive friendly behavior as
sexually connotative (Shotland, 1989). According to Shotland,

all that can be said about men and women generally is that men

have lower thresholds for labeling sexually interested behavior

than do women. This perceptual mismatch is important because...
if a miscommunication about sexual intent occurs..., a likely
outcome is for the man to perceive sexual intent when the woman

felt she communicated none (p. 255).

All of these studies highlight the importance of heterosocial
cues in affecting subjects' ratings of a woman's willingness to engage
in sex and the man's justifiability in forcing a woman to engage in
sexual intercourse. However, they have examined only isolated cues
without obtaining any prior information regarding the relative

salience of each of these cues as indicating a willingness for sex.
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Abbey and Melby (1986) suggested that certain cues would be perceived
by all observers as indicative of a desire for sex, while others would
clearly indicate a lack of sexual desire. However, no empirical
evidence for this statement has been obtained.

Purpose and Qverview of the Study

The primary study was designed to develop a theoretical account
of social definitions of rape. It is assumed that a core concept is
consent, and the question is "what is the best way to explain
perceptions of consent?" The general hypothesis was that perceptions
of consent are determined by the additive and interactive effects of
verbal refusals and nonverbal cues, in conjunction with the degree of
consistency between the two. In addition, perceptions of the woman
were expected to vary as a function of the outcome of the interaction.

Each subject read one of twenty-one scenarios describing a
couple, John and Mary, on a date. Three control scenarios contained a
single manipulation--Mary's nonverbal behaviors. Eighteen scenarios
represented all combinations of the three independent variables that
were manipulated in the study. First, three levels of nonverbal cues
were used--low, medium and high. These cues were obtained from a
pilot study in which subjects rated the extent to which each of 27
nonverbal cues connoted a woman's desire for sex. Based on average
ratings of the cues across all subjects, cues that indicated a low,
medium, and high degree of sexual desire on the part of the woman were

retained for use in the primary study.
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Second, three levels of refusal to the man's sexual advances were
included. One third of the scenarios contained no verbal refusal, a
third had the woman simply saying "no, I don't want to do that," and a
third had the woman's verbal refusal accompanied by her slapping the
man. Not surprisingly, previous research has shown that the degree of
a woman's refusal affects subjects' perceptions of the willingness of
the woman to engage in sexual intercourse and of the portrayal as rape
(Krulewitz & Nash, 1979; Shotland & Goodstein, 1983; Yescavage,

1989). The more forceful the protest, the less the woman was
perceived to have desired sexual intercourse.

Finally, the outcome of the date was manipulated. In half of the
scenarios, John forced Mary to engage in sexual intercourse. In the
remaining scenarios, no mention was made of a forced sexual assault
occurring. Because of the hindsight phenomenon (Janoff-Bulman et al.,
1985), the presence versus absence of the forced sexual assault
outcome was expected to result in differential attributions of blame
and responsibility being made toward the victim.

Thus, the design was a 3 (verbal refusal: absent/no/no with
slap) x 3 (nonverbal: low/medium/high) x 2 (outcome: forced sexual
assault/no forced sexual assault) x 2 (sex of subject: male/female)
between-groups design. Main effects for the three manipulated
variables as well as for sex of subject were expected across the
dependent variables. For example, when the verbal refusal was
accompanied by a slap as opposed to being absent, subjects were

expected to attribute less desire for sexual intercourse to Mary and

R oS
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to be less likely to attribute blame and responsibility for the sexual
encounter to her. Conversely, behavioral cues connoting a high
desire for sex were expected to lead subjects to attribute greater
blame and responsibility to Mary relative to when she engaged in
behaviors that connoted little interest in sex. Subjects were also
expected to attribute more blame and responsibility to Mary when the
outcome involved forced sex than when no outcome was specified.
Relative to women, men were expected to attribute greater blame and
responsibility tc Mary as well as to perceive her as having a greater
desire for sexual intercourse regardless of level of verbal refusal,
nonverbal cue, or outcome.

In addition, an interaction between the level of refusal and
nonverbal cue was expected. When the verbal refusal was accompanied
by a slap, subjects were expected to perceive Mary as desiring sex
less at every level of nonverbal cue than when the refusals were
absent or not accompanied by a slap, i.e., no significant differences
were expected as a function of the level of nonverbal cue when the
refusal included a slap. This would be coﬁsistent with the findings
of DePaulo et al. (1978). When no verbal refusals were present,
significant differences were expected in subjects' ratings of Mary's
desire for sexual intercourse as a function of her nonverbal
behaviors. When her nonverbal behaviors connoted a high desire for
sexual intercourse, subjects were expected to perceive her as more to
blame and more responsible for a forced sexual assault than when her

nonverbal behaviors connoted little interest in sex. Nonsexual
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inferences about Mary, such as her sincerity, were also expected to
vary with the inconsistency between her verbal and nonverbal messages.
According to Mehrabian and Wiener (1967), this inconsistency leads the
perceiver to view the target as insincere and confused.

A three way interaction of verbal refusal, nonverbal cue and rape
outcome was expected. When the verbal refusal was accompanied by a
slap, no significant differences were expected as a function of
outcome or level of nonverbal cue. However, when there was no verbal
refusal, subjects' ratings of the sexual connotativeness of Mary's
behavior and the degree to which she was to blame were expected to
differ significantly as a function of both the level of nonverbal cue
and the outcome. Specifically, when a verbal refusal was absent and
when a forced sex outcome was presented, subjects were expected to be
more likely to blame Mary and perceive her behaviors as implying
consent, particularly when the nonverbal cues connoted an interest in

sex than when no outcome was presented.
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CHAPTER II

PILOT STUDY

One factor of interest in the primary study was the degree to
which the woman behaved in ways that led her date to believe that she
desired to have sex. A éilot study was conducted to identify cues
that differ in the extent to which they connote an interest in having
sexual intercourse.

In the past, research on heterosocial perception has examined the
impact of a few relatively arbitrary heterosocial cues on perceptions
of rape. Clearly, some cues are more likely to be interpreted as
indicative of a man's or a woman's desire for sexual intercourse than’
others. Because of this, different cues have differential effects on
others' perceptions of the degree to which a woman desired sex and/or
"led the man on," and on how justified a man was in forcing the woman
to engage in intercourse. The purpose of this pilot study was to
generate a more global list of heterosocial cues that might be
perceived as differentially indicative of a desire for sex.

Method
Subjects

One hundred sixty-two men and 186 women at a small private

university participated in partial fulfillment of a course research

requirement.
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Procedure

A list of 27 heterosocial cues was generated for this research
(see Appendix A). These cues were obtained from several studies
examining heterosocial behavior (Abbey, 1982; Muehlenhard, 1988) in
addition to a few generated by the researcher. The cues were listed
in random order. A female experimenter asked subjects to imagine that
a couple was on a date. They then rated on a 5-point scale the extent
to which each of the 27 behaviors was indicative of a desire for
sexual intercourse (1 = indicates no interest in sexual intercourse; 5
= indicates an intense interest in sexual intercourse).

Analysis

Average ratings fof each item were obtained across subjects,
yielding an index of the degree to which each item indicated a desire
for sex. The items were then rank-ordered according to the degree to
which subjects perceived them to be indicative of a desire for sexual
intercourse. A Kendall's Coefficient of Concordance was conducted to
examine intersubject agreement in the rank ordering. The resultant
value, W = .55, p < .001, indicated strong agreement in the subjects’
rank orderings.

Then, nine cues reflecting a low (she holds his hand, she
maintains eye contact with him, and she slow dances with him), medium
(she offers to give him a back rub, she places her hand on his thigh,
and she passionately kisses him), and high (she removes her blouse,
she touches his genitals, and she undresses him) degree of sexual

desire were abstracted for use in the central study. A Kendall's
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Coefficient of Concordance (W = .81, p < .001) conducted on these nine
cues indicated strong interrater agreement among subjects on their
rankings of the cues. T-tests were conducted to assure that the three
classifications of cues differed significantly from each other.
Significant effects were obtained between the low and medium cues,
T(346) = -10.93, p < .001, as well as between the medium and high
cues, T(347) = -26.32, p ¢ .001.

In addition, ANOVAs were conducted to examine differences in the
average ratings of each item as a function of the gender of the
rater, The results confirmed findings by Abbey (1982) that, relative
to women, men perceive the behavior of women in a more sexualized
way. Significant differences between men and women were obtained on
21 of the 27 heterosocial cues. Of these, all but two (she slipped
into something more comfortable, she asks him to spend the night) were
rated as more indicative of a desire for sex by men than by women.

(See Table 1.)

N e



Table 1

Men's and Women's Perceptions of Heterosocial Cues

Cue

She
She
She
She
She
She
She
She
She
She
She
She
She
She
She
for
She
She
She
She

She

asked him out on a date

goes to his apartment

touches his genitals
éassionately kisses him

has dinner with him

wears revealing tight pants
invites the man to her apartment
maintains eye contact with him
allows him to pay for the date
undresses him

accompanies him to a movie
places her hand on his thigh
smiles at him

allows him to touch her bare breasts
accepts an invitation from him

a date

slow dances with him

has a drink with him

attends a party with him

removes her blouse

plays romantic music on the stereo

31

Men Women
1.71 1.38
2.41 2.11
4,46 4.27
3.28 2.99
1.59 1.32
2.64 2.32
3.04 2.76
2.14 1.71
1.38, 1.32,
4,62 4.51
1.45 1.25
2.90 2.62
1.43 1.25
3.65, 3.60,
1.49 1.30
1.684 1.564
1.62 1.44
1.61 1.34
3.85¢ 3.73¢
2.35 2,10

Table 1 continues



Table 1 (cont.)

Cue Men Women
She lies beside him on the couch 2.56¢ 2.58¢
She compliments him 1.68 1.41
She leans her head on his shoulder 1.99 1.69
She offers to rub his back 2.59 2.25
She holds his hand 1.80 1.54
She slips into something more comfortable 3.75 4.04
She asks him to spend the night 4,57 4,77

Note. Means sharing a common subscript do not differ significantly

(p > .05).
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CHAPTER III

PRIMARY STUDY -— METHOD

Subjects

Three hundred and fifteen men and 315 women at a small private
university participated in the study. These students were drawn from
introductory psychology classes as well as six additional classes in
both psychology and sociology. Half of the students received partial
course credit for participating. »
Materials

Scenarios. Twenty one scenarios were used in the present study.
Eighteen of these scenarios reflected all combinations of refusal
(absent/no/no with slap), the sexual connotativeness of nonverbal
behaviors (low/medium/high), and outcome (no forced sex/forced sex).
In addition, three control scenarios were included. Each of these
control scenarios ended immediately after the woman's nonverbal
behaviors were mentioned and before any sexual advances were made by
the man. Thus, these three scenarios revealed nothing about the
woman's refusal or about the outcome. Each of the 21 scenarios
included nonverbal cues reflecting either a low, moderate, or high
interest in sex.

All 21 scenarios described "John and Mary" on a date. With the
exception of the verbal refusals, nonverbal behaviors, and outcomes,

the scenarios were parallel in their descriptions. The couple was
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portrayed as having become acquainted in a class they were taking.
The nonverbal behaviors included in the scenarios were based on the
ratings of the heterosocial cues obtained in the pilot study. For
example, heterosocial cues that were rated as strongly indicative of a
woman's desire for sex were used as the "high interest™ nonverbal cues.

The refusals varied in the degree to which they indicated a lack
of consent on the part of the woman. In response to ﬁhe sexual
advances made by the man, the woman either did not make a verbal
refusal, she said "no, I don't want to do this," or she said "no,
stop, I don't want to do this," in combination with slapping the man.

Of the 18 scenarios representing all combinations of the
independent variables, half ended with the man forcing the woman to
engage in sexual intercourse, while the remaining half concluded with
John stopping his séxual advances. The three control scenarios
concluded with the woman's nonverbal behaviors. (See Appendix B.)
Procedure

Subjects reported to the study in mixed-sex groups ranging in
size from 35 to 100 people. A female experimenter conducted every
session. After reading and signing an informed consent form, subjects
were randomly assigned to read one of the twenty one scenarios. (See
Appendix C.) Fifteen men and 15 women received each scenario. After
reading one of the scenarios, subjects were asked to complete a series
of questions and rating scales. (See Appendices D, E, and F.)
Scenarios were removed before subjects completed the experimental

questionnaire. Three versions of the experimental questionnaire were



used as a function of the outcome depicted in the scenario; that ig,
separate but similar questionnaires were administered to subjects who
received one of the eighteen scenarios stating that Mary either was or
was not forced to have sex. These two questionnaires were identical
with the exception of asking subjects' perceptions of the woman and
the man if he had forced her to have sexual intercourse (no forced
sexual assault condition) versus subjects' perceptions given the fact
that he did force the woman to engage in intercourse (forced sexual
assault outcome).

The third questionnaire was created for subjects who received one
of the control scenarios. This questionnaire was identical to the
questionnaires given to subjects whose scenarios included no forced
sexual assault with two modifications: (a) because sexual advances by
John were not included, question 16 assessing John's sexual arousal
was changed to read: "“how sexually aroused do you think John was" and
(b) the wanipulation check item assessing Mary's refusal to John's
sexual advances was deleted.

Perceptions of Mary's verbal and behavioral indicants of sexual

desire. The first set of questions assessed subjects' perceptions of
Mary's desire for sexual intercourse. Seven questions were answered
on 12-point scales with five scale labels: (a) how much do you think
Mary wanted to have sexual intercourse, (b) how certain are you of
your rating in question 1 regarding Mary's desire for sexual
intercourse, (c) to what extent was Mary leading John on, being a

tease, (d) to what extent did Mary's behavior indicate a desire for
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sexual intercourse with John, (e) to what extent did Mary's verbal
statements indicate that she wanted to have sexual intercourse with
John, (f) to what extent did Mary's nonverbal behaviors indicate that
she wanted to have sexual intercourse with John, and (g) how sexually
attracted was Mary to John.

Perceptions_of Mary's sexuality. Research by Abbey (1982)

indicated that perceptions of a woman's sexiness, flirtatiousness,
etc., varied as a function of the heterosocial cues operative in an
interpersonal interaction. Thus, a second series of questions
examined subjects' perceptions of the woman's sexuality: (a) how
flirtatious do you perceive Mary to be, (b) how sexy do you think Mary
is, (c¢) how promiscuous do you think Mary is, and (d) relative to the
average female college student, how often do you think Mary has had
intercourse.

General impressions of Mary. Abbey (1982) also found that men's

ratings of a woman portrayed in a forced sexual encounter varied on
sexual attributes but not on attributes that were nonsexual. Several
items were included in the present study to see if Abbey's findings
would be replicated, but more importantly to see if ratings of the
woman varied as a function of the inconsistency between her verbal and
nonverbal messages (see Argyle, Alkema, & Gilmour, 1971). Subjects
were asked to rate the woman on 25 7-point bipolar adjective scales
that assessed their perceptions of her along dimensions such as
sincerity, femininity, assertiveness, gullibility, physical

attractiveness, etc.
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Mary's role in the sexual encounter. Two questions assessed

subjects' perceptions of the extent to which Mary was responsible for
the situation described and the extent to which she was to blame for
the events transpiring as they were depicted: (a) if John had forced
Mary to engage in sexual intercourse, how responsible would Mary be
for the forced sexual encounter (how responsible was Mary for the
forced sexual encounter) and (b) if John had forced Mary to engage in
sexual intercourse, how much to blame would Mary be for the sexual
encounter (how much is Mary to blame for the sexual encounter).

John's role in the sexual encounter. Subjects answered three

questions assessing the man's role in the encounter presented: (a) if
John had forced Mary to engage in sexual intercourse, how much to
blame would he be for the sexual encounter (how much to blame was John
for the sexual encounter), (b) if John had forced Mary to engage in
sexual intercourse, how responsible would he be for the sexual
encounter (how responsible is John for the sexual encounter), and (c)
how justified was John (would John be) in using force to obtain sexual
intercourse with Mary.

Perceptions of John's arousal. Two items examined how sexuall
y

aroused subjects perceived John to be and how sexually attracted to
Mary they thought he was: (a) how sexually aroused or "turned on" do
you think John was at the time he began making his sexual advances

toward Mary and (b) how sexually attracted was John to Mary.
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General impressions of John. The same bipolar adjective scales

used to assess subjects' general impressions of Mary were also used to
assess their perceptions of John.

Justification and foreseeability. Four questions examined

subjects' perceptions of the justifiability of rape as well as the
likelihood that Mary could have foreseen the consequences of her
behavior: (a) to what extent is a man justified in using force to
obtain sexual intercourse with a woman, (b) to what extent is a woman
justified in saying no to a man's attempt to obtain sexual
intercourse, (c) (if) John (had) forced Mary to engage in sexual
intercourse against her will, how likely are you to say that John
raped Mary, and (d) based on what you read in the story, how likely is
it that Mary could have foreseen the consequences of her behavior.

Manipulation checks. Three questions were included to insure

that the manipulations induced the desired perceptions. Each of these
was followed by a list of items from which subjects selected their
answer: (a) which of the following events happened at the end of
Mary's and John's date, (b) which of the following behaviors does’the
story say that Mary performed, and (c) which of the following did Mary
do in response to John's sexual advances. The third manipulation
check item was not included in the questionnaire administered to
subjects receiving one of the three control scenarios.

Following completion of the questionnaire, subjects were fully

debriefed and dismissed. (See Appendix G.)

¢ e
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CHAPTER IV

RESULTS

Separate analyses were conducted for the control scenarios and
the remaining eighteen. Preliminary analyses of internal consistency
were conducted for each conceptually related subset of variables:
perceptions of Mary's verbal and behavioral indicants of sexual
desire, perceptions of Mary's sexuality, general impressions of Mary,
Mary's role in the sexual encounter, John's role in the sexual
encounter, perceptions of John's arousal, general impressions of Johm,
and justification and foreseeability. These analyses revealed that,
although the variables were significantly correlated, reliability
(Cronbach's alpha) was unacceptably low. Therefore, rather than
compute a composite score for each subset, multivariate analyses of
variance (MANOVA with Pillai's trace as the criterion for determining
F) were conducted. Subjects' general impressions of Mary and John
were analyzed with factor analyses followed by MANOVAs on the factor
scores. Significant multivariate effects for each subset are included
in Appendix H. ANOVAs were examined only for those effects on which
significant multivariate effects were obtained and are explained
below. In addition, all post hoc tests were conducted using tests of
simple effects and Tukey's HSD test, with alpha = .05. Significant
effects obtained on the eighteen scenarios will be described first,

followed by significant effects for the control scenarios.
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Manipulation Checks

The manipulations of verbal refusal, nonverbal cue, and outccme
successfully induced the desired perceptions. Chi-square values are
reported in Appendix H. On the item asking "Which of the following
did Mary do in response to John's sexual advances?™, all but 22
subjects marked a verbal ;esponse category that was consistent with
Mary's refusal in the scenario they received. Similarly, in response
to the item asking "Which of the following events happened at the end
of Mary's and John's date?", most subjects answered in a manner
consistent with their condition. However, 95 subjects who received a
scenario in which John stopped his sexual advances responded that no
outcome had been specified in the story, compared to only 20 subjects
who were told that John forced Mary to have sex.

In addition, in response to the manipulation check for Mary's
nonverbal behaviors only a few subjects responded to each cue in a
manner inconsistent with their condition as indicated by the number
following each cue: (a) eye contact (19); (b) touching John's genitals
(4); (c) offering to give John a back rub (12); (d) passionately
kissing John (17); (e) holding John's hand (47); (f) slow dancing with
John (8); (g) placing her hand on John's thigh (12); (h) undressing
John (21); (i) Mary removing her blouse (12). Subjects who responded
to any one of the three manipulation check items in a manner
inconsistent with their condition were retained for further analyses.
Perceptions of Mary's Verbal and Behavioral Indicants of Sexual Desire

Seven questions examined subjects' perceptions of the degree to

which Mary desired sexual intercourse. A 3(nonverbal cue:



low/medium/high) x 3(verbal refusal: absent/no/no with slap) x
2(outcome: no rape/rape) x 2(sex of subject: male/female) MANOVA
conducted ¢ these items revealed a significant multivariate
interaction of outcome by verbal refusal as well as multivariate main
effects of verbal refusal, nonverbal cue, outcome, and sex of subject
(see Appendix H). Items on which these effects were significant at
the univariate level are described in the following sectionms.

Desire for sexual intercourse. ANOVAs conducted on the item

asking subjects how much they thought Mary desired sexual intercourse
revealed significant main effects of verbal refusal, F(2, 500) =
74.38, p < .001, nonverbal cue, F(2, 500) = 100.79, p < .001, outcome,
F(1, 500) = 36.99, p < .001, and sex of subject, F(1, 500) = 4.31, p «
:04, as well as a significant interaction of outcome by level of
verbal refusal, F(2, 500) = 6.29, p < .002. Not surprisingly, as
Mary's nonverbal behaviors increased in their sexual connotativeness,
subjects perceived her to have increased desire for sex, all means
differed significantly, ps ¢ .05. Significance values and means for
the main effect of nonverbal cue are reported for all items in Table
2. Furthermore, consistent with previous research, men perceived Mary
to desire sex more than did women. Means for the effects of sex of
subject for all items are given in Table 3.

The main effect of outcome was qualified by the outcome by verbal
refusal interaction. The simple main effect of outcome was
significant when Mary made no verbal refusal at all, F(1, 503) =

42,95, p ¢ .001, or when Mary said "no" to John's sexual advances,



Table 2

Effects of Nonverbal Cue on Perceptions of Mary

Item

42

Nonverbal Cue

Low

How much do you think Mary wanted to
wanted to have sexual intercourse?
E(2, 500) = 100.79, p < .001

How certain are you of your rating in
question 1 regarding Mary's desire for
sexual intercourse?

E(2, 500) = 1.32, p > .20

To what extent was Mary leading John on,

being a tease?
F(2, 500) = 205.99, p < .001

To what extent did Mary's behavior indicate
that she wanted to have sexual intercourse
with John?

E(2, 500) = 234,49, p < .001

To what extent did Mary's verbal statements
indicate that she wanted to have sexual
intercourse with John?

E(2, 500) = .21, p > .80

To what extent did Mary's nonverbal
behaviors indicate that she wanted to have
sexual intercourse with John?

E(2, 500) = 212.85, p < .001

How sexually attracted was Mary to John?
E(2, 500) = 109.32, p < .001

How flirtatious do you perceive Mary to be?
E(2, 493) = 155.42, p < .001

How sexy do you think Mary is?
E(2, 493) = 12.44, p < .001

2.98

7.8

3.8,

3.5,

2.3

4.5,

6.1,

5.9,

6.64p

Medium

4. 4&

7.2

6.8a

6.0,

2.4

6.8,

8.2,

8.6,

7.4,

High

6.68

7.5

9.8,

9.4y

2.4

10.1,

9.3a

10.0,

7.7y

Table 2 continues
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Table 2 (cont.)

Item

43

Nonverbal Cue

Low Medium High

How promiscuous do you think Mary is?
E(2, 493) = 145.77, p < .001

Relative to the average female college
student, how often do you think Mary has
had intercourse?

F(2, 493) = 42.60, p < .001

How responsible is Mary for the sexual

encounter?
F(2, 504) = 75.41, p < .001

How much is Mary to blame for the sexual

encounter?
E(2, 504) = 72.58, p < .001

How responsible was John for the sexual

encounter?
E(2, 504) = 26.32, p < .001

How much to blame is John for the sexual

encounter?
E(2, 504) = 32.55, p < .001

How justified was John in using force to
obtain sexual intercourse with Mary?
E(2, 504) = 12.76, p < .001

How sexually attracted was John to Mary?
E(2, 504) = 4.84, p < .008

How sexually aroused or "turned on" do
you think John was at the time he began
making his sexual advances toward Mary?
E(2, 504) = 11.48, p < .001

How likely are you to say that John raped
Mary? 4
E(2, 502) = 40.39, p < .001

3.8, 6.14 8.4y

5.6 6.4g 7.9

3.4, 4.8, 7.5

2.9, 4.3, 6.64

10.8, 10.3y 9.1.p

11.0, 10.4, 9.3,

1.38 1.5b Zolab

9.4, 8.9 8.8,

9.98 9.9b 10.6ab

Table 2 continues



Table 2 (cont.)

44

Nonverbal Cue

Item Low

To what extent is a man justified in using

force to obtain sexual intercourse with a

woman? 1.2,
E(2, 502) = 6.92, p < .001

To what extent is a woman justified in

saying no to a man's attempt to obtain

sexual intercourse? 11.74
F(2, 502) = 9.39, p < .001

How likely is it that Mary could have
foreseen the consequences of her behavior? 5.8,
F(2, 502) = 97.01, p < .001

Medium

1.2

11.7b

7.64

High

lol’ab

1.1,

Note. Means sharing a common subscript differ significantly, p < .0S.
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Table 3

Effects of Sex of Subject on Perceptions of Mary

Sex of Subject

Item Men Women

How much do you think Mary wanted to have

sexual intercourse? 4.9a 4.5a
E(1, 500) = 4.31, p < .04

How certain are you of your rating in

question 1 regarding Mary's desire for

sexual intercourse? 7.5 7.5
E(1, 500) = .003, p > .90

To what extent was Mary leading John on,
being a tease? 7.2a 6.4a
E(1, 500) = 11.76, p < .001

To what extent did Mary's behavior indicate

that she wanted to have sexual intercourse

with John? 6.5a 6.1la
E(1, 500) = 3.82, p < .05

To what extent did Mary's verbal statements

indicate that she wanted to have sexual

intercourse with John? 2.8a 2.0a
E(1, 500) = 24.63, p < .001

To what extent did Mary's nonverbal behaviors

indicate that she wanted to have sexual

intercourse with John? 7.4a 6.%a
F(1, 500) = 5.65, p < .02

How sexually attracted was Mary to John? 7.9 7.9
F(1, 500) = .02, p > .89

How flirtatious do you perceive Mary to be? 8.2 8.2
F(1, 493) = .08, p > .70

How sexy do you think Mary is? 7.2 7.3
E(1, 493) = .24, p > .60

Table 3 continues

¢ W



Table 3 (cont.)

Item

How promiscuous do you think Mary is?
E(1, 493) = .40, p > .50

How responsible is Mary for the sexual

encounter?
E(1, 504) = 4.34, p < .04

How much is Mary to blame for the sexual

encounter?
F(1, 504) = 9.15, p < .003

How responsible was John for the sexual

eacounter?
E(1, 504) = 6.85, p < .009

How much to blame is John for the sexual

encounter?
F(1, 504) = 4.37, p < .037

How justifed was John in using force to obtain
sexual intercourse with Mary?
E(1, 504) = 2.60, p > .10

How sexually attracted was John to Mary?
E(1, 504) = 1.97, p > .15

How sexually aroused or "turned on"™ do you
think John was at the time he began making
his sexual advances toward Mary?

F(1, 504) = 2.56, p > .10

How likely are you to say that John raped Mary?
F(1, 502) = 24.01, p < .001

To what extent is a man justified in using
force to obtain sexual intercourse with a

woman?
F(1, 502) = 26.21, p < .001

Sex of Subject

Men

6.2

5.54

5.0,

9.8,

10.0,

1.7

9.1

10.3

9.9,

1.48

Women

6.0

4.9,

4. 28

10.3,

10.4,

1.5

8.9

10.0

10.9,

1.1,

Table 3 continues
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Table 3 (cont.)

Sex of Subject

Item Men Women

To what extent is a woman justified in saying
no to a man's attempt to obtain sexual

intercourse? 11.1, 11.8,
E(1, 502) = 33.22, p < .001

How likely is it that Mary could have foreseen
the consequences of her behavior? 8.1, 7.64
F(1, 502) = 3.89, p < .01

Note. Means sharing a common subscript differ significantly, p < .05.
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F(1, 503) = 5.59, p < .02, but not when Mary slapped John, F(1, 503) =
3.12, p > .05. Specifically, when Mary made no verbal refusal or said
"no," she was perceived to desire sex more when she was not forced to
have intercourse than when she was forced. (See Table 4.)

Furthgrmore. both when John forced Mary to have intercourse, EF(2,
503) = 16.79, p < .001, and when he did not, F(2, 503) = 60.10, p <
.001, subjects perceived that Mary desired intercourse more when a
verbal refusal was absent than when she said "no™ or said "no" in
addition to slapping John, ps < .05. However, subjects' inferencés
regarding how much Mary wanted sexual intercourse did not differ
significantly as a function of her saying "no"™ or accompanying that
"no"™ with a slap.

Examination of the univariate ANOVAs performed on the control
scenarios revealed a significant interaction of nonverbal cue by sex,
F(2, 82) =3.62, p < .03, as well as a significant main effect of
nonverbal cue, E(2, 82) = 61.38, p < .001, on the item asking subjects
how much they thought Mary desired sexual intercourse. Tests of
simple effects revealed that the simple main effect of nonverbal cue
was significant for both men, F(2, 84) = 18.67, p < .001, and women,
E(2, 84) = 44.75, p < .001. Both men and women perceived Mary to
desire sex more when her behaviors were high in sexual connotation
than when her behaviors were low or moderate in sexual connotation, ps
< ,05. (See Table 5.) Thus, in the absence of any type of verbal
refusal and information regarding the outcome of the interaction
between John and Mary, subjects made clear differentiations between

the levels of nonverbal cues.

. .



Table 4
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Effects of Verbal Refusal and Outcome on Perceptions of Mary's Desire

for Sexual Intercourse

Verbal Refusal

Qutcome Absent
No rape 7.7a¢d
Rape 5.3aef

No No with slap
4.2bc 4. ld
303be 3.4f

Note. Means sharing a common subscript differ significantly, p < .05.
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Table 5

Effects of Nonverbal Cue and Sex of Subject on Perceptions of Mary's

Desire for Sexual Intercourse —— Control Scenarios

Nonverbal Cue

Sex Low Medium High
Men SQSab 7o7b 10.4‘)
Women 2.74¢ 7.64 10.1,

Note. Means sharing a common subscript differ significantly, p < .05.
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However, the simple main effect of sex was significant only when
Mary's behavior was low in sexual connotation, F(1, 84) = 12,02, P <
.001, but not when her behavior was moderately, g(l. 84) = .06, P <
.81, or strongly, E(1, 84) = .11, p ¢ .74, sexually connotative. When
Mary's behaviors indicated little interest in sex, men (g = 5.5)
attributed more desire to Mary than women (M = 2.7).

Extent to which Mary was a8 tease. A univariate ANOVA revealed

significant main effects of nonverbal cue, EF(2, 500) = 205.99, p <
.001, and sex of subject, F(1, 500) = 11.76, p < .001, in addition to
a significant interaction of outcome by verbal response F(2, 500) =
7.73, p ¢ .004, on the item asking subjects the extent to which Mary
was leading John on, being a tease. Mary was perceived to be more of
a tease as her nonverbal behaviors moved from being low in sexual
connotativeness (M = 3.8) to medium (M = 6.8) to high (M = 9.8), all
means differing significantly, ps < .05. In addition, men were more
likely to perceive Mary as being a tease (M = 7.2) than women M =
6.4).

Tests of simple effects performed on the interaction of outcome
and verbal refusal indicated that the simple main effect of outcome
was significant when the verbal refusal was absent, F(1l, 503) = 4.19,
p < .04, and when Mary refused John with a slap, F(1, 503) = 6.79, p ¢
.009, but not when Mary said "no," E(1, 503) = .22, p > .50. (See
Table 6.) When Mary did not refuse verbally, subjects perceived her
to be more of a tease when John forced her to have sex (M = 7.1) than

when he didn't (M = 6.1). The reverse pattern was found when Mary
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Table 6

Effects of Verbal Refusal and Outcome on Perceptions of the Extent to

which Mary was Leading John on
Verbal Refusal

Outcome Absent No No with slap
NO rape 6tlac 6.7 7o7bc

Note. Means sharing a common subscript differ significantly, p < .05.
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refused John by saying no and slapping him, in which case Mary
appeared to be leading John on to a greater extent when she was not
forced into intercourse (M = 7.7) than when she was (M = 6.7).

In addition, the simple main effect of verbal refusal was
significant when John did not force Mary to have intercourse, F(2,
503) = 7.42, p < .001, but not when he did, E(2, 503) = .56, p > .50.
When there was no forced attempt at intercourse, Mary was seen as more
of a tease when she slapped John (M = 7.7) than when she made no
refusal at all (M = 6.1), the mean for the "no" verbal response
falling between these two.

Examination of the univariate ANOVAs performed on the control
scenarios revealed a significant effect of nonverbal cue, F(2, 82) =
13.25, p < .05. Subjects perceived Mary to be less of a tease when
her nonverbal behaviors connoted little interest in sex (M = 3.8) than
when they connoted a moderate (M = 7.8) or high (M = 7.2) interest, ps
< .05. Furthermore, Dunnett's tests were performed to compare the
means obtained from the treatment scenarios with the control means.
When Mary's nonverbal behaviors were moderately sexually connotative,
subjects in the experimental conditions rated Mary as less of a tease
than subjects who read the control scenarios (and, thus, were
uninformed regarding her verbal refusal and outcome). However, when
Mary's behavior was high in sexual connotation, experimental subjects
rated her as more of a tease than control subjects, ps < .05.

Behavioral indications of a desire for sex. Significant main

effects of nonverbal cue were obtained on the items asking subjects the
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extent to which Mary's behavior indicated a desire for sexual
intercourse, F(2, 500) = 205.99, p < .001, and the extent to which her
nonverbal behaviors indicated a desire for sexual intercourse, F(2,
500) = 212.85, p < .001. For both items, ratings of Mary's desire for
intercourse increased with the degree to which her nonverbal behaviors
connoted an interest in sex. (See Table 2.) Furthermore, Dunnett's
test revealed that, relative to ratings by subjects receiving one of
the control scenarios, experimental subjects' perceptions of the
extent to which Mary's behaviors and her nonverbal behaviors indiéated
a desire for séx were significantly lower when those behaviors were
either moderate or high in se#ual connotation, ps < .05.

Significant univariate effects of verbal refusal were obtained on
the items asking the extent to which Mary's bebavior, F(2, 500) =
8.30, p < .001, Mary's verbal statements, F(2, 500) = 8.58, p < .001,
and her nonverbal behaviors, E(2, 500) = 5.32, p < .005, indicated a
desire for sexual intercourse. For each item, subjects perceived Mary
to desire sex significantly more when there was not a verbal response
than when she told John no. For all items, means for each level of
verbal refusal are reported in Table 7.

Furthermore, men perceived that Mary's behavior, her verbal
statements, and her nonverbal behaviors indicated a greater desire for
sexual intercourse than women. Means and significance values are
reported in Table 3.

In addition, subjects' perceptions of Mary's desire for sex were

affected by the outcome of the encounter. Univariate ANOVAs indicated
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Table 7

Effects of Verbal Refusal on Perceptions of Mary

Verbal Refusal

Item Absgent No No with slap

How much do you think Mary wanted to
have sexual intercourse? 6.5ap 3.8, 3.7
F(2, 500) = 74.38, p < .001

How certain are you of your rating in

question 1 regarding Mary's desire for

sexual intercourse? 7.2 7.9 7.4
E(2, 500) = 1.78, p > .15

To what extent was Mary leading John
on, being a tease? 6.6 6.6 7.2
E(2, 500) = 2.42, p > .05

To what extent did Mary's behavior

indicate that she wanted to have sexual

intercourse with John? 7.0ap 5.94 6.1
F(2, 500) = 8.30, p < .001

To what extent did Mary's verbal

statements indicate that she wanted

to have sexual intercourse with John? 2.8, 1.9, 2.4
F(2, 500) = 8.58, p < .001

To what extent did Mary's nonverbal

behaviors indicate that she wanted

to have sexual intercourse with John? 7.6gp 6.8, 7.0y
F(2, 500) = 5.32, p < .005

How sexually attracted was Mary to
John? 8.2, 7.64 7.8
F(2, 500) = 4.84, p < .008

How flirtatious do you perceive Mary
to be? _ 8.1, 7.9 8.5¢
F(2, 493) = 3.48, p < .03

How sexy do you think Mary is? 7.2 7.1 7.4
F(2, 493) = .68, p > .50

Table 7 continues



Table 7 (cont.)

Item
How promiscuous do you think Mary is?
F(2, 493) = 22.60, p < .001

Relative to the average female college
student, how often do you think Mary
has had intercourse?

F(2, 493) = 41.79, p < .001

How responsible is Mary for the sexual

encounter?
E(2, 504) = 5.53, p < .004

How much is Mary to blame for the

sexual encounter?
E(2, 504) = 5,66, p < .004

How responsible was John for the
sexual encounter?
F(2, 504) = 5.00, p < .007

How much to blame is John for the

encounter?
F(2, 504) = 5.77, p < .003

How justified was John in using
force to obtain sexual intercourse
with Mary?

F(2, 504) = .45, p > .60

How sexually attracted was John to
Mary?
F(2, 504) = 8.92, p < .001

How sexually aroused or "turned on"
do you think John was at the time he
began making his sexual advances
toward Mary?

E(2, 504) = 1.65, p > .15

How likely are you to say that John
raped Mary?
E(2, 502) = 5.32, p < .005
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Verbal Refusal

Absgent

7. 1ab

7.9ap

5.8a

5.18

9.8,

9.9,

1.7

8.64p

10.0

10.0,

No
5.4,

6. la

4. 7a

4. la

10.5,

10.6,

1.6

9.4,

10.17

10.7,

No with slap
508b

5.9,

5.1

4.6

9.9

10.2

1.6

9.1

10.29

10.5

Table 7 continues



Table 7 (cont.)

Item

To what extent is a man justified in
using force to obtain sexual
intercourse with a woman?

E(2, 502) = .75, p > .45

To what extent is a woman justified
in saying no to a man's attempt to
obtain sexual intercourse?

E(2, 502) = .41, p > .65

How likely is it that Mary could
have foreseen the consequences of

her behavior?
g(2, 502) = 2.83, p < .06
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Verbal Refusal

Abgent No No with slap
1.3 1.2 1.3

11.4 11.5 11.5

8.3 7.6 7.6

Note. Means sharing a common subscript differ significantly, p < .05.
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that subjects perceived Mary's behavior, F(1, 500) = 9.34, p < .002,
her verbal statements, F(1, 500) = 5.04, p < .03, and her nonverbal
behaviors, E(1, 500) = 9.99. p < .002, to be more indicative of a
desire for sex when she was not forced to have sex than when she was
forced. Table 8 contains the means for the two levels of outcome for
all items.

The ANOVA performed on the control scenarios revealed a
significant main effect of nonverbal cue on subjects' perceptions of
the extent to which Mary's behaviors, E(2, 82) = 45.28, p < .001,
Mary's verbal statements, F(2, 82) = 3.76, p < .03, and Mary's
nonverbal behaviors, F(2, 82) = 54.25, p ¢ .001, indicated a desire
for sex. Subjects perceived Mary's behaviors and nonverbal behaviors
to indicate an increased interest in sex as they became more sexually
connotative, ps < .05. In addition, subjects perceived Mary's verbal
statements to be more sexually connotative when her nonverbal
behaviors were moderately sexually connotative (M = 4.1) than when
they were low (M = 2.4) or high (M = 2.9) in sexual connotation, ps <
.05.

Perceptions of Mary's Sexuality

Four items examined subjects' perceptions of Mary's sexuality.
These questions assessed how flirtatious, sexy, promiscuous, and
sexually active subjects perceived Mary to be relative to the average
female college student. A MANOVA conducted on these items revealed
multivariate main effects of verbal refusal, nonverbal cue, and

outcome, as well as significant multivariate interactions of verbal



Table 8

Effects of Outcome on Perceptions of Mary

Item

How much do you think Mary wanted to have

gexual intercourse?
E(1, 500) = 36.99, p < .001

How certain are you of your raing in question
1 regarding Mary's desire for sexual intercourse?
E(1, 500) = .02, p > .85

To what extent was Mary leading John on, being

a tease? _
E(1, 500) = .10, p > .75

To what extent did Mary's behavior indicate
that she wanted to have sexual intercourse
w+th John?

E(1, 500) = 9.34, p < .002

To what extent did Mary's verbal statements
indicate that she wanted to have sexual
intercourse with John?

F(1, 500) = 5.04, p < .03

To what extent did Mary's nonverbal behaviors
indicate that she wanted to have sexual
intercourse with John?

E(1, 500) = 9.99, p ¢ .002

How sexually attracted was Mary to John?
EF(1, 500) = 7.45, p < .007

How flirtatious do you perceive Mary to be?
E(1, 493) = .55, p > .45

How sexy do you think Mary is?
F(1, 493) = 2.06, p > .10

How promiscuous do you think Mary is?
F(1, 493) = 4.79, p < .03

EE PO
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Qutcome

No rape Rape
5.3a 4.0a
7.5 7.5
6.8 6.7
6.7a 6.0a
2.6a 2.2a
7.5a 6.8a
8.1a 7.6a
8.3 8.1
7.1 7.4
6.3, 5.9,

Table 8 continues



Table 8 (cont.)

Item

Relative to the average female college
student, how often do you think Mary hae had

intercourse?
EQ, 493) = 2.83, p> .05

How responsible is Mary for the sexual

encounter?
F(1, 504) = .09, p > .75

How much is Mary to blame for the sexual

encounter?
£(1, 504) = 1.42, p > .20

How responsible was John for the sexual

encounter?
E(1, 504) = 6.08, p < .02

How much to blame is John for the sexual

encounter?
F(1, 504) = .89, p > .30

How justified was John in using force to
obtain sexual intercourse with Mary?
E(1, 504) = .18, p > .65

How sexually attracted was John to Mary?
F(1, 504) = 18.53, p < .001

How sexually aroused or "turned on" do you
think John was at the time he began making
his sexual advances toward Mary?

E(1, 504) = 15.41, p < .001

How likely are you to say that John raped Mary?
F(1, 502) = .50, p > .40

To what extent is a man justified in using
force to obtain sexual intercourse with a woman?
E(1, 502) = 2.08, p> .10

60

Outcome

No rape Rape

6.8 6.5
5.2 5.2
4.8 4,5

10.3, 9.8,

10.1 10.3
1.7 1.6
8.78 9.48
9.9, 10. 4,4
10.3 ~10.5
1.2 1.3

Table 8 continues
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Table 8 (cont.)

Qutcome

Item No rape Rape

To what extent is a woman justified in saying

no to a man's attempt to obtain sexual

intercourse? 11.5 11,5
E(1, 502) = .06, p > .80

How likely is it that Mary could have foreseen
the consequences of her behavior? ‘8.24 7.4,
EQ1, 502) = 10.86, p < .001

Note. Means sharing a common subscript differ significantly, p < .0S.
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refusal by outcome by sex of subject, outcome by verbal refusal, and
nonverbal cue by sex of subject (see Appendix H).

Flirtatiousness. Univariate analyses revealed significant main
effects of verbal refusal, F(2, 493) = 3.48, p < .03, and nonverbal
cue, E(2, 493) = 155.42, p < .001, for the item asking subjects how
flirtatious they perceived Mary to be. Mary was perceived to be less
flirtatious when she refused John with a "no" (M = 7.9) than when she
slaéped John (M = 8.5) or did not make a verbal refusal (M = 8.1), the
latter two means not differing significantly (see Table 7).

In addition, subjects rated Mary as more flirtatious as her
nonverbal behaviors moved from being low in sexual connotativeness (M
= 5.9) to medium (M = 8.6) to high (M = 10.0), ps < .05 (see Table
2). Dunnett's tests revealed that when Mary's nonverbal behaviors
were highly sexually connotative, subjects in the experimental
conditions rated Mary as more flirtatiousness than subjects who read
the control scenarios, p < .05.

Univariate analyses performed on the control scenarios revealed a
significant main effect of nonverbal cue, F(2, 82) = 11.30, p < .001,
and a significant interaction of nonverbal cue and sex of subject,
F(2, 82) = 6.65, p < .002. The interaction showed that the simple
main effect of nonverbal cue was significant for women, F(2, 82) =
16.29, p < .001, but not for men, E(2, 82) = 1.78, p > .15. When
Mary's behavior connoted little interest in sex (M = 5.1), women
perceived her to be less flirtatious than when her behavior was
moderate (M = 9.2) or high (M = 9.9) in its sexual connotations. (See

Table 9.)
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Table 9

Effects of Nonverbal Cue and Sex of Subject on Perceptions of Mary's

Flirtatiousness —— Control Scenarios

Nonverbal Cue

Sex Low Medium High
Women S.lged 9.2, 9.%4

Note. Means sharing a common subscript differ significantly, p < .05.
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The simple main effect of sex of subject was significant when
Mary's behavior was low, F(1, 82) = 5.17, p < .03, or high, F(1, 82) =
8.22, p ¢ .01 in sexual connotativeness, but not when her behavior
moderately connoted a desire for sex, F(1, 82) = .35, p > .50. When
Mary's behavior showed little indication of desire for intercourse,
men (M = 7.1) perceived Mary to be more flirtatious than women (M =
5.1). However, when her behavior strongly connoted a desire for
intercourse, men (M = 7.2) were less likely than women (M = 9.9) to
view Mary as flirtatious.

Sexiness. A significant main effect of nonverbal cue was obtained
on the item asking subjects how sexy they perceived Mary to be. As
expected, Mary was perceived as more sexy when her behaviors were
highly sexually connotative (M = 7.7) than medium (M = 7.4) or low (M
= 6.6) in the degree to which they connoted a desire for sex, the
latter two means not differing significantly. Interestingly, rélative
to controls, subjects' ratings of Mary's sexiness were higher when her
nonverbal behaviors were low or high in sexual connotation, ps < .05.

Examination of the control scenarios showed significant univariate
main effects of nonverbal cue, F(2, 82) = 3.65, p < .03, and sex, F(1,
82) = 12.24, p < .001, as well as a significant interaction of
nonverbal cue by sex of subject, F(2, 82) = 3.87, p < .03. Tests of
simple effects revealed that the simple main effect of nonverbal cue
was significant for women, F(2, 82) = 6.36, p < .003, but not for men,
F(2, 82) = 1.18, p > .30. Women perceived Mary to be significantly

less sexy when her nonverbal behavior connoted little interest in

¢ et
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sexual intercourse (M = 4.7) than when it conveyed moderate (M = 6.9)
or high (M = 7.1) interest, ps < .05. Men's perceptions of Mary's
sexiness did not vary significantly as a function of her behavioral
sexual connotativeness. Furthermore, when Mary's behavior was low in
the degree to which it indicated a desire for sex, men (M = 7.7)
perceived Mary to be sexier than women (M = 4.7), F(1, 82) = 16.56, p
< ,001. (See Table 10.) |

Promiscuity. Significant univariate main effects of verbal
refusal, F(2, 493) = 22.60, p ¢ .001, nonverbal cue, F(2, 493) =
145.77, p < .001, and outcome, E(1, 493) = 4.79, p < .03, were
obtained on the question asking subjects how promiscuous Mary was. As
Mary's nonverbal behaviors increased in their sexual connotativeness
from low (M = 3.8) to medium (M = 6.1) to high (M = 8.4), subjects
perceived her to be significantly more promiscuous, all means
differing significantly, ps < .05.

The main effects of verbal refusal and outcome were qualified by
a significant interaction of verbal refusal, outcome, and sex of
subject, F(2, 493) = 3.02, p < .05. (See Table 11.) The simple main
effect of outcome was significant for women only when Mary either made
no refusal at all, F(1, 501) = 6.48, p < .01, or when she said "no",
F(1, 501) = 3.81, p < .05. When Mary did not make a verbal refusal,
women perceived her to be more promiscuous when she was not forced by
John to have sex (M = 7.5) than when she was (M = 6.2), p < .05.
However, the reverse pattern was found when she said "no" to John's

sexual advances. When Mary said "no," women perceived her to be more
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Table 10

Effects of Nonverbal Cue and Sex of Subject on Perceptions of Mary's

Sexiness —- Control Scenarios

Nonverbal Cue

Sex Low Medium High
Men 7.7, 8.3 7.1
Women 4n 7abc 6.9b 7. lc

Note. Means sharing a common subscript differ significamtly, p < .05.
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Effects of Verbal Refusal, Outcome, and Sex of Subject on Perceptions

of Mary's Promiscuity

OQutcome
No rape
Rape

Note.

Verbal Refusal

Absent No No with slap
Men Women Men  Women Men Women
7.8 7.55¢ 5.7  5.0p¢ 5.8 6.3,
7.0ge 6.24 5.1 6.0y 5.7 5.3

Means sharing a common subscript differ significantly, p < .05.
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promiscuous when John forced her to have intercourse (M = 6.0) than
when he did not force her (M = 5.0), p < .05.

Furthermore, the simple main effect of verbal response was
significant for men when John forced Mary to have intercourse, F(2,
501) = 6.89, p < .001, and for women when John did not force Mary to
have sex, F(2, 501) = 11.7, p < .001. When John forced Mary to have
intercourse, men perceived her to be more promiscuous when she made no
refusal at all (M = 7.0) than when she said "no" (M = 5.1) or said no
in addition to slapping John (M = 5.7), ps < .05. When Mary was not
forced to have intercourse, women perceived her to be significantly
more promiscuous when there was no verbal refusal (M = 7.5) than when
she said no (M = 5.0) or slapped John (M = 6.3), ps < .05.

Univariate analyses of the control scenarios revealed significant
main effects of sex F(1, 82) = 6.89, p < .01, and nonverbal cue, E(2,
82) = 40.30, p ¢ .001, as well as a significant interaction of
nonverbal cue by sex of subject, F(2, 82) = 3.27, p < .04.
Decomposition of the interaction revealed that the simple main effect
of nonverbal cue was significant for both men, F(2, 82) = 10.18, p <«
.001, and women, EF(2, 82) = 33.68, p < .001. Both men and women
perceived Mary to be more promiscuous when her nonverbal behaviors
connoted a strong desire for sexual intercourse than when they
indicated a moderate or low interest in sex. However, when she
demonstrated little interest in sex, men (M = 6.1) perceived Mary to
be more promiscuous than women (M = 3.2), F(1, 82) = 12.54, p < .001.

(See Table 12.)
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Effects of Nonverbal Cue and Sex of Subject on Perceptions of Mary's

Promiscuity —-— Control Scenarios

Nonverbal Cue

Sex Low
Men 6. lab
Women 3.2,

Note. Means sharing a common

Medium High
8¢6b 9.9‘b
7.7¢ 9.9,

subscript differ significantly, p < .05.
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Sexual activity of the woman. An ANOVA performed on the item
asking subjects "relative to the average female college student, how
often do you think Mary has had intercourse™ revealed significant main
effects of verbal refusal, F(2, 493) = 41.79, p < .001, and nonverbal
cue, F(2, 493) = 42.6, p < .001, as well as significant interactions
of outcome by verbal refusal, F(2, 493) = 4.51, p < .01, and nonverbal
cue by sex of subject, F(2, 493) = 5.69, p < .004. Decomposition of
the interaction of outcome and verbal refusal showed the simple main
effect of outcome to be significant when there was not a verbal
refusal, F(1, 497) = 11.12, p < .001, but not when Mary said "no,"
E(1, 497) = .98, p > .30, or accompanied her no with a slap, F(1, 497)
= .42, p > .50. (See Table 13.) When Mary did not refuse John's
advances, subjects perceived her to have had intercourse more
frequently when she was not forced into intercourse (M = 8.5) than
when she was forced to have sex (M = 7.4).

The simple main effect of verbal refusal was significant both
when there was a forced sexual encounter, F(2, 497) = 10.53, p < .001,
and when there was no forced sex, F(2, 497) = 35.94, p < .001. 1In
both instances, Mary was perceived to have had intercourse more
frequently when she did not make & verbal refusal to John's advances
than when she said "no" or slapped John, ps < .05.

Tests of simple effects performed on the nonverbal cue by sex of
subject interaction indicated that the simple main effect of sex was
significant when Mary's behaviors indicated either a high desire for

sexual intercourse, E(1, 497) = 4.73, p < .03, or a low desire for
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Table 13

Effects of Verbal Refusal and Outcome on Perceptions of the Frequency

with which Mary has had Sexual Intercourse Relative to the Average

Female College Student
Verbal Refusal

Qutcome Absent No No with slap
No rape 8.5ab¢ 5.9 6.0,

Note. Means sharing a common subscript differ significantly, p < .05.



sexual intercourse, F(1, 497) = 6.61, p < .01, but not when they
connoted a moderate interest in sex, EF(1, 497) = .01, p > .90. When
Mary's behavior connoted a strong desire for sex, women (M = 8.3)
percéived her to have had intercourse more frequently than men (M =
7.5), ps ¢ .05, the mean for both men and women being significantly
lower than the control mean, ps ¢ .05. However, when Mary's behavior
indicated little interest in sexual intercourse, men (ﬁ = 6.1)
perceived her to have had intercourse more frequently than women (M =
5.2), p < .05. The treatment mean for women differed significantly
from the control mean, p < .05, with women in the experimental
conditions rating Mary as more sexually active relative to women in
the control conditions. When Mary's nonverbal behaviors connoted a
moderate interest in sex, both men and women rated Mary as having sex
less frequently, relative to subjects in the control conditions, ps <
.05.

The simple main effect of nonverbal cue was significant for both
men, F(2, 497) = 8.9, p < .001, and women, F(2, 497) = 39.4, p <
.001. Both sexes perceived Mary to have had intercourse more
frequently when her behaviors strongly connoted a desire for sex than
when they did not. (See Table 14.)

Analyses of the control scenarios showed a main effect of
nonverbal cue for perceptions of the frequency with which Mary has had
intercourse, F(2, 82) = 36.24, p < .001. Subjects' perceived Mary to
have had intercourse more frequently as her behaviors increased in the

degree to which they connoted an interest in sex from low (M = 5.9) to
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Table 14

Effects of Nonverbal Cue and Sex of Subject on Perceptions of the

Frequency with which Mary has had Intercourse Relative to the Average

Female College Student

Nonverbal Cue

Sex of Subject Low Medium High
Male 6.1 6.4, 7.5abc
Female 5.24 6.34 8.3,4

Note. Means sharing a common subscript differ significantly, g'< .05.
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medium (M = 8.6) to high (M = 10.3), all means differing significantly,
28 < .050

Mary's Role in the Sexual Encounter

Multivariate main effects of verbal refusal, nonverbal cue, and
sex of subject were obtained on the two items examining subjects'
perceptions of the extent to which Mary was responsible for and to
blame for the sexual encounter (see Appendix H). Univariate ANOVAs
indicated significant effects of verbal refusal, nonverbal cue; and
gsex of subject for subjects' perceptions of Mary's blame and
responsibilitj. (See Appendix H for F-values.) When there was not a
verbal refusal, Mary was perceived to be more responsible and more to
blame than when she said no to John's sexual advances. (See Table
7.) The mean for the "no with slap" condition fell midway and did not
differ from the other two cells. Furthermore, subjects attributed
more blame and responsibility to Mary as the degree to which her
behavior indicated a desire for sexual intercourse increased. (See
Table 2.) Finally, men were more likely to attribute blame and
responsibility to Mary than were women. (See Table 3.)

Univariate analyses of the control scenarios obtained a main
effect of nonverbal cue for the question assessing Mary's
responsibility, F(2, 83) = 20.03, p « -001, and for the question
examining the extent to which she was to blame, F(2, 83) = 19.41, p <
.001. As Mary's nonverbal behaviors incréased in sexual
connotativeness, subjects attributed more blame and responsibility to

her. (See Table 15.) Interestingly, comparison of the treatment and

,,,,,,
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Table 15

Effects of Nonverbal Cue on Attributions of Blame and Resgonsibilitz

to Mary — Control Scenarios

Nonverbal Cue

Low Medium High
To what extent was Mary to blame
for the sexual encounter 2.7a 5.3a 7.7a
How responsible was Mary for the
sexual encounter 3.4b 6.2b 8.6b

Note. Means sharing a common subscript differ significantly, p < .05.
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control means revealed that when Mary's behaviors connoted a moderate
or high interest in sex, subjects in the treatment conditions rated
Mary as less responsible and blame-worthy than subjects in the control
conditions.

General Impressions of Mary

Twenty—-five bipolar adjectives were included to examine subjects’
perceptions of Mary on nonsexual attributes. A principal axes factor
analysis using an oblique (direct oblimin) rotation conducted on the
items yielded four factors with eigenvalues greater than one. These
factors (named likeability, power, competence, and shyness) along with
their factor loadings are included in Table 16. A MANOVA conducted on
the standardized factor scores for these four factors revealed
significant multivariate main effects of verbal refusal, nonverbal
cue, outcome, and sex of subject, in addition to significant
multivariate interactions of verbal refusal, nonverbal cue, and
outcome, and nonverbal cue by verbal refusal (see Appendix H).

Mary's likeability. One factor was defined by attributes

associated with "likeability"™ with the highest loading items
consisting of: sociable, sensitive, likeable, sincere, warm, and
popular. (See Table 16.) Univariate analyses conducted on the factor
score for this factor revealed significant univariate main effects of
verbal refusal, F(2, 490) = 7.16, p < .001, nonverbal cue, F(2, 490) =
24.27, p < .001, and outcome, F(1, 490) = 5.08, p < .03, a significant
interaction of verbal refusal, nonverbal cue, and outcome, E(4, 490) =
2.62, p < .04, and a significant interaction of nonverbal cue by

verbal refusal, F(4, 490) = 2.76, p < .03.
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Table 16

Factor Structure of Nonsexual Adjectives Describing Mary

Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
Item Competence Shyness Likeability Power
Not aggressive .09 - =.52 .01 -.18
Sociable .05 .23 -.41 -.07
Strong .36 -.04 .04 B R
Capable .55 .02 -.01 .19
Sensitive .02 -.46 -.54 -.01
Sophisticated .61 .05 .06 .12
Well-adjusted .63 -.21 -.21 -.08
Likeable .25 -.19 -.55 -.09
Rational .34 -.39 .02 .07
Sincere .06 -.56 ~.44 .06
Shy -.14 -.77 .11 -.08
Conventional .05 -.59 -.07 -.09
Intelligent 24 -.40 -.20 .23
Flexible .26 .03 -.18 -.12
Warm .01 -.20 -.64 .01
Subtle -.003 -.61 .02 .03
Popular .05 .01 -.57 .08
Physically attractive -.004 .04 -.26 .17
Independent .18 -.07 -.23 .40
Dominant .07 24 .06 .66
Active -.06 .31 -.18 .55
Stubborn -.07 .01 .02 .64
Self-confident .33 -.05 -.22 .39
Superior .20 .03 -.20 .50

Not gullible .21 -.14 .13 .50



78

Decomposition of the interaction of verbal refusal, nonverbal
cue, and outcome revealed that the simple main effect of verbal
refusal was significant when John forced Mary to have intercourse and
her nonverbal behaviors were strongly sexually connotative, F(2, 490)
= 11.8, p ¢ .001, but not when there was no attempt at forced sex and
her nonverbal behaviors indicated a strong interest in sex, F(2, 490)
= 2.53, p > .05. When John forced Mary to have intercourse and her
behaviors connoted a high desire for sex, subjects perceived Mary to
be less likeable when she slapped John (M = -.89) than when she said
no (M = -.10) or made no refusal to John (M = +.,11). (See Table 17.)

In addition, the simple main effect of nonverbal cue was
significant when John forced Mary to have sex and she slapped him,
F(2, 490) = 19.31, p < .001. When John forced Mary to have
intercourse and she refused him by slapping him, subjects perceived
her to be less likeable when her behavior was high in its sexual
connotations (M = -.89) than when they exhibited moderate (M = +.18)
or low interest in sex (M = +.36), ps < .05.

When Mary's nonverbal behaviors were high in their sexual
connotations and she responded to John's sexual advances by saying
"no,™ subjects perceived her to be more likeable when John forced her
to have sex (M = .10) than when he did not (M = .59), E(1, 490) =
5.13, p < .03. Thus, subjects were more likely to perceive Mary to be
likeable when she demonstrated consistency between her verbal

statements and her nonverbal behaviors.
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Table 17

Effects of Nonverbal Cue, Verbal Refusal, and Outcome on Perceptions

of Mary's Likeability

Verbal Refusal

Abgent ' No No with slap

Nonverbal Cue No rape Rape No rape Rape No rape Rape

Lw --24 --16 --26 —035 -‘0002 —.36c
Medium -.17 =47 .03 -.13 .13 -.184
High 3 -1, .59, .10pe .50 -89,pcd

Note. Means sharing a common subscript differ significantly, p < .05.
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Power. A univariate interaction of verbal refusal, nonverbal
cue, and outcome was also significant for the factor containing items
relevant to inferences regarding Mary's power: strong, independent,
dominant, active, stubborn, secure, superior, and not gullible, E(4,
490) = 3.59, p < .01. In addition, a significant interaction of
verbal refusal and nonverbal cue, F(4, 490) = 4.49, p < .001, as well
as significant main effects of nonverbal cue, E(2, 490) = 3.39, p <
.03, sex of subject, E(1, 490) = 9.92, p < .002, and outcome, F(1,
490) = 68.02, p < .001 were obtained. The main effect of sex revealed
that women (M = .11) perceived Mary to be more powerful than men (M =
-.11). The main effects of nonverbal cue and outcome, as well as the
interaction of verbal refusal by nonverbal cue were qualified by the
interaction of verbal refusal, nonverbal cue, and outcome.

Tests of simple effects indicated that when Mary's behaviors
connoted little interest in sex, the simple main effect of outcome was
significant when Mary refused John by saying "no,"™ F(1, 490) = 26.78,
p < .001, or by slapping him, E(1, 490) = 12.92, p < .001, but not
when she did not meke a refusal, F(1, 490) = 1.20, p > .20. (See
Table 18.) When her behaviors were low in sexual connotativeness,
subjects perceived Mary to be more powerful when she refused John's
advances with a no or a slap and was not forced to have sex than when
she was.

Furthermore, when Mary's behaviors connoted little interest in
sex and John did not force her to have intercourse, subjects perceived

her to be less powerful when she made no refusal to his advances (M =
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Effects of Nonverbal Cue, Verbal Refusal, and Outcome on Perceptions

of Mary's Power

Verbal Refusal

Absent No No with slap
Nonverbal Cue No rape Rape No rape Rape No rape Rape
Low -.32zpde —+55 A424¢ —.70f8h 591 4223
Medium «234 -.18 .22 —.06g .33 -.02
High «69¢ -.25 09,  -.18 .39 -.51

Note.

Means sharing a common subscript differ significantly, p < .05.
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-.32) than when she said "no" (M = .42) or slapped him (M = .59), E(2,
490) = 9.89, p < .001.

When there was no forced sexual encounter and Mary made no
refusal to John's sexual advances, subjects perceived her to be less
powerful when her behaviors indicated little interest in sex (M = -.32)
than when they indicated a moderate (M = .23) or a high (M = .69)
interest in sex, ps < .05. This same pattern was obtained in the
forced sex condition when Mary refused John's advances by saying "no."
Thus, subjects perceived Mary's resistance to John's advances to
connote power relative to when she seemingly passively submitted to
his advances.

Competence. Several items loaded on a factor containing items
relevant to Mary's competénce: strong, capable, sophisticated, well-
adjusted, rational, and secure. Univariate analyses performed on the
factor score for this factor revealed significant main effects of
verbal refusal, F(2, 490) = 7.28, p < .001, nonverbal cue, F(2, 490) =
35.91, p < .001, and outcome, F(1, 490) = 19.58, p < .001, in addition
to a significant verbal refusal by nonverbal cue interaction, E(4,
490) = 2,76, p < .03. Subjects perceived Mary to be more competent
when Jobn did not force her to have sex (M = .16) than when he did (M
= -.16), p ¢ .05. The main effects of nonverbal cue and verbal refusal
were qualified by the interaction of verbal refusal and nonverbal cue.
The simple main effect of nonverbal cue was significant when Mary
refused John's advances by saying no, E(2, 490) = 16.18, p < .001, or

by slapping him, F(2, 490) = 21.34, p < .001, but not when she did not
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make a refusal, F(2, 490) = 3.02, p < .05. When she told John no or
slapped him, subjects perceived Mary to be more competent when her
nonverbal behaviors connoted little interest in sexual intercourse
than they demonstrated moderate or high interest, all means differing
significantly, ps < .05. (See Table 19.)

Furthermore, when Mary's nonverbal behaviors were high in sexual
connotativeness, subjects perceived Mary to be more competent when she
did not refuse John's sexual advances (M = -.05) than when she said no
(M = -.42) or slapped John (M = -.72), F(2, 490) = 9.75, p < .001,
Thus, subjects' inferences regarding Mary's competence appeared to be
affected by the consistency between her verbal statements and her
nonverbal behaviors. When Mary demonstrated consistency, subjects
perceived her to be more competent than when her verbal statements
were inconsistent with her nonverbal behaviors.

Shyness. A fourth factor was defined by items that reflected
Mary's shyness: not aggressive, sensitive, rational, sincere, shy,
conventional, intelligent, and subtle. Univariate analyses performed
on the factor score for the factor examining Mary's shyness revealed
significant main effects of verbal refusal, F(2, 490) = 12.30, p <
.001, nonverbal cue, F(2, 490) = 163.57, p < .001, and sex of subject,
F(1, 490) = 5.63, p < .02. Subjects perceived Mary to be more shy
when she refused John's advances with a "no™ (M = -.21) than when she
did not make a refusal (M = .17) or slapped John (M = .02), ps < .05.
They also thought that Mary was more shy when her behaviors

demonstrated little interest in sex (M = -.76) than when they
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Table 19

Effects of Nonverbal Cue and Verbal Refusal on Perceptions of Mary's

Competence
Verbal Refusal

Nonverbal Cue Absent No No with slap
Low .28 434 .28,
Medium .25 «054 ~.08y
High -.05.4 ~eb244 =724

Note. Means sharing a common subscript differ significantly, p < .05.
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indicated a moderate (M = .14) or high (M = .60) interest.
Furthermore, men (M = -.08) perceived Mary to be more shy than women
M= .08). Thus, when Mary's behaviors connoted little interest in
sex as well as when she refused John by saying "no," subjects
perceived her to be more shy.

John's Role in the Sexual Encounter

Three items examined the extent to which John was (a) responsible
for and (b) to blame for the sexual encounter as well as (c) the
extent to which he was justified in using force to have sexual
intercourse with Mary. A MANOVA performed on these items revealed
significant multivariate main effects of verbal refusal, nonverbal
cue, and outcome (see Appendix H).

A significant univariate main effect of verbal refusal was
obtained on the items assessing John's responsibility, F(2, 504) =
5.0, p < .007, and John's blame, F(2, 504) = 5.77, p < .003. Subjects
attributed more blame and responsibility to John when Mary refused his
advances with a no than when her refusal was absent, ps < .05. (See
Table 7.)

A gignificant univariate main effect of nonverbal cue was
obtained on all three items. (See Table 2.) Less blame and
respongibility were attributed to John when Mary's nonverbal behaviors
strongly connoted a desire for sex than when her behaviors were only
moderate or low in their sexual connotativeness. Furthermore, John
was perceived to be more justified in using force when Mary's

behaviors were highly sexually connotative (M = 2.1) than when they

¢ e
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were low (M = 1.3) or moderate (M = 1.5) in sexual connotativeness.
However, in no instance was John perceived to be more than "slightly"
justified.

Interestingly, the main effect of outcome revealed that subjects
attributed more responsibility to John when he did not force Mary to
have intercourse (M = 10.3) than when he did (M = 9.8), F(1, 504) =
6.08, p < .014., Thus, surprisingly, subjects perceived John to be
less responsible when he forced Mary to have sex than when he did not.

Analyses of the control scenarios revealed a univariate main
effect of nonverbal cue for the questions examining subjects'
perceptions of John's responsibility, F(2, 82) = 6.4, p < .003, and
blameworthiness, F(2, 82) = 12.86, p < .001. Subjects attributed
significantly more blame and responsibility to John when Mary's
behavior showed little interest in sex than when her behavior was
moderate or high in sexual connotativeness, ps < .05. In additionm,
subjects attributed more blame to John when Mary's behavior was
moderate in its sexual connotations than when it strongly connoted an
interest in sex, p ¢ .05. (See Table 20.)

Perceptions of John's Arousal

A MANOVA conducted on subjects' perceptions of John's sexual
arousal and his sexual attraction to Mary revealed a multiv§riate
interaction of verbal refusal by outcome, as well as significant
multivariate main effects of verbal refusal, nonverbal cue, and
outcome (see Appendix H). On the question examining John's sexual

attraction to Mary, main effects of outcome, F(1, 504) = 18.53, p «
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Table 20

Effects of Nonverbal Cue on Attributions of Blame and Responsibility

to John —— Control Scenarios

Nonverbal Cue

Low Medium High
To what extent was John to blame for
the sexual encounter 10.94 10.2,4 7.94
How responsible was John for the
sexual encounter 11.1y¢ 9.4 8.8,

Note. Means sharing a common subscript differ significantly, p < .05.
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.001, and verbal refusal, F(2, 504) = 8.92, p < .001, were qualified
by the verbal refusal by outcome interaction, F(2, 504) = 5.23, p <

.004, The simple main effect of outcome was significant when there

was not a verbal refusal, F(1, 504) = 24.05, p < .001, and when Mary

refused John with a "no", F(1, 504) = 4.81, p < .03, but not when Mary
slapped John, E(1, 504) = .13, p < .72. When Mary did not refuse
John, subjects perceived John to be more sexually attracted to her
when he forced her to have intercourse (M = 9.3) than when he did not
(M=7.9), p < .05, Similarly, when she told John no, he was
perceived to be more sexually attracted to Mary when he forced her to
have sex (M = 9.7) than when he did not (M = 9.1), p ¢ .05.

In addition, the simple main effect of verbal refusal was
signficant when John did not force Mary to have intercourse, F(2, 504)
= 12.25, p < .001, but not when he did, E(2, 504) = 1.90, p > .10.
When there was no forced sexual encounter, subjects perceived John to
be less sexually attracted to Mary when she made no refusal to him (M
= 7.9) than when she said no (M = 9.1) or slapped him (M = 9.1), ps <
.05. (See Table 21.)

Similarly, on the item asking subjects how sexually aroused they
thought John was at the time he began making his sexual advances toward
Mary, the main effect of outcome, F(1, 504) = 15.41, p ¢ .001, was
qualified by the verbal refusal by outcome interaction, F(2, 504) =
5.23, p < .006. The simple main effect of outcome was significant
when Mary did not refuse John's advances, F(1, 504) = 24.21, p < .001,

but not when she told John "no,"™ F(1, 504) = 3.04, p > .05, or slapped
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Table 21

Effects of Verbal Refusal and Qutcome on Perceptions of John's Sexual

Attraction to Mary

Verbal Refusal

Qutcome Absent No No with slap
No rape 7.93¢4d 9.1pe 9.14
Rape 9.3, 9.7y 9.2

Note. Means sharing a common subscript differ significantly, p < .05.
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him, E(1, 504) = .02, p > .80. When there was not a refusal, John was
perceived to be more sexually aroused when he forced Mary to have sex
(M = 10.6) than when he didn't (M = 9.4), p < .05. The simple main
effect of verbal refusal was significant when no forced sex occurred,
F(2, 504) = 6.92, p < .001, but not when it did, F(2, 504) = .67, p >
.50. In the absence of a forced sexual encounter, John was perceived
to be significantly more aroused when Mary slapped him (M = 10.3) than
when she said no (M = 9.6) or said nothing (M = 9.4), ps ¢ .05. (See
Table 22.)

The main effect of nonverbal cue obtained on both items revealed -
an interesting effect. Although subjects perceived John to be more
sexually aroused when Mary's behaviors were strongly sexually
connotative (M = 10.6) than when they were medium (M = 9.9) or low (M
= 9.9) in their sexual connotativeness, ps < .05, they perceived him
to be more sexually attracted to Mary when her nonverbal behaviors
were low in the degree to which they connoted an interest in sex (M =
9.4) than when they connoted a high desire for sex (M = 8.8), ps <
.05. This suggests that, although men are aroused by more clear
indications of a woman's interest in sexual intercourse, their
attraction to her is more a function of demonstrations of her
femininity.

Analyses of the control scenarios revealed a univariate effect of
sex of subject significant for both the question examining John's
sexual attraction to Mary, F(1, 81) = 11.48, p < .001, and his sexual

arousal, F(1, 81) = 8.66, p < .004. Relative to women, men perceived
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Table 22

Effects of Verbal Refusal and Qutcome on Perceptions of John's Sexual

Arousal

Verbal Refusal
Qutcome Abgent No No with slap
No rape 9.44p 9.6, 10.3pe
Rape 10.64 10.4 10.3

Note. Means sharing a common subscript differ significantly, p < .05.
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John to be more sexually attracted to Mary and more sexually aroused
at the time he began making his sexual advances. (See Table 23.) The
univariate effect of nonverbal cue was obtained only on perceptions of
John's sexual arousal, F(2, 81) = 14,93, p < .001. Subjects perceived
John to be increasingly aroused as Mary's behavior increased from
connoting little interest in sex (M = 7.2) to a moderate interest (M =
8.9) to a high interest (M = 10.1), all means differing significantly,
ps < .05.

General Impressions of John

The same 25 bipolar adjectives that assessed subjects' perceptions
of Mary were used to examine their impressions of John. A principal
axes factor analysis performed on these adjectives produced four
factors with eigenvalues greater than one. After rotating the factor
structure to an oblique (direct oblimin) solution, factors were
interpreted by examing items that loaded greater than .35. These
factors were labeled sincerity, likeability, confidence, and
passivity. (The factor structure is shown in Table 24.) A MANOVA
performed on the four standardized factor scores revealed significant
multivariate main effects of verbal refusal, nonverbal cue, outcome,
and sex of subject, in addition to significant interactions of verbal
refusal and outcome, nonverbal cue and outcome, nonverbal cue by
verbal refusal, and nonverbal cue by sex of subject (see Appendix H).

Sincerity. One factor was defined by items reflecting subjects'
perceptions of John's sincerity: weak, sensitive, sincere, flexible,

warm, and meek. Univariate analyses revealed significant main effects
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Table 23

Effects of Sex of Subject on Perceptions of John's Sexual Arousal and

Sexual Attraction to Mary —— Control Scenarios
Sex of Subject
Men ~ Homen
How sexually aroused was John 9.44 8.1,
How sexually attracted was John to Mary 7.8 6.5y

Note. Means sharing a common subscript differ significantly, p < .05.
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Table 24

Factor Structure of Nonsexual Adjectives Describing John

Item Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4

Sincerity Likeability Competence Passivity

Not aggressive .31 -.17 .12 .50
Sociable .03 <42 .17 -.27
Strong -. 47 .36 .26 .02
Capable -.17 .38 .38 -.04
Sensitive .46 15 .27 .36
Sophisticated -.15 54 .06 .16
Well-adjusted .27 .29 .38 .31
Likeable .26 .39 .26 .20
Rational .12 .32 .13 .46
Sincere 52 .27 .15 .22
Shy .07 -.18 .01 .71
Conventional .18 «25 -.04 .26
Intelligent .24 .64 -.02 .08
Flexible .60 .14 .10 .10
Warm .52 .34 .13 .15
Subtle -.05 .04 -.01 .60
Popular .06 .55 .002 -.04
Physically attractive .03 .38 .01 -.11
Independent -.12 .31 .31 -.03
Submissive .30 -.10 -.14 .58
Passive .16 -.05 -.26 .60
Meek 54 -.06 -.09 .18
Self-confident .01 -.06 .74 .07
Superior .06 -.06 .75 -.15

Not gullible -.21 +25 .13 -.07
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of verbal refusal, F(2, 485) = 6.72, p < .001, nonverbal cue, F(2,
485) = 37.03, p < .001, and outcome, E(1, 485) = 386.31, p < .001, as
well asAsignificant interactions of sex by nonverbal cue, F(2, 485) =
3.91, p < .02, and nonverbal cue by verbal refusal, F(4, 485) = 2,88,
p ¢ .02. Not surprisingly, subjects perceived John to be more sincere
when he did not force Mary to have sex (M = .56) than when he did (M =
-.57).

The main effect of verbal refusal was qualified by the interaction
of nonverbal cue and verbal refusal. The simple main effect of verbal

refusal was significant when Mary's behaviors indicated little

interest in sexual intercourse, F(2, 485) = 10.74, p < .001, but not

when they indicated a moderate, F(2, 485) = .27, p > .70, or high
interest, F(2, 485) = .97, p > .30. When Mary's behaviors showed

little interest in sex, subjects perceived John to be more sincere

when Mary did not refuse his advances (M = -,01) than when she said no
(M = -.33) or slapped him (M = -.59), ps < .05. (See Table 25.)

The simple main effect of nonverbal cue was significént at all
levels of verbal refusal. When Mary did not refuse John's advances,

subjects perceived John to be more sincere when her nonverbal behaviors

.30) than when they indicated

exhibited a strong interest in sex (M

little interest (M = -.01), F(2, 485) = 3.58, p < .029. A similar
pattern was obtained when Mary refused John's advances by saying no,
E(2, 485) = 16.40, p < .001, or slapping him, E(2, 485) = 23.57, p <«

.001.
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Table 25

Effects of Verbal Refusal and Nonverbal Cue on Perceptions of John's

Sincerity

Nonverbal Cue
Verbal Refusal Low Medium High
Absent -.01g0¢ .06 .304
No -.33pe -.01; <37
No with slap =-.59.4f -.04, .204

Note. Means sharing a common subscript differ significantly, p ¢ .05.
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Furthermore, the interaction of nonverbal cue and sex of subject
revealed that when Mary's behaviors were low in sexual connotativeness,
men (M = -.16) perceived John to be more sincere than women (M = -.47),
F(1, 485) = 9.53, p < .002. The simple main effect of nonverbal cue
was significant for both men, F(2, 485) = 9.22, p < .001, and women,
F(2, 485) = 32.12, p < .001. Both men and women perceived John to be
more sincere when Mary's behaviors indicated high rather than low
interest in sex. (See Table 26.)

Passivity. The items not aggressive, sensitive, rational, shy,
subtle, submissive, and passive loaded on the factor reflecting John's
passivity. Univariate analyses revealed main effects of verbal
refusal, F(2, 485) = 6.51, p < .002, nonverbal cue, F(2, 485) = 37.0,
p < .001, and outcome, F(1, 485) = 225.55, p < .001, in addition to
significant univariate interactions of verbal refusal and outcome,
F(2, 485) = 3.59, p < .02, and nonverbal cue by outcome, E(2, 485) =
4.37, p < .01. The simple main effect of outcome was.significant when
Mary did not refuse John's sexual advances, F(1, 485) = 119.12, p <
.001, when she said no, E(1, 485) = 58.63, p < .001, as well as when
she slapped John, F(1, 485) = 57.05, p < .001. Across all levels of
verbal refusal, subjects perceived John to be more passive when he did
not force Mary to have intercourse than when he did. (See Table 27.)

The simple main effect of verbal refusal was significant when
John did not force Mary to have sex, F(2, 485) = 9.59, p < .001, but
not when he did force her, F(2, 485) = .63, p > .50. When there was

no forced sex, subjects perceived John to be more passive when Mary

Vo e
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Table 26

Effects of Nonverbal Cue and Sex of Subject on Perceptions of John's

Sincerity

Nonverbal Cue
Sex of Subject Low Medium High
Male -.164p .05 25y,
Female ~b7 g0 -.04, .33,

Note. Means sharing a common subscript differ significantly, p < .05.
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Table 27

Effects of Verbal Refusal and Outcome on Perceptions of John's

Passivity

Verbal Refusal
OQutcome Absent No No with slap
No rape 6644 .62y, «40.4
Rape -.43, -.60 -.68,

Note. Means sharing a common subscript differ significantly, p < .05.
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did not refuse his advances (M = .66) than when she slapped him M=
.40), p < .05,

Examination of the interaction of nonverbal cue and outcome
revealed that the simple main effect of outcome was obtained when
Mary's behaviors connoted low, E(1, 485) = 39.87, p < .001, moderate
F(1, 485) = 88.22, p < .001, and high interest in sex, E(1l, 485) =
106.61, p < .001. Across all levels of nonverbal cue, subjects
perceived John to be more passive when he did not force Mary to have
sex than when he did, ps ¢ .05. (See Table 28.) In addition, the
simple main effect of nonverbal cue was significant both when John
forced Mary to have intercourse, F(2, 485) = 33.44, p < .001, and when
he did not, F(2, 485) = 8.23, p < .001. When there was no forced sex,
subjects perceived John to be more passive when Mary's behaviors
connoted a high desire for sex (M = .90) than when they connoted a low
(M = .01) or moderate (M = .52) interest, all means differing
significantly, ps < .05. When he forced Mary to havé sex, subjects
perceived John to be more passive when Mary's behaviors indicated a
strong desire for sex (M = -.24) than when they indicated a moderate
(M = -.51) or low interest (M = -.69), ps ¢ .05.

Likeability. Several items loaded on the factor reflecting
John's likeability: sociable, strong, capable, sophisticated,
likeable, intelligent, popular, physically attractive, and
independent. Univariate analyses indicated significant main effects
of outcome, F(1, 485) = 16.74, p < .001, and sex of subject, F(1, 485)

= 5.05, p ¢ .03, in addition to an interaction of sex with nonverbal

v e
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Table 28

Effects of Nonverbal Cue and Outcome on Perceptions of John's Passivity

Nonverbal Cue

Qutcome Low Medium High
No rape .01.4 «32pd +9004
Rape =693, =S1pf -.24cef

Note. Means sharing a common subscript differ significantly, p < .05.
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cue, F(2, 485) = 3.92, p < .02. Subjects perceived John to be more
likeable when he did not force Mary to have sex (M = .16) than when he
did (M = -.16).

The main effect of sex was qualifed by the interaction of sex of
subject and nonverbal cue. When Mary's behaviors revealed little
interest in sex, women (M = .19) perceived John to be more likeable
than men (M = -.29), F(1, 485) = 12.73, p < .001. In addition, the
simple main effect of nonverbal cue was significant for men, F(2, 485)
= 3.83, p < .02, but not for women, F(2, 485) = .89, p > .10. Men
perceived John to be more likeable when Mary's nonverbal behaviors
showed a high interest in sex (M = .08) than when they showed only a
slight interest (M = -.29), p ¢ .05. (See Table 29.)

Competence. The items that loaded on the fourth factor reflected
John's competence: well-adjusted, capable, independent, self-
confident, and not gullible. Univariate analyses revealed significant
main effects of nonverbal cue, F(2, 485) = 4.02, p < .02, and outcome,
F(1, 485) = 3.76, p < .05. Subjects perceived John to be more
competent when Mary's nonverbal behaviors reflected a strong interest
in sex (M = .15) than a low interest (M = -.13). 1In addition,
subjects thought that John was more competent when he did not force
Mary to have sex (M = .08) than when he did (M = -.08).

Justification and Foreseeability

Perceptions of rape. Four items examined subjects' perceptions

of a) the likelihood that an incident of forced sexual assault was

rape, b) the extent to which a man was justified in using force to

S



Table 29

Effects of Nonverbal Cue and Sex of Subject on Perceptions of John's

Likeability

Nonverbal Cue
Sex of Subject Low Medium High
Male -.29, -.06 .08y
Female .19, .02 .05

103

Note. Means sharing a common subscript differ significantly, p < .05.
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obtain sex with a woman, c) the extent to which a woman was justified
in saying no to a man's attempt to obtain sexual intercourse, and d)
the likelihood that Mary could have foreseen the consequences of her
behavior. A MANOVA conducted on these items revealed a significant
multivariate interaction of verbal refusal, outcome, and sex of
subject, in addition to multivariate main effects of nonverbal cue and
sex of subject (see Appendix H). Univariate ANOVAs revealed
significant main effects of nonverbal cue, F(2, 500) = 40.39, p <
.001, and sex of subject, F(1, 500) = 24.01, p < .001, as well as a
significant interaction of verbal refusal, outcome, and sex of
subject, F(2, 502) = 4.95, p < .007 for the item asking subjects how
likely they were to say that John "raped"™ Mary. When Mary's behavior
indicated little interest in sex (M = 11.2), subjects were more likely
to label the situation rape than when her behaviors were moderate (M =
10.8) or high (M = 9.2) in sexual connotation, ps < .05. The
identical pattern was obtained for the significant effect of nonverbal
cue in the control conditions, F(2, 84) = 4.69, p < .05. However,
subjects receiving the treatment scenarios were more likely to label
an incident rape than subjects receiving the control scenarios when
Mary's behaviors were moderately sexually connotative, p < .05. 1In
addition, women (M = 10.9) were more likely than men (M = 9.9) to
perceive the situation as rape, p < .05.

The interaction showed that when there was no forced sex and Mary
slapped John, women (M = 11.4) were more likely than men (M = 9.2) to

say that if John had forced Mary to have sex, they would use the label
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rape, F(1, 502) = 20.58, p < .001. A similar pattern was obtained
when John did force Mary to have intercourse and she had not refused
him. Again, women (M = 10.9) were more likely than men (M = 9.2) to
say than John raped Mary, E(1, 502) = 12.97, p < .001. (See Table 30.)
For women, the simple main effect of verbal refusal was
significant when there was no forced sex, E(2, 502) = 5.01, p < .007,
whereas for men, this effect was significant both when John forced sex
on Mary, F(2, 502) = 4.52, p < .01, and when hé did not, F(2, 502) =
3.09, p ¢ .05. When there was no forced sex, women were less likely
to label the situation as rape when Mary made no verbal refusal (M =
10.0) than when she said no (M = 11.1) or slapped John (M = 11.4), ps
< .05, Men were less likely to éay that John raped Mary when she
slapped him (M = 9.24) than when she said no (M = 10.5), p < .05.
When John forced Mary to have intercourse, men were less likely to
view the situation as rape when Mary made no refusal (M = 9.2) than
when she said no (M = 10.5) or slapped John (M = 10.3), ps < .05.

Justification for rape. Significant univariate main effects of

nonverbal cue, F(2, 502) = 6.92, p < .001, and sex of subject, F(1,
502) = 26.21, p < .001 were obtained on the item asking how justified
a man is in using force to obtain sex. Subjects indicated that a man
was more justified in using force when the woman's nonverbal behavior
connoted a strong desire for sex (M = 1.4) than when it indicated a
moderate (M = 1.2) or low (Q = 1.2) interest in sex, ps < .05. In
addition, men (M = 1.4) were more likely than women (M = 1.1) to

perceive a man to be justified in using force.



Table 30

Effects of Verbal Refusal, Outcome, and Sex of Subject on Subjects'

Likelihood of Labeling an Incident as Rape

Verbal Refusal

Absent No No with slap
Qutcome Men Women Men Women Men Women
No rape 9.8 10.0pp3  10.5o  11.1y 9.25ce 11.44;
Rape 9.2dfg 10.9q 10.5¢ 10.8 10.3ag 11.1

ot W
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Justification for a woman's resistance. Significant main effects

of nonverbal cue, F(2, 500) = 9.39, p < .001, and sex of subject, E(1,
502) = 33.22, p ¢ .001, were obtained on the item asking subjects the
extent to which they thought a woman was justified in saying no to a
man's sexual advances. Not surprisingly, subjects perceived a woman
to be less justified in saying no to a man's sexual advances when her
behaviors connoted a strong desire for sex (M = 11.1) than when her
behaviors were moderate (M = 11.6) or low (M = 11.7) in sexual
connotativeness, ps < .05. Furthermore, men (M = 11.1) perceived the
woman to be less justified in resisting a man's advances than women (M
= 11.8), p ¢ .05.

Foreseeability of the consequences. On the item asking subjects

tﬁe extent to which they thought Mary could have foreseen the
consequences of her behavior, significant univariate main effects of
nonverbal cue, F(2, 500) = 97.01, p < .001, sex of subject, F(1l, 502)
= 3.89, p < .05, and outcome, E(1, 502) = 10.86, p ¢ .001, were
obtained. When Mary's behaviors were highly sexually connotative (M =
10.08), subjects thought that she was more likely to have foreseen the
consequences of her behavior than when her behavior was moderate (M =
7.6) or low (M = 5.8) in its sexual connotations, all means differing
significantly, ps < .05. In addition, men (M = 8.1) thought it more
likely than women (M = 7.6) that Mary could have foreseen the
consequences of her behavior, p < .05. Subjects also thought it more
likely that Mary could have foreseen the consequences of her behavior
when she was not forced to have sex (M = 8.2) than when she was (M =

7.4), p < .05.
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The ANOVAs performed on the control scenarios demonstrated
significant univariate effects of nonverbal cue on the item asking
subjects how likely they were to say that John raped Mary, F(2, 84) =
4.69, p < .01, and their perception that Mary could have foreseen the
consequences of her behaviors, F(2, 84) = 20.77, p < .001. Subjects
were more likely to label the situation as rape when Mary's behavior
showed little interest in sex (M = 11.6) than when it demonstrated
moderate (M = 9.6) or high interest (M = 9.7), ps < .05. However,
they were less likely to perceive that she could have foreseen the
éonsequences of.her actions when her behaviors showed little interest
(M = 5.7) relative to a moderate (M = 8.9) or high (M = 10.0) interest,
ps < .05.

Finally, women (M = 11.9) were more likely to perceive a woman to
be justified in saying no to a man's sexual advances than men (M =
11.2), E(1, 84) = 9.18, p < .003, but they were less likely (M = 1.0)
than men (M = 1.5) to see a man as justified in using force to obtain
sexual intercourse with a woman, F(1, 84) = 5.81, p < .02.

Summary

The general hypothesis behind this research was that perceptions
of congent are determined by the additive and interactive effects of
verbal refusals and nonverbal cues, in conjunction with the degree of
consistency between the two. In addition, the study examined the
effects of hindsight on subjects' perceptions of Mary as well as their
attributions of blame and responsibility to her. Subjects informed of

a forced sexual encounter were expected to blame Mary more than

e
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subjects not told the outcome of the interpersonal encounter.

Finally, the research examined differential perceptions by men and
women of a woman's behaviors. Relative to women, men were expected to
impute more sexual meaning to Mary's behaviors.

Verbal refusal. As Mary's verbal refusals to John's advances

became more forceful, subjects' ratings of Mary's desire for sex as
well as their attributions of blame to her for the sexual encounter
were expected to decrease. Although subjects perceived Mary to desire
sex more when no refusal was given than when she said no or slapped
John, the observed pattern of means did not follow a linear
relationship. Rather, when Mary refused John by slapping him,
subjects perceived her behaviors to be more sexually connotative than
when she saia no. In addition, strong correlations were obtained
between the forcefulness of Mary's protest and attributions of blame
and responsibility to her. When Mary refused John by slapping him,
subjects attributed more blame and responsibility to her.

Nonverbal cues. Subjects were expected to increase their ratings

of Mary's desire for sex, perceptions of her as a tease, and
attributions of blame and responsibility to her for the sexual
encounter as her nonverbal behaviors increased in sexual
connotativeness. These results were unequivocally confirmed.

Interactive effects of verbal refusal and nonverbal cue. A key

point of interest in this study was the extent to which the degree of
consistency between Mary's verbal refusals and nonverbal behaviors

affected subjects' perceptions of her. As Mary's verbal refusals and
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nonverbal behaviors became more divergent, subjects were expected to
draw negative inferences about her.

The results were consistent with the hypothesis. However, the
interactive effects of verbal refusal and nonverbal behavior were
_obtained only on general impressions of Mary. When Mary's verbal and
nonverbal behaviors were inconsistent, subjects perceived her as less
competent, likeable, and powerful than when her verbal refusals
matched her nonverbal behaviors.

Interestingly, the degree of consistency between Mary's verbal
refusal and nonverbal behaviors also affected subjects' perceptions of
John. Subjects perceived John more favorably when Mary's verbal and
nonverbal communications were consistent.

Gender differences. Men and women were expected to perceive

Mary's nonverbal behaviors differently. Specifically, relative to
women, men were expected to impute more sexual meaning to Mary's
nonverbal behaviors. In addition, men were expecte& to attribute more
blame and responsibility to Mary for the sexual encounter than women.
The results confirmed these hypotheses. When Mary's nonverbal
behaviors connoted little interest in sex, men perceived the behaviors
more sexually than women. In addition, when the cues were low in
sexual connotation, men perceived Mary to be more flirtatious, sexy,
promiscuous, and sexually active than women. However, when little
ambiguity surrounded the sexual meaning behind the cues, men and women

did not differ in their ratings of Mary's sexuality.
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Gender differences were also obtained on ratings of subjects'
willingness to refer to a forced sexual encounter as rape. Women's
likelihood ratings did not differ as a function of the presence or
absence of a verbal refusal, whereas men were less likely to apply the
label rape when Mary had not refused John's sexual advances.

Qutcome. Subjects informed that a sexual assault had occurred
were expected to attribute more blame and responsibility to her than
subjects who were not told that a forced sexual assault had occurred.
However, little evidence of victim derogation was obtained. Subjects
were less likely to attribute responsibility to Mary when she was
forced to have sex than when she was not. In addition, subjects were
more likely to think that Mary could have foreseen the consequences of
her behavior when she was not forced to have sex than when she was.
However, subjects were more likely to blame John when he did not force

Mary to have sex than when he did.
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CHAPTER V

DISCUSSION

Much has been written in the literature about factors that affect
judgments of victim blame for rape and judgments about when forced sex
constitutes rape. However, conceptual confusion about these factors
has existed because they have not been examined in any systematic
way. The present study contributes to the theoretical understanding
of social definitions of rape by examining the role of verbal and
nonverbal cues and their consistency within an attributional
framework. Specifically, this study examined the degree to which the
sexual connotativeness of a woman's nonverbal behaviors and her
reaction to a man's sexual advances affected subjects' perceptions of
her. Because previous research on sexual assault has examined these
two variables in isolation, this study broadens the conceptualization
of attributions that people are likely to make when exposed to a
forced sexual encounter. In conjunction with this, the study was
designed to examine and clarify how these perceptions vary as a
function of the gender of the subjects and the outcome of the
interaction, i.e., whether the subjects were told that the woman was
forced by the man to engage in sexual intercourse or that he stopped
his sexual advances. Data relevant to each of these goals will be

discussed in turn.
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The Effects of Verbal Refusal

To behave consistently with traditional female sex role
stereotypes, a woman is expected to display at least token resistance
to a man's sexual advances even if she really is interested in having
sex (Krulewitz & Nash, 1979; Shotland & Goodstein, 1983). Because of
this, men have been socialized not only to expect some resistance but
also to assume that this resistance does not reflect the woman's true
desires. Thus, men often continue making sexual advances even when
women tell them that they do not want to have sex. On occasions in
which the woman truly desires to have sex, few problems arise.
However, if her refusal reflects her true desire, then there is
clearly miscommunication between the man and the woman.

However, previous research (Krulewitz & Nash, 1979; Shotland &
Goodstein, 1983) has shown that as the woman's resistance becomes more
forceful, she more clearly expresses her lack of consent to the man's
advances. The woman has moved beyond token resistance to active
resistance. With more forceful refusal by the woman, subjects are
more likely to perceive the man to be responsible for forced sexual
encounters. Indeed, in the present study, subjects attributed more
blame and responsibility to Mary and perceived her to desire sex
significantly more when she did not refuse John's sexual advances than
when she offered some type of refusal.

Furthermore, research has shown that the more forceful the
woman's protest, the higher the likelihood that subjects will label an

incident of forced sex as rape, although men were less likely to apply
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the label than women (Shotland & Goodstein, 1983). This effect was
obtained in the present study only for male subjects. When the
outcome depicted in the scenario was a forced sexual assault, men were
less likely to label the incident as rape when Mary did not refuse
John than when she said "no" or slapped him. This parallels research
by Scroggs (1976) that found that male subjects gave lighter sentences
to a man accused of raping a woman when the victim did not refuse the
man's advances than when she verbally or physically refused him.

Women, on the other hand, applied the label of rape to the forced
sexual encounter as readily whether or not Mary refused John's
advances. Indeed, even when Mary did not resist verbally, the mean
likelihood rating by women for labeling the incident as rape was higher
than the means at all levels of verbal refusal for men. This suggests
that women are more likely than men to consider an act of forced sexual
assault as rape, regardless of whether or not the woman refused a man's
sexual advances. For men, labeling of a forced sexual encounter as
rape seems to be contingent upon a woman indicating her lack of consent
by verbally refusing his advances in a sufficiently strong manner. For
men, it appears that "no" does not always mean "no."

One possible explanation for these sex effects is an
identification of women with a victim who is too scared to resist
(Deitz, Littman, & Bentley, 1984). Therefore, for women, the absence
of a refusal does not connote consent to sex, but rather a fear
reaction to the man‘s sexual advances. Indeed, Scroggs (1976)

reported that women assigned more severe penalities to an alleged
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perpetrator of sexual assault when the woman offered -no resistance
than when she resisted. Men, on the other hand, who are socialized to
disbelieve a "token resistance" of no, infer that no refusal implies a
willingness on the part of a woman to engage in intercourse. The
implications of this within the legal system cannot be understated.
Given the preponderance of male legislators and the legal requirement
of a demonstration of lack of consent by the woman to the man's sexual
advances, it is hardly surprising to find that very few alledged
perpetrators are actually convicted.

One would expect, therefore, that the more forceful the woman's
protest, the less consent men would infer, and the more likely they
would be to apply the label rape. Indeed, Shotland and Goodstein
(1983) argued that, consistent with the manner in which a woman is
socialized, some refusal is expected even if she actually is
interested in having sex. However, as her resistance becomes more
forceful and exceeds some normative level of resistance, her lack of
consent becomes more explicit and obvious. Consistent with this, they
found that subjects were more likely to perceive forced sex as rape
when the woman resisted both physically and verbally than when she
offered only verbal resistance.

However, this pattern was not obtained in the present study.
Rather, men who were told that John stopped his sexual advances, but
asked how likely it was that they would use the term rape if John had
forced Mary to have sex were more likely to label his behavior as rape

when she said "no" than when she accompanied her verbal refusal with
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physical resistance. Perhaps men perceived that if John's sexual
advances had proceeded to the point that Mary felt it necessary to
slap him, then she must have been leading him on initially and
therefore "asking" to be raped. Thus, when a woman previously engages
in behaviors high in sexual connotation, a "no," especially when
accompanied by a slap, is even less likely to be accepted as "no."

Furthermore, perceptions of a woman as a tease and attributions
of blame and responsibility to her covary. However, it isn't clear
whether perceiving a woman as a tease led subjects to attribute more
blame and responsibility to her or whether such perceptions followed
from attributions of blame. For example, if these perceptions
increase attributions to her and men perceived that the situation had
advanced far enough that Mary felt the need to slap John (i.e., she
was leading him on), thevaould be more likely to blame her and, thus,
less likely to call the situation rape.

In support of this, when Mary was not forced to have sexual
intercourse, subjects perceived that she was leading John on to a
greater extent when she refused his advances by slapping him than when
she did not make a refusal at all. Subjects also perceived John to be
more sexually aroused when Mary slapped him than when she made no
refusal or said no. In addition, strong correlations were obtained
between subjects' perceptions of Mary as a tease and their tendency to
attribute responsibility (r = .57, p < .001) and blame (r = 58, p <

.001) to her.
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The indirect relationship between Mary's refusal and subjects'
perceptions of her suggests that rather than focusing solely on the
magnitude of the refusal, one should examine the characterological
inferences that subjects draw about a woman who refuses with a "no"
and a woman who physically resists. People's schemas for appropriate
sex-role behavior for women typically do not include physical violence
and aggressiveness. Rather, women are stereotypically perceived to be
passive and weak. Thus, when a woman does engage in physical
resistance, subjects may draw other inferences about her character
such as that she is unconventional, worldly, and fiesty.
Interestingly, a significant negative correlation was obtained between
Mary's nonverbal behaviors and perceptions of her conventionality (r =
-.45, p < .001). The higher the sexual connotativeness of Mary's
nonverbal behaviors, the less conventional subjects perceived her to
be, The perception of Mary as unconventional connotes other
inferences about her character that may have led subjects to make more
negative attributions about Mary.

Furthermore, according to Shotland and Goodstein (1983), the
timing of a woman's protest plays a central role in subjects'
perceptions of the man's and the woman's role in the sexual encounter.
When she has already allowed the sexual encounter to progress, subjects
are more likely to infer that the woman really wants to have sex and
subsequent advances or forced attempts by the man to obtain
intercourse do nothing to alter their perception. In the present

study, the timing of Mary's protests was not varied; particularly when
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her nonverbal behaviors connoted a moderate or high interest in sex,
she had signaled her sexual availability by the time she began to
protest by saying no or accompanying her no with a slap.

Summary. Not surprisingly, subjects (particularly men) were more
likely to infer consent for sexual intercourse when Mary did not
refuse John's sexual advances than when she offered verbal or physical
resistance. Interestingly, however, this effect did not vary directly
with the level of Mary's refusal. For example, subjects perceived
Mary to be more of a tease when she slapped John than when she did not
refuse him. These results suggest that, under the circumstances
outlined in the scenarios, if a woman resorts to slapping a man to
stop his sexual advances, then men perceive that she has already
allowed the situation to get out of hand, through some fault of her
own, In addition, they may draw other inferences about a woman who
physically resists that impedes their perception of the woman's
purpose in resisting, i.e., to ward off her attacker. They apparently
believe that by this time she had relinquished her right to say "no."
On the other hand, to make no refusal at all implies her consent to
sexual advances. However, previous research indicates that a simple
"no™ is not taken seriously by many men because it implies only token
resistance and masks a woman's true sexual desires. Thus, women are
left in a difficult position. The results suggest that, regardless of
a woman's refusal or lack thereof, perceivers may draw unfavorable

inferences about her.
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The Effects of Nonverbal Cues

The prediction that subjects would perceive Mary as desiring
sexual intercourse more as her nonverbal behaviors increased in the
degree to which they connoted a desire for sex was unequivocally
confirmed. Even when Mary's nonverbal behaviors indicated little if
any interest in sex, men were more likely than women to impute sexual
meaning to them. This pattern of results clarifies the issue of
whether men misperceive women'é friendly behaviors as sexual or
whether women misperceive sexual behaviors as friendly (see Shotland,
1989). When the nonverbal behaviors connoted moderate or high interest
in sex, men and women did not differ in their perceptions of Mary's
desire for sex. There was no evidence to suggest that women perceived
more sexually connotative behaviors in a more "friendly" manner than
men. However, relative ;o women, men did perceive behaviors that were
low in sexual connotation more sexually.

One of the more interesting effects obtained was that, although
subjects perceived John to be more sexually aroused when Mary's
behaviors connoted a strong desire for sex, he was more sexually
attracted to her when her behaviors indicated little interest in sex.
The more strongly Mary's behaviors reflected an interest in sex, the
further away she was moving from the traditional role of women as the
passive recipients of sex. Subjects may have thought that John would
find this threatening and therefore perceived an inverse relationship
between Mary's nonverbal behaviors and John's attraction to her.

Indeed, a negative correlation (r = -.29, p ¢ .001) was obtained
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between subjects' perceptions of Mary's nonverbal behaviors and John's
sexual attraction to her. Consistent with this, subjects perceived
John to be more shy when Mary's nonverbal behaviors reflected a strong
desire for sexual intercourse than when they indicated a low or
moderate interest in sex.

Alternatively, if John made advances toward Mary when her
nonverbal behaviors connoted little interest in sex, one can assume
that he was sexually attracted to her. Indeed, even when Mary's
behaviors connoted little interest in sex, subjects perceived John to
be very sexually attracted to her. However, when her nonverbal
behaviors were highly sexually connotative, more ambiguity surrounds
John's attraction to her. In other words, the appropriate attribution
to be made is unclear--were his advances a function of his attraction
to her or a function of his sexual arousal?

The Interactive Effects of Verbal Refusal and Nonverbal Cue

Previous research has emphasized the heightened role that
nonverbal communication plays relative to verbal messages in the
communication of affect (Argyle, Alkema, & Gilmour, 1971; Depaulo et
al., 1978; Mehrabian & Weiner, 1967). Mehrabian and Weiner (1967)
argued that the greater weight assigned to nonverbal communications
increases as the information conveyed verbally increasingly diverges
in affect from that conveyed nonverbally. However, Depaulo et al.
(1978) noted that this greater weight assigned to nonverbal
communications was qualified by the extent to which the verbal and

nonverbal messages were discrepant from one another. The more
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inconsistent the verbal and nonverbal messages were, the less weight
individuals would attach to the nonverbal communications. Furthermore,
Argyle et al. (1971) contended that when a communicator conveys
inconsistent verbal and nonverbal messages, observers' perceptions of
that communicator are subsequently affected. People perceive a
communicator who delivers discrepant nonverbal and verbal messages as
insincere and unstablé.

However, interestingly, an examination of the importance of both
verbal and nonverbal communications on subjects' perceptions of
individuals has never been examined within the context of research on
sexual assault. Indeed, the present results provided strong
confirmation that, the consistency or inconsistency of Mary's verbal
and nonverbal communications did affect subjects' perceptions not ‘only
of her behavior but also of John's behavior. However, this interactive
effect of verbal and nonverbal messages on subjects' perceptions of
John and Mary were only obtained on the items examining subjects'
general impressions of John and Mary.

The data suggest that, consistent with previous research,
subjects were sensitive to the degree of discrepancy between Mary's
verbal and nonverbal communications. As her verbal statements and
nonverbal behaviors became more inconsistent, subjects perceived Mary
to be less likeable, less competent, and less powerful.

Furthermore, the consistency between Mary's verbal statements and

her nonverbal behaviors also appeared to affect subjects' overall
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impressions of John. For example, the more consistent Mary's verbal
statements and her nonverbal behaviors, the more favorable the ratings
that subjects assigned to John. Apparently, subjects drew inferences
about John based upon what they knew about Mary and the fact that he
was involved with her. Often, people look to aspects of an
individual's immediate environment to aid them in dréwing inferences
about that individual. Specifically, others may draw certain
conclusions about an individual based on what they know of the people
with whom that individual interacts.

One point should be emphasized in comparing the present study
with those conducted previously. Although the results obtained in this
study demonstrated the impact of inconsistent verbal and nonverbal
communications on subjects' perceptions of individuals, they do not
address the respective weight that subjects assigned to Mary's verbal
statements and nonverbal behaviors in forming their general
impressions of Mary and John.

Summary. The data obtained in this study strongly support the
suggestion that consistency between a person's verbal statements and
nonverbal behaviors affect others' perceptions of an individual. The
more consistent the verbal and nonverbal communications, the more
positive inferences others draw not only about thé individual
delivering the communications but also about others with whom the

individual interacts.
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Gender Differences

Previous research has been consistent in the finding that,
relative to women, men impute more sexual meaning to behaviors.
Because of this, men frequently perceive that a woman's behavior
implies an interest in sex when the woman did not intend to give that
impression (Abbey, 1982, 1987; Abbey & Melby, 1985; Muehlenhard, 1988;
Saal, Johnson, & Weber, 1989). Although this wmiscommunication can
frequently be resolved through discussion, more severe consequences
may result in which the man may push the woman to engage in sexual
intercourse because he perceived that she was sexually responsive.
Thus, men in this study were expected to impute more sexual meaning to
Mary's behaviors than women and to attribute more blame and
responsibility for the sexual encounter to Mary than women. The data
were unequivocal in their support for these hypotheses.

First, men perceived Mary to desire sexual intercourse more than
women., However, the interaction of nonverbal cue and sex of subject
obtained on the control scenarios revealed that this difference was
obtained only when Mary's nonverbal behaviors were low in the extent
to which they connoted sexual interest. Although the means were in
the expected direction, men and women did not differ in their
perceptions of Mary's interest in sexual intercourse when her behavior
indicated a moderate or high interest in sex.

These results replicate the findings obtained in the pilot study

in which men indicated that Mary's behaviors reflected a greater
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desire for sex than women, regardless of how little the behaviors may
have actually reflected an interest in sex. Furthermore, these
findings directly parallel the findings of Abbey (1982). Abbey
concluded that men misinterpret women's cues because their behavior
stems from a generalized tendency to perceive the world in sexual
terms. This supports the contention made by Deaux (1976) that, when
provided with limited information about an individual or individuals,
people make causal attributions on the basis of their categorical
expectancies of how particular individuals are to behave. For
example, people have expectations regarding how men and women should
behave that are based on their stereotypical assumptions of the
categories of male and female.

The suggestion that men perceive behaviors more sexually than
women was also reflected in subjects' perceptions of the frequency
with which Mary had had sexual intercourse as well as their ratings of
Mary's flirtatiousness, sexiness, and promiscuousness. When Mary's
behavior showed little interest in sexual intercourse, relative to
women, men perceived that she had had intercourse more frequently. In
addition, data obtained on the control scenarios revealed that men
perceived Mary to be more flirtatious, sexy, and promiscuous than
women, but only when her nonverbal behaviors were low in the extent to
which they indicated a desire for sex.

All of these findings suggest that when a woman's behavior is

relatively unambiguous in its sexual connotations (i.e., moderate and
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high cues), men and women do not hold differential perceptions of the
sexual connotativeness of the behavior. However, behaviors that a
woman may intend as friendly gestures (i.e., low cues) may be
construed by men as reflections of sexual interest. Men may perceive
that the woman is hiding her true sexual desires behind her female
role of sexual conservatism. Thus, regardless of how little her
behaviors may connote a desire for sex, men may perceive that the
desire is nevertheless present.

Previous research has indicated that because men attach sexual
meéning to a woman's display of friendliness, they report feeling led
on by women (Abbey, 1982). This perception leads them to feel more
justified in using force to obtain sex (Giarrusso, Johnson, Goodchilds,
& Zellman, 1979; McCroskey, Richmond, & Stewart, 1986). The results
obtained in this study precisely reflected these findings. Relative
to women, men perceived Mary to be leading John on to a greater
extent, attributed more blame and responsibility to Mary for the
sexual encounter, were more likely to say that a man was justified in
forcing a woman to have sexual intercourse, and were less likely to
perceive a woman to be justified in saying no to a man's sexual
advances. Krulewitz and Nash (1979) explained similar findings in
terms of the greater identification of women than men with the victim
of sexual assault. Because of differences among men and women in the
extent to which they identify with the victim, they perceive the

victim's behavior very differently.
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Summary. The results obtained in this study unequivocally
support previous findings that, relative to women, men impute more
sexual meaning to a woman's behavior. Because of this, they report
feeling led on by women and more justified in using force to obtain
sexual intercourse with a woman.

The Effects of Qutcome

Perceptions of Mary. Surprisingly, subjects in the present study

who were informed that John forced Mary to have sexual intercourse
displayed little, if any, victim derogation in comparison to subjects
told that John stopped his sexual advances. However, there were two
exceptions. First, subjects rated Mary as more of a tease when she
did not refuse John's sexual advances and was forced by John to have
sex than when she was not forced. The second exception to the general
impact of outcome was for women's ratings of Mary's promiscuity. When
Mary did not refuse John's sexual advances, women perceived Mary to be
more promiscuous when John forced her to have intercourse relative to
when he stopped his sexual advances. Two possiblg explanations can
account for these findings. On the one hand, because Mary did not
refuse John's advances, subjects may have been less likely to perceive
the forced-sex situation as rape. They may have perceived forced sex
as simply a more aggressive attempt to obtain sex by John. In
addition, because John was forceful in his advances, they may have

inferred that Mary must have led him on to a greater extent than when
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he did not use force. On the other hand, perhaps subjects simply
adopted the rape supportive myth that, since she didn't refuse John's
advances, Mary wanted to have sex, and, since John used force, she
must have been leading him on. From the subjects' perspective he
clearly was not using force to overcome her resistance.

Contrary to previous research, attributions of blame and
responsibility to Mary did not vary as a fuﬁction of whether or not
Mary was forced to have intercourse. Rather, relative to mean ratings
obtained from the control scenarios, subjects who received one of the
treatment scenarios perceived Mary to be less responsible across both
levels of outcome when her nonverbal behaviors connoted a moderate
interest in sex, as well as when her nonverbals were highly sexually
connotative and she was not forced to have sex. When Mary's nonverbal
behaviors were high in sexual connotation and she was forced to have
sex, Dunnett's test revealed no significant differences between
treatment and control means.

Furthermore, subjects were also more likely to think that Mary
could have foreseen the consequences of her behavior when she was not
forced to have sexual intercourse than when she was. Perhaps,
subjects assumed that Mary warded off the attack because they
perceived that she could foresee the consequences. This finding
completely contradicts previous research on the hindsight phenomenon,

but is consistent with the unwillingness of subjects to derogate Mary
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in the present study. Importantly, subjects who participated in this
study were required as a part of their freshman orientation to
participate in a rape awareness program. Perhaps, they had a keener
awareness of the extent to which women are frequently incorrectly
blamed for their victimization or they were more sensitive to demand
characteristics that might have been operative within the experiment,
though these demand characteristics did not appear to affect other
ratings of John and Mary. In addition, some of the studies that have
found evidence for the hindsight phenomenon have failed to use a
control condition in which there was no forced sexual encounter.
Therefore, results obtained are suspect because they point to victim
derogation while including no baseline control. Furthermore, perhaps
in an attempt to find evidence for the hindsight phenomenon, past
research has focused too much attention on perceptions of a victim
when a sexual assault has occurred rather than examining more closely
subjects' perceptions of a woman who was not forced to have sex.
Studies that have examined victim derogation have also noted
differences in the degree to which men and women blame the victim.
However, the results have been equivocal. Some researchers (Calhoun,
Selby, & Warring, 1976; Selby, Calhoun, & Brock, 1977; Shaver, 1970)
have suggested that women are less likely than men to blame the victim
of a forced sexual assault because they are more similar to her and

therefore identify with her. Men are more likely to make a
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dispositional attribution to the victim for facilitating the forced
sexual encounter. On the other hand, researchers adopting a just
world hypothesis have suggested that women are more likely than men to
blame the victim because by so doing, they can protect themselves from
the thought that a similar forced sexual encounter could happen to
them. The finding in the present study that men were more likely to
attribute blame and responsibility to Mary than were women, supports
the suggestion of Calhoun, Selby, & Warring (1976) and Selby, Calhoun,
& Brock (1977) that women identify with the victim and are less likely
to attribute fault to her for a forced sexual encounter.

Perceptions of John. Surprisingly, subjects attributed more

responsibility for the sexual encounter to John when he did not force
Mary to have sex than when he did. When there was not a forced sexual
encounter, subjects may have perceived that John possessed a high
degree of self-control (i.e., he was able to stop his sexual
advances). Thus, the salience of John's self-control may have
heightened subjects' attributions of responsibility to John when they
were asked to imagine that John actually had forced Mary to have sex.
Conversely, subjects informed that John did force Mary to have sex
(forced sex outcome) were not sensitized to consider the amount of
self-control John may have had.

The finding that subjects attributed more responsibility to a man

when he did not force a woman to have sex than when he did is not
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unique to this study. Krulewitz and Nash (1979) had subjects read
scenarios in which a man forced or did not force a woman to engage in
sexual intercoure. They found that, although subjects perceived the
man to be more at fault than the woman across all conditions, the
magnitude of this effect was qualified by the outcome. Although their
subjects perceived the victim to be more responsible when the man
forced the woman to have sex, the man was perceived to be more
responsible when there was no forced sex. Krulewitz and Nash
explained these findings by suggesting that when a man does not force
a woman to engage in sexual intercourse, she must not have behaved in
a way that encouraged his advances. The victim is perceived to have
thwarted the assailant's advances through whatever means, implying a
lack of consent, and therefore leading subjects to attribute more
responsibility to the assailant. Similarly, Bridges and McGrail
(1989) suggested that attributions of fault for a forced sexual
encounter stem from sex-role expectations., They argue that, because,
traditionally, the woman is supposed to limit the man's advances, when
she fails to do this and is raped, fault is attributed to her.
Summary

The present study clearly demonstrated that men and women
differentially perceive what may be intended by a woman as displays of
friendliness, with men perceiving the behaviors more sexually than

women. Oftentimes when there is miscommunication between men and
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women the issue can be easily resolved through discussion. However,
in more extreme instances, a man imputing sexual meaning to a woman's
display of friendliness may lead him to make sexual advances towards
her. Perceptions of her behavior as sexual, coupled with the idea
that women must offer token resistance because they are expected to
fulfill the feminine sex-role expectations, may lead men to force a
woman to engage in sexual intercourse against her will.

Furthermore, based on the results obtained in this study, more
resistance is not necessarily better, at least from the perspective of
observers. Rather, the more foréeful the resistance applied by Mary
to thwart John's sexual advances the more likely subjects were to draw
negative inferences about her. This may stem from their perception
that the necessity to resort to physical violence implied that Mary
had played some role in allowing the situation tobadvance too far.
Alternatively, verbal refusal accompanied by physical resistance may
represent a qualitatively different type of resistance than verbal
refusal alone, leading observers to draw inferences about the woman
that affect their perceptions of her.

Importantly, strong evidence was obtained to support the
suggestion that subjects make more positive inferences about an
individual when that individual's nonverbal behaviors are consistent
with his or her verbal statements. To the extent that a woman's

verbal statements and nonverbal behaviors are inconsistent, observers
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are less likely to perceive her as knowing what she wants, leading
them to attribute more blame and responsibility to her for a forced
sexual encounter. This tendency could, in part, contribute to the
self-perpetuating nature of the rape myths that pervade society.

Limitations and Ideas for Future Research

One limitation of this study concerns the relative weight that
subjects assigned to Mary's verbal statements and her nonverbal
behaviors in forming their impressions of both Mary and John. The
results strongly supported the suggestion in previous research that
inconsistency between these two channels of communication affects
subjects' subsequent ratings. However, no conclusions can be made in
the present study regarding the relative weight that subjects imputed
to the nonverbal behaviors or the verbal statements in forming their
impressions. One could speculate that, because of the importance of
the nonverbal behaviors presented alone in the control scenarios in
affecting subjects attributions of blame and responsibility to Mary,
subjects may have relied more on the nonverbal communications than the
verbal communications in creating their perceptions of Mary.
Furthermore, because "actions often speak louder than words,™ subjects
may have placed more weight on Mary's nonverbal behaviors than her
verbal statements in drawing inferences about her.

Furthermore, because of the importance that previous research has

placed on the role of sex-role stereotyping in perceptions of sexual
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encounters, information on the extent to which people endorse
traditional sex-roles could offer a more complete explanation for many
of the findings obtained. For example, the attribution of greater
responsibility to John when he did not force Mary to have sex relative
to when he did replicated the findings of Krulewitz and Nash (1979).
However, the role of sex-role stereotyping in facilitating this effect
can only be speculated in the present study.

In addition, further research is needed on the effects of the
woman's verbal refusal on subjects' impressions of her. The data
obtained in the present study were not as clearcut as those obtained
in previous research. In addition, because there was no variation in
the timing of the onset of the refusal, perhaps a primacy effect was
operating in which subjects were cued to Mary's sexual availability
before her refusal. Thus, any type of refusal, no matter how forceful
would have had very little impact on their perceptions of Mary and
John.

Finally, research is needed to investigate subjects' perceptions
of a woman's fear in response to a mans' sexual advances as well as
their perceptions of a woman's uncertainty regarding her desires,
particularly as reflected by inconsistent verbal and nonverbal
communications. Included within this framework would be an
examination of motivating factors to explain why a woman might engage
in behaviors connoting a strong interest in sex when, in fact, she was

. not interested in sexual intercourse.
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In this section, we are interested in how people interpret certain

APPENDIX A

HETEROSOCIAL CUES

Sex: Male Female
First letter of last name

Social Security #
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social cues in dating situations. Imagine a man and a woman on a

date. For each behavior below, indicate (using the scale provided)
the degree to which you think the behavior indicates that the woman

wants to
1 = This
2 = This
3 = This
4 = This
5 = This

have sexual intercourse with the man.

indicates
indicates
indicates
indicates
indicates

that
that
that
that
that

She asked him

she has no interest in having sex.

she has a slight interest in having sex.
she has a moderate interest in having sex.
she has a strong interest in having sex.
she has an intense interest in having sex.

out on the date.

She goes to his apartment.

She touches his genitals.
She passionately kisses him.

She has dinner with him.

She wears revealing tight pants.

She invites the man to her apartment.
She maintains eye contact with him.
She allows him to pay for the date.
She undresses him.

She accompanies him to a movie.

She places her hand on his thigh.

She smiles at him.

She allows him to touch her bare breasts.

She accepts an invitation from him for a date.

She slow dances with him.

She has a drink with him.



Appendix A, cont.

She

RRRR

She
She
She
She
She
She
She
She
She

attends a party with him.

removes her blouse.

plays romantic music on the stereo.

lies beside him on the couch.
compliments him.

leans her head on his shoulder.

offers to rub his back.

holds his hand.

"slips into something more comfortable."

asks him to spend the night.
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APPENDIX B

SCENARIO 1

John and Mary were both students at a university. Although they
had seen each other around campus, they became acquainted when they
enrolled in the same class. Because they sat next to each other in
class, they talked on occasions and borrowed notes from each other
when they have had to miss a class. Halfway through the semester,
John asked Mary out for the following Friday night. After he picked
her up, she suggested that they have dinner and then go see a movie
she had been wanting to see for a long time. Over dinner, they
discussed their classes and the friends that they had in common. They
continued this conversation while they were waiting in line for the
movie. John paid for the tickets and they went inside.

Following the movie, John and Mary were walking to the car trying
to decide on something else to do. Mary suggeéted that she had just
bought a new stereo system and that they could go to her apartment and
listen to music. Upon arriving at the apartment; Mary turned on the
sterec and they sat on the couch listening to music and talking.

After a while Mary removed her blouse and undressed John. Then she
began to touch John's genitals. John pulled Mary to him and began to

remove the rest of her clothes. Then he stopped.
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SCENARIO 2

John and Mary were both students at a university. Although they
had seen each other around campus, they became acquainted when they
enrolled in the same class. Because they sat next to each other in
class, they talked on occasions and borrowed notes from each other
when they have had to miss a class. Halfway through the semester,
John asked Mary out for the following Friday night. After he picked
her up, she suggested that they have dinner and then go see a movie
she had been waﬂting to see for a long time. Over dinner, they
discussed their classes and the friends that they had in common. They
continued this conversation while they were waiting in line for the
movie. John paid for the tickets and they went inside.

Following the movie, John and Mary were walking to the car trying
to decide on something else to do. Mary suggested that she had just
bought a new stereo system and that they could go to her apartment and
listen to music. Upon arriving at the apartment, Mary turned on the
stereo and they sat on the couch listening to music and talking.

After a while Mary removed her blouse and undressed John. Then she
began to touch John's genitals. John pulled Mary to him and began to
remove the rest of her clothes. He then forced Mary against her will

to have intercourse with him.
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SCENARIO 3

John and Mary were both students at a university. Although they
had seen each other around campus, they became acquainted when they
enrolled in the same clzss. Because they sat next to each other in
class, they talked on occasions and borrowed notes from each other
when they have had to miss a class. Halfway through the semester,
John asked Mary out for the following Friday night. After he picked
her up, she suggested that they have dinner and then go see a movie
she had been wanting to see for a long time. Over dinner, they
discussed their classes and the friends that they had in common. They
continued this conversation while they were waiting in line for the
movie. John paid for the tickets and they went inside.

Following the movie, John and Mary were walking to the car trying
to decide on something else to do. Mary suggested that she had just
bought a new stereo system and that they could go to.her apartment and
listen to music. Upon arriving at the apartment, Mary turned on the
stereo and they sat on the couch listening to music and talking.

After a while Mary removed her blouse and undressed John. Then she
began to touch John's genitals. John pulled Mary to him and began to
remove the rest of her clothes. Mary slapped John and said, "No,
stop, I don't want to do this." Ignoring her refusal John continued
to remove her clothing. Again, Mary responded, "No, stop, I don't

want to do this" and she slapped John again. And so he stopped.
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SCENARIO 4

John and Mary were both students at a university. Although they
had seen each other around campus, they became acquainted when they
enrolled in the same class. Because they sat next to each other in
class, they talked on occasions and borrowed notes from each other when
they have had to miss a class. Halfway through the semester, John
asked Mary out for the following Friday night. After he picked her up,
she suggested that they have dinner and then go see a movie she had
been wanting to see for a long time. Over dinner, they discussed their
classes and the friends that they had in common. They continued this
cunversation while they were waiting in line for the movie. John paid
for the tickets and they went inside.

Following the movie, John and Mary were walking to the car trying
to decide on something else to do. Mary suggested that she had just
bought a new stereo system and that they could go to ﬁer apartment and
listen to music. Upon arriving at the apartment, Mary turned on the
stereo and they sat on the couch listening to music and talking.

After a while Mary removed her blouse and undressed John. Then she
began to touch John's genitals. John pulled Mary to him and began to
remove the rest of her clothes. Mary slapped John and said, "No,

stop, I don't want to do this." 1Ignoring her refusal John continued



Scenario 2, cont.
to remove her clothing. Again, Mary responded, "No, stop, I don't
want to do this" and she slapped John again. He then forced Mary

against her will to have intercourse with him.
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SCENARIO 5

John and Mary were both students at a university. Although they
had seen each other around campus, they became acquainted when-they
enrolled in the same class. Because they sat next to each other in
class, they talked on occasions and borrowed notes from each other
when they havé had to miss a class. Halfway through the semester,
John asked Mary out for the following Friday night. After he picked
her up, she suggested that they have dinner and then go see a movie
she had been wanting to see for a long time. Over dinner, they
discussed their classes and the friends that they had in common. They
continued this conversation while they were waiting in line for the
movie. John paid for the tickets and they went inside.

Following the movie, John and Mary were walking to the car trying
to decide on something else to do. Mary suggested that she had just
bought a new stereo system and that they could go to her apartment and
listen to music. Upon arriving at the apartment, Mary turned on the
stereo and they sat on the couch listening to music and talking.

After a while Mary removed her blouse and undressed John. Then she
began to touch John's genitals. John pulled Mary to him and began to
remove the rest of her clothes. Mary said, "No, I don't want_fo do B
this." Ignoring her refusal John continued to remove her clothing.
Again, Mary responded, "No, I don't want to do this."™ And so he

stopped.
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SCENARIO 6

John and Mary were both students at a university. Although they
had seen each other around campus, they became acquainted when they
enrolled in the same class. Because they sat next to each other in
class, they talked on occasions and borrowed AOtes from each other
when they have had to miss a class. Halfway through the semester,
John asked Mary out for the following Friday night. After he picked
her up, she suggested that they have dinner and then go see a movie
she had been wanting to see for a long time. Over dinner, they
discussed their classes and the friends that they had in common. They
continued this conversation while they were waiting in line for the
movie. John paid for the tickets and they went inside.

Following the movie, John and Mary were walking to the car trying
to decide on something else to do. Mary suggested that she had just
bought a new stereo system and that they could go to her apartment and
listen to music. Upon arriving at the apartment, Mary turned on the
stereo and they sat on the couch listening to music and talking.

After a while Mary removed her blouse and undressed John. Then she
began to touch John's genitals. John pulled Mary to him and began to
remove the rest of her clothes. Mary said.‘"No. I don't want to do
this." Ignoring her refusal John continued to remove her clothing.
Again, Mary responded, "No, I don't want to do this." He then forced

Mary against her will to have intercourse with him.
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SCENARIO 7

John and Mary were both students at a university. Although they
had seen each other around campus, they became acquainted when they
enrolled in the same class. Because they sat next to each other in
class, they talked on occasions and borrowed notes from each other
when they have had to miss a class.’ Halfway through the semester,
John asked Mary out for the following Friday night. After he picked
her up, she suggested that they have dinner and then go see a movie
she had been wanting to see for a long time. Over dinner, they
discussed their classes and the friends that they had in common. They
continued this conversation while they were waiting in line for the
movie. John paid for the tickets and they went inside.

Following the movie, John and Mary were walking to the car trying
to decide on something else to do. Mary suggested that she had just
bought a new stereo system and that they could go to her apartment and
listen to music. Upon arriving at the apartment, Mary turned on the
stereo and they sat on the couch listening to music and talking.

After a while ¥ary removed her blouse and undressed John. Then she

began to touch John's genitals.
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SCENARIO 8

John and Mary were both students at a university. Although they
had seen each other around campus, they became acquainted when they
enrolled in the same class. Because they sat next to each other in
class, they talked on occasions and borrowed notes from each other
when they have had to miss a class. Halfway through the semester,
John asked Mary out for the following Friday night. After he picked
her up, she suggested that they have dinner and then go see a movie
she had been wanting to see for a long time. Over dinner, they
discussed their classes and the friends that they had in common. They
continued this conversation while they were waiting in line for the
movie. John paid for the tickets and they went inside.

Following the movie, John and Mary were walking to the car trying
to decide on something else to do. Mary suggested that she had just
bought a new stereo system and that.they could go to her apartment and
listen to music. Upon arriving at the apartment, Mary turned on the
stereo and they sat on the couch listening to music and talking. Mary
placed her hand on John's thigh and offered to give him a back rub.
Then she leaned over to John and began to passionately kiss him. John

pulled Mary to him and began to remove her clothes. Then he stopped.
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SCENARIO 9

John and Mary were both students at a university. Although they
had seen each other around campus, they became acquainted when they
enrolled in the same class. Because they sat next to each other in
class, they talked on occasions and borrowed notes from each other
when they have had to miss a class. vﬁéifﬁay through the semester,
John asked Mary out for the following Friday night. After he picked
her up, she suggested that they have dinner and then go see a movie
she had been wanting to see for a long time. Over dinner, they
discussed their classes and the friends that they had in common. They
continued this conversation while they were waiting in line for the
movie. John paid for the tickets and they went inside.

Following the movie, John and Mary were walking to the car trying
‘to decide on something else to do. Mary suggested that she had just
bought a new stereo system and that they could go to her apartment and
listen to music. Upon arriving at the apartment, Mary turned on the
stereo and they sat on the couch listening to music and talking. Mary
placed her hand on John's thigh and offered to give him a back rub.
Then she leaned over to John and began to passionately kiss him. John
pulled Mary to him and began to remove her clothes. He then forced

Mary against her will to have intercourse with him.

-
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SCENARIO 10

John and Mary were both students at a university. Although they
had seen each other around campus, they became acquainted when they
enrolled in the same class. Because they sat next to each other in
class, they talked on occasions and borrowed notes from each other
when they have had to miss a class. Halfway through the semester,
John asked Mary out for the following Friday night. After he picked
her up, she suggested that they have dinner and then go see a movie
she had been wanting to see for a long time. Over dinner, they
discussed their classes and the friends that they had in common. They
contiﬁued this conversation while they were waiting in line for the
moyie. John paid for the tickets and they went inside.

Following the movie, John and Mary were walking to the car trying
to decide on something else to do. Mary suggested that she had just
bought a new stereo system and that they could go to her apartment and
listen to music. Upon arriving at the apartment, Mary turned on the
stereo and they sat on the couch listening to music and talking. Mary
placed her hand on John's thigh and offered to give him a back rub.
Then she leaned over to John and began to passionately kiss him. John
pulled Mary to him and began to remove her clothes. Mary said, "No, I
don't want to do this." 1Ignoring her refusal John continued to remove
her clothing. Again, Mary responded, "No, I don't want to do this."

And so he stopped.
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SCENARIO 11

John and Mary were both students at a university. Although they
had seen each other around campus, they became acquainted when they
enrolled in the same class. Because they sat next to each other in
class, they talked on occasions and borrowed notes from each other
when they have had to miss a class. Halfway through the semester,
John asked Mary out for the following Friday night. After he picked
her up, she suggested that they have dinner and then go see a movie
she had been waﬁting to see for a long time. Over dinner, they
discussed their classes and the friends that they had in common. They
continued this conversation while they were waiting in line for the
movie., John paid for the tickets and they went inside.

Following the movie, John and Mary were walking to the car trying
to decide on something else to do. Mary suggested that she had just
bought a new stereo system and that they could go to her apartment and
listen to music. Upon arriving at the apartment, Mary turned on the
stereo and they sat on the couch listening to music and talking. Mary
placed her hand on John's thigh and offered to give him a back rub.
Then she leaned over to John and began to passionately kiss him. John
pulled Mary to him and began to remove her clothes. Mary said, "No, I
don't want to do this." Ignoring her refusal John continued to remove
her clothing. Again, Mary responded, "No, I don't want to do this."

He then forced Mary against her will to have intercourse with him.
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SCENARIO 12

John and Mary were both students at a university. Although they
had seen each other around campus, they became acquainted when they
enrolled in the same class. Because they sat next to each other in
class, they talked on occasions and borrowed notes from each other
when they have had to miss a class. Halfway through the semester,
John asked Mary out for the following Friday night. After he picked
her up, she suggested that they have dinner and then go see a movie
she had been wanting to see for a long time. Over dinner, they
discussed their classes and the friends that they had in common. They
continued this conversation while they were waiting in line for the
movie. John paid for the tickets and they went inside.

Following the movie, John and Mary were walking to the car trying
to decide on something else to do. Mary suggested that she had just
bought a new stereo system and that they could go to her apartment and
listen to music. Upon arriving at the apartment, Mary turned on the
stereo and they sat on the couch listening to music and talking. Mary
placed her hand on John's thigh and offered to give .him a back rub.
Then she leaned over to John and began to passionately kiss him. John
pulled Mary to him and began to remove her clothes. Mary slapped John

and said, "No, stop, I don't want to do this." 1Ignoring her refusal
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John continued to remove her clothing. Again, Mary responded, "No,

stop, I don't want to do this" and she slapped John again.

stopped.

S W

And so he
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SCENARIO 13

John and Mary were both students at a university. Although they
had seen each other around campus, they became acquainted when they
enrolled in the same class. Because they sat next to each other in
class, they talked on occasions and borrowed notes from each other
when they have had to miss a class. Halfway through the semester,
John asked Mary out for the following Friday night. After he picked
her up, she suggested that they have dinner and then go see a movie
she had been wanting to see for a long time. Over dinner, they
discussed their classes and the friends that they had in common. They
continued this conversation while they were waiting in line for the
movie. John paid for the tickets and they went inside.

Following the movie, John and Mary were walking to the car trying
to decide cn something else to do. Mary suggested that she had just
bought a new sterec system and that they could go to her apartment and
listen to music. Upon arriving at the apartment, Mary turned on the
stereo and they sat on the couch listening to music and talking. Mary
placed her hand on John's thigh and offered to give him a back rub.
Then she leaned over to John and began to passionately kiss him. Jobn
pulled Mary to him and began to remove her clothes. Mary slapped John

and said, "No, stop, I don't want to do this." Ignoring her refusal
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John continued to remove her clothing. Again, Mary responded, "No,
stop, I don't want to do this"™ and she slapped John again. He then

forced Mary against her will to have intercourse with him.

1 W —
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SCENARIO 14

John and Mary were both students at a university. Although they
had seen each other around campus, they became acquainted when they
enrolled in the same class. Because they sat next to each other in
class, they talked on occasions and borrowed notes from each other
when they have had to miss a class. Halfway through the semester,
John asked Mary out for the following Friday night. After he picked
her up, she suggested that they have dinner and then go see a movie
she had been wanting to see for a long time. Over dinner, they
discussed their classes and the friends that they had in common. They
continued this conversation while they were waiting in line for the
movie. John paid for the tickets and they went inside.

Following the movie, John and Mary were walking to the car trying
to decide on something else to do. Mary suggested that she had just
bought a new stereo system and that they could go to her apartment and
listen to music. Upon arriving at the apartment, Mary turned on the
stereo and they sat on the couch listening to music and talking. Mary
placed her hand on John's thigh and offered to give him a back rub.

Then she leaned over to John and began to pasSionately kiss him.
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SCENARIO 15

John and Mary were both students at a university. Although they
had seen each other around campus, they became acquainted when they
enrolled in the same class. Because they sat next to each other in
class, they talked on occasions and borrowed notes from each other
when they have had to miss a class. Halfway through the semester,
John asked Mary out for the following Friday night. After he picked
her up, she suggested that they have dinnmer and then go see a movie
she had been wanting to see for a long time. Over dinner, they
discussed their classes and the friends that they had in common. They
continued this conversation while they were waiting in line for the
movie. John paid for the tickets and they went inside.

Following the movie, John and Mary were walking hand in hand to
the car trying to decide on something else to do. Mary suggested that
she had just bought a new stereo system and that they could go to her
apartment and listen to music. Upon arriving at the apartment, Mary
turned on the stereo and they sat on the couch listening to music and
talking. Mary maintained eye contact with John throughout the
conversation. Then, Mary slow danced with John. John pulled Mary to

him and began to remove her clothes. Then he stopped.
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SCENARIO 16

John and Mary were both students at a university. Although they
had seen each other around campus, they became acquainted when they
enrolled in the same class. Because they sat next to each other in
class, they talked on occasions and borrowed notes from each other
when they have had to miss a class. Halfway through the semester,
John asked Mary out for the following Friday night. After he picked
her up, she suggested that they have dinner and then go see a movie
she had been wanting to see for a long time. Over dinner, they
discussed their classes and the friends that they had in common. They
continued this conversation while they were waiting in line for the
movie. John paid for the tickets and they went inside.

Following the movie, John and Mary were walking hand in hand to
the car trying to decide on something else to do. Mary suggested that
she had just bought a new stereo system and that they could go to her
apartment and listen to music. Upon arriving at the apartment, Mary
turned on the stereo and they sat on the couch listening to music and
talking. Mary maintained eye contact with John throughout the
conversation. Then, Mary slow danced with John. John pulled Mary to
him and began to remove her clothes. He then forced Mary against her

will to have intercourse with him.
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SCENARIO 17

John and Mary were both students at a university. Although they
had seen each other around campus, they became acquainted when they
enrolled in the same class, Because they sat next to each other in
class, they talked on occasions and borrowed notes from each other
when they have had to miss a class. Halfway through the semester,
John asked Mary out for the following Friday night. After he picked
her up, she suggested that they have dinner and then go see a movie
she had been wanting to see for a long time. Over dinner, they
discussed their classes and the friends that they had in common. They
continued this conversation while they were waiting in line fur the
movie. John paid for the tickets and they went inside.

Following the movie, John and Mary were walking hand in hand to
the car trying to decide on something else to do. Mary suggested that
she had just bought a new stereo system and that they could go to her
apartment and listen to music. Upon arriving at the apartment, Mary
turned on the stereo and they sat on the couch listening to music and
talking. Mary maintained eye contact with John throughout the
conversation. Then, Mary slow danced with John. John pulled Mary to
him and began to remove her clothes. Mary said, "No, I don't want to
do this." Ignoring her refusal John continued to remove her
clothing. Again, Mary responded, "No, I don't want to do this." And

so he stopped.

1* W e
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SCENARIO 18

John and Mary were both students at a university. Although they
had seen each other around campus, they became acquainted when they
enrolled in the same class., Because they sat next to each other in
class, they talked on occasions and borrowed notes from each other
when they have had to miss a class. Halfway through the semester,
John asked Mary out for the foilowing Friday night. After he picked
her up, she suggested that they have dinner and then go see a movie
she had been wanting to see for a long time. Over dinner, they
discussed their classes and the friends that they had in common. They
continued thiz conversation while they were waiting in line for the
novie. John paid for the tickets and they went inside.

Following the movie, John and Mary were walking hand in hand to
the car trying to decide on something else to do. Mary suggested that
she had just bought a new stereo system and that they could go to her
apartment and listen to music. Upon arriving at the apartment, Mary
turned on the stereo and they sat on the couch listening to music and
talking. Mary maintained eye contact with John throughout the
conversation. Then, Mary slow danced with John. John pulled Mary to
him and began to remove her clothes. Mary said, "No, I don't want to
do this." Ignoring her refusal John continued to remove her
clothing. 'Again, Mary responded, "No, I don't want to do this." He

then forced Mary against her will to have intercourse with him,
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SCENARIO 19

John and Mary were both students at a university. Although they
had seen each other around campus, they became acquainted when they
enrolled in the same class. Because they sat next to each other in
class, they talked on occasions and borrowed notes from each other
when they have had to miss a class. Halfway through the semester,
John asked Mary out for the following Friday night. After he picked
her up, she suggested that they have dinner and then go see a movie
she had been wanting to see for a long time. Over dinner, they
discussed their classes and the friends that they had in common. They
continued this conversation while they were waiting in line for the
movie, John paid for the tickets and they went inside.

Following the movie, John and Mary were walking hand in hand to
the car trying to decide on something else to do. Mary suggested that
she had just bought a new stereo system and that they could go to her
apartment and listen to music. Upon arriving at the apartment, Mary
turned on the stereo and they sat on the couch listening to music and
talking, Mary maintained eye contact with John throughout the
conversation. Then, Mary slow danced with John. John pulled Mary to
him and began to remove her clothes. Mary slapped John and said, "No,
stop, I don't want to do this." Ignoring her refusal John continued
to remove her clothing. Again, Mary responded, "No, stop, I don't

want to do this" and she slapped John again. And so he stopped.
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SCENARIO 20

John and Mary were both students at a university. Although they
had seen each other around campus, they became acquainted when they
enrolled in the same class. Because they sat next to each other in
class, they talked on occasions and borrowed notes from each other
when they have had to miss a class. Halfway through the semester,
John asked Mary out for the following Friday night. After he picked
her up, she suggested that they have dinner and then go see a movie
she had been wanting to see for a long time. Over dinner, they
discussed their classes and the friends that they had in common. They
continued this conversation while they were waiting in line for the
movie. John paid for the tickets and they went inside.

Following the movie, John and Mary were walking hand in hand to
the car trying to decide on something else to do. Mary suggested that
she had just bought a new stereo system and that they could go to her
apartment and listen to music. Upon arriving at the apartment, Mary
turned on the stereo and they sat on the couch listening to music and
talking. Mary maintained eye contact with John throughout the
conversation. Then, Mary slow danced with John. John pulled Mary to
him and began to remove her clothes. Mary slapped John and said, "No,

stop, I don't want to do this." Ignoring her refusal John continued



Scenario 20, cont.
to remove her clothing. Again, Mary responded, "No, stop, I don't
want to do this" and she slapped John again. He then forced Mary

against her will to have intercourse with him.
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SCENARIO 21

John and Mary were both students at a university. Although they
had seen each other around campus, they became acquainted when they
enrolled in the same class. Because they sat next to each other in
class, they talked on occasions and borrowed notes from each other
when they have had to miss a class. Halfway through the semester,
John asked Mary out for the following Friday night. After he picked
her up, she suggested that they have dinner and then go see a movie
she had been wanting to see for a long time. Over dinner, they
discussed their classes and the friends that they had in common. They
continued this conversation while they were waiting in line for the
movie, John paid for the tickets and they went inside.

Following the movie, John and Mary were walking hand in hand to
the car trying to decide on something else to do. Mary suggested that
she had just bought % new stereo system and that they could go to her
apartment and listen to music. Upon arriving at the apartment, Mary
turned on the stereo and they sat on the couch listening to music and
talking. Mary maintained eye contact with John throughout the

conversation., Then, Mary slow danced with John.

e e .
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INFORMED CONSENT

Should you agree to participate in this study, your participation
will occur as follows. After signing an informed consent form, you
will be asked to read a story describing a couple on a date., After
reading the story, you will be asked to complete a questionnaire on
which you will indicate your perceptions of the man and the woman
portrayed in the story. In addition, you will rate both of these
individuals on a number of adjectives.

We do not anticipate that there will be any risks involved in
participating in this study. Further, your responses will be kept
strictly confidential; any identifying information will be removed
from your answers before data analysis.

You are under no pressure to participate in this study if you do
not wish to participate. Also, you are free to withdraw from the
study at any time. You will not be penalized if you do not wish to
participate or wish to withdraw before the conclusion of the session.

Finally, the researcher will answer all questions at the end of
the study. This study will take no more than half an hour to complete.

Your signature below indicates that you have read these
instructions and freely agree to participate. Any questions that you

have may be addressed to Robin Kowalski, Department of Psychology,
Office 24E (759-6134).

Signature:

Social Security Number:

Date:
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EXPERIMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE -~ CONTROL

Answer each question as accurately and honestly as possible by placing an "X"
anywhere on the line under each question.

1.

o W —

How much do you think Mary wanted to have sexual intercourse?

Not at all Slightly Moderately Very much Extremely

How certain are you of your rating in question 1 regarding Mary's desire
for sexual intercourse?

Very Somewhat Neither certain  Somewhat Very
uncertain uncertain nor uncertain certain certain

To what extent was Mary leading John on, being a tease?

Not at all Slightly

Moderately Very much Extremely
a tease a tease a tease a tease a tease

To what extent did Mary's behavior indicate that she wanted to have
sexual intercourse with John?

I3 [} . . .
. - [ - »

Not at all Slightly Moderately Very much Extremely

To what extent did Mary's verbal statements indicate that she wanted to
have sexual intercourse with John?

. . . .
. . . .

Not at all Slightly

Moderately Very much Extremely

To what extent did Mary's nonverbal behaviors indicate that she wanted to
have sexual intercourse with John?

Not at all Slightly

Moderately Very much Extremely



Appendix D, cont.

7. How sexually attracted was Mary to John?
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..

Not at all

Not at all

Not at all

Not at all

Slightly Moderately Very Extremely
8. How flirtatious do you perceive Mary to be?
Slightly Moderately Very Extremely
9. How sexy do you think Mary is?
Siightly Moderately Very Extremely
10. How promiscuous do you think Mary is?
Slightly Moderately Very Extremely

11. Relative to the average female college student, how often do you think

Mary has had intercourse?

Much Less
than average

Slightly less
than average

Average

Much more
than average

Slightly more
than average

12, Although you have limited information on MARY, use the information that
you have to rate your perception of MARY on a scale of 1 to 7.

aggressive
unsociable
strong
incapable
sensitive
sophisticated
well-adjusted
likeable
rational

sincere

1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1
1

NN N NN N NN NN

w

W W W W wwww w

~ 0 s e

(V. RN RV, RV, IV, IV, Y, D Y. BV Y

N O OV 0 OV O O O O OO

7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7
7

not aggressive
sociable

weak

capable
insensitive
naive
poorly-adjusted
not likeable
emotional

insincere
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shy
conventional
unintelligent
flexible

warm

subtle
popular

physically
unattractive

independent
submissive
passive
stubborn
self-confident
inferior
gullible

-~ [ e -, - — [ [

[ S T W T Sy

NN NN NN

Lo T SO S B S N . B 3¢ B o |

W W W W w w w w

W W w W w w w

P U S S S S S N

P Y R - S

(S BNV, Y S Y Y. Y Y|

(Y RV Y BV Y IV IR, |

A O O OV O O O Ov

D & 00 O O O

NN N NN NN

NN N NN NN

bold
unconventional
intelligent
inflexible
cold

obvious
unpopular

physically
attractive

dependent
dominant
active
meek
insecure
superior

not gullible
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13. If John had proceeded to force Mary to engage in sexual intercourse, how

responsible would Mary be for the sexual encounter?
attributed to a person who is judged as intending to cause an event, is
perceived as knowing the consequences of their actions, and also has
willingly engaged in the behavior.)

(Responsibility is

Not at all

Slightly

Moderately

Very much

Extremely

14, If John had proceeded to force Mary to engage in sexual intercourse, how

much to blame would Mary be for the sexual encounter?

attributed to a person only if that person (1) is judged to be
responsible for an action or behavior and (2) is not excused or justified

for having engaged in such a behavior.)

(Blame is

Not at all

- e

Slightly

Moderately

Very much

Extremely
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15'

16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

R

How sexually attracted was John to Mary?

. » .

Not at all Slightly

Moderately Very Extremely

How sexually aroused or "turned on" do you think John was?

Not at all Slightly

- Moderately Very Extremely

How justified would John be in using force to obtain sexual intercourse
with Mary?

Slightly

Not at all Moderately Very Extremely
If John had proceeded to force Mary to engage in sexual intercourse, how
responsible would he be for the sexual encounter? (Responsibility is
attributed. to a person who is judged as intending to cause an event, is
perceived as knowing the consequences of their actions, and also has
willingly engaged in the behavior.)

. . .

Not at all Slightly

. .
. . . - * .

Moderately Very much Extremely

If John had proceeded to force Mary to engage in sexual intercourse, how
much to blame would he be for the sexual encounter? (Blame is attributed
to a person only if that person is (1) judged to be responsible for an
action or behavior and (2) is not excused or justified for having engaged
in such a behavior.)

. . [ . [3
»

Not at all Slightly

Moderately Very much Extremely

Although you have limited information on JOHN, use the information that
you have to rate your perception of JOHN on a scale of 1 to 7.

aggressive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 not aggressive
unsociable 1 2 3 4 5 6 17 sociable
strong 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 weak
incapable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 capable
sensitive 1 2 3 4 S5 6 7 insensitive
sophisticated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 naive
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21,

T S

well-adjusted
likeable
rational
sincere

shy
conventional
unintelligent
flexible

warm

subtle

popular

[ I T T = T T e T S S Sy G S S S Y
BN N NN NN NN NN

physically
unattractive

independent
submissive
passive
stubborn
self-confident
inferior
gullible

T e e T o T = T SV S S
N2 NN NN

Which of the following events happened at the end of Mary's and John's

date: (Check only one)

3. John went home
b. Nothing
c.
d.
e.

f.

ARNRNE

gl

W W W wwwwwwww w

3
3
3
3
3
3
3

> & & > > s
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John stopped his sexual advances

NN N N Y N N N NN N

NN N N N NN

It wasn't specified in the story

poorly-adjusted
not likeable
emotional
insincere
bold
unconventional
intelligent
inflexible
cold

obvious
unpopular

physically
attractive

dependent
dominant
active
meek
insecure
superior

not gullible

John forced Mary to have sexual jntercourse

John spent the night at Mary's apartment

Mary agreed to have sexual intercourse with John
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22. Which of the following behaviors does the story say that Mary performed:
(Check all that apply)

a. ______ Mary maintained eye contact with John
b. _____ Mary touched John's genitals

c. _____ Mary offered to give John a back rub

d. _____ Mary passionately kissed John

e. _____ Mary held John's hand

£. _____ Mary slow danced with Johno

g+ _____ Mary placed her hand on John's thigh

h. _____ Mary undressed John

i. Mary removed her blouse

23. To what extent is a man justified in using force to obtain sexual
intercourse with a woman?

. . . . .
. »

: . . : . . . . . . :
Under no Under few Under some Under many Under all
circumstances circumstances circumstances circumstances circumstances
in which he in which he in which he in which he in which he
wishes sex wishes sex wishes sex wishes sex wishes sex

24, To what extent is a woman justified in saying no to a man's attempt to
obtain sexual intercourse?

Under no Under few Under some Under many Under all
circumstances circumstances circumstances circumstances circumstances

25, In the story above, if John had forced Mary to engage in sexual
intercourse against her will, how likely would you be to say that John
raped Mary?

Not at all Slightly Moderately Very Extremely

likely likely likely likely likely

v riedea. ..
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26, Based on what you read in the story, how likely is it that Mary could
have foreseen the consequences of her behavior?

Not at all Slightly Moderately Very ' .Extr;mely

likely likely likely likely likely
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EXPERIMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE ~-- NO OUTCOME

Answer each question as accurately and honestly as possible by placing an "X%
anywhere on the line under each question.

1.

How much do you think Mary wanted to have sexual intercourse?

Not at all Slightly

Moderately Very much Extremely

How certain are you of your rating in question 1 regarding Mary's desire
for sexual intercourse?

. . . [ .
. 0 . . [} . ) [} . o [

Very Somewhat Neither certain  Somewhat Very
uncertain uncertain nor uncertain certain certain

To what extent was Mary leading John on, being a tease?

Not at all Slightly Moderately Very much Extremely
a tease a tease a tease a tease a tease

To what extent did Mary's behavior indicate that she wanted to have
sexual intercourse with John?

Not at all

Moderately Very much Extremely

Slightly

To what extent did Mary's verbal statements indicate that she wanted to
have sexual intercourse with John?

b . a . .
.

Not at all " Slightly

Moderately Very much Extremely

To what extent did Mary's nonverbal behaviors indicate that she wanted to
have sexual intercourse with John?

Not at all Slightly

Moderately Very much Extremely
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7. How sexually attracted was Mary to John?
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Not at all

Not at all

Not at all

Not at all

Slightly Moderately Very Extremely
8. How flirtatious do you perceive Mary to be?

Slightly Moderately Very Extremely
9. How sexy do you think Mary is?

Slightly Moderately Very Extremely
10. How promiscuous do you think Mary is?

Slightly Moderately Very Extremely

11. Relative to the average female college student, how often do you think

Mary has had intercourse?

.
.

Much Less
than average

Slightly less
than average

Average

Much more
than average

Slightly more
than average

12, Although you have limited information on MARY, use the information that
you have to rate your perception of MARY on a scale of 1 to 7.

aggressive
unsociable
strong
incapable
sensitive
sophisticated
well-adjusted
likeable
rational

sincere

G e
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7
7
7
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not aggressive
sociable

weak

capable
insensitive
naive
poorly-adjusted
not likeable
emotional

insincere
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shy
conventional
unintelligent
flexible
warm

subtle
popular

physically
unattractive

independent
gubmissive
passive
stubborn
self-confidént
inferior
gullible
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bold
unconventional
intelligent
inflexible
cold

obvious
unpopular

physically
attractive

dependent
dominant
active
meek
ingecure
superior

not gullible

13.

14,

RSP

If John had proceeded to force Mary to engage in sexual intercourse, how
responsible would Mary be for the sexual encounter? (Responsibility is
attributed to a person who is judged as intending to cause an event, is
perceived as knowing the consequences of their actions, and also has
willingly engaged in the behavior.)

Moderately Extremely

Not at all Slightly Very much
If John had proceeded to force Mary to engage in sexual intercourse, how
much to blame would Mary be for the sexual encounter? (Blame is
attributed to a person only if that person (1) is judged to be
responsible for an action or behavior and (2) is not excused or justified

for having engaged in such a behavior.)

» . .

Not at all Slightly

Extremely

Moderately Very much
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15.

16.

17.

18.

19!

20.

How sexually attracted was John to Mary?

Not at all Slightly :

Moderately Very Extremely

How sexually aroused or "turned on" do you think John was at the time he
began making his sexual advances toward Mary?

Not at all Slightly

Moderately Very Extremely

How justified would John be in using force to obtain sexual intercourse
with Mary?

Not at all Siightly

Moderately Very Extremely

If John had proceeded to force Mary to engage in sexual intercourse, how
responsible would he be for the sexual encounter? (Responsibility is
attributed to a person who is judged as intending to cause an event, is
perceived as knowing the consequences of their actions, and also has
willingly engaged in the behavior.)

Not at all Slightly

Moderately Very much Extremely

If John had proceeded to force Mary to engage in sexual intercourse, how
much to blame would he be for the sexual encounter? (Blame is attributed
to a person only if that person is (1) judged to be responsible for an
action or behavior and (2) is not excused or justified for having engaged
in such a behavior.)

Not at all Slightly

Moderately Very much Extremely

Although you have limited information on JOHN, use the information that
you have to rate your perception of JOHN on a scale of 1 to 7.

aggressive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 not aggressive
unsociable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 sociable
strong 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 weak
incapable 1 2 3 4 5 6 17 capable
sensitive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 insensitive
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sophisticated
well-adjusted
likeable
rational
sincere

shy
conventional
unintelligent
flexible

warm

subtle
popular

physically
unattractive

independent
submissive
passive
stubborn
self-confident
inferior

gullible

21. Which of the following events happened at the end of Mary's and John's
(Check only one)

date:

a. John went home

b.
c.
d.
e.

f.
g.

Nothing
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John stopped his sexual advances

It wasn't specified in the story

naive
poorly-adjusted
not likeable
emotional
insincere

bold
unconventional
intelligent
inflexible
cold

obvious
unpopular

physically
attractive

dependent
dominant
active
meek
insecure
superior

not gullible

John forced Mary to have sexual intercourse

John spent the night at Mary's apartment

Mary agreed to have sexual intercourse with John
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22, Which of the following behaviors does the story say that Mary performed:
(Check all that apply)

a. _____ Mary maintained eye contact with John
b. _____ Mary touched John's genitals

c. _____ Mary offered to give John a back rub

d. _____ Mary passionately kissed John

e. _____ Mary beld John's hand

f. ____ Mary slow derced with John

g ____ Mary placed her hand on John's thigh

h. _____ Mary undressed John

i. Mary removed her blouse

23. Which of the following did Mary do in response to John's sexual advances?

a. ‘Mary said nothing.
b.

c.

Mary said, "No, I don't want to do that."

Mary slapped John and said, "No, stop, I don't want to do
that."

24, To what extent is a man justified in using force to obtain sexual
intercourse with a woman?

. . :
Under no Under few Under some Under many Under all
circumstances circumstances circumstances circumstances circumstances
in which he in which he in which he in which he in which he
wishes sex wishes sex wishes sex wishes sex wishes sex

25. To what extent is a woman justified in saying no to a man's attempt to
obtain sexual intercourse?
Under no Under few Under some Under many Under all
circumstances circumstances circumstances circumstances circumstances

. -
. . . 3




Appendix E, cont.

26.

27.

e

In the story above, if John had forced Mary to engage in sexual
intercourse against her will, how liksly would you be to say that John

raped Mary?
Not at ail Slightly Mcoderately Very Extrémely
likely likely likely likely likely

Based on what you read in the story, how likely is it that Mary could
have foreseen the consequences of her behavior?

Not at all Slightly Moderately Very Extrémely
likely likely likely likely likely

- L] °
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EXPERIMENTAL QUESTIONNAIRE -- FORCED SEX OUTCOME
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Angwer each question as accurately and honestly as possible by placing an "X"
anywhere on the line under each questionm.

1.

2.

o e

How much do you think Mary wanted to have sexual intercourse?

Not at all

Slightly

Moderately

Very much

Extremely

How certain are you of your rating in question 1 regarding Mary's desire
for sexual intercourse?

Very Somewhat Neither certain Somewhat Very
uncertain uncertain nor uncertain certain certain
To what extent was Mary leading John on, being a tease?
Not at all Slightly Moderately Very much Extremely
a tease a tease a tease a tease a tease

To what extent did Mary's behavior indicate that she wanted to have
sexual intercourse with John?

Not at all

Slightly

Moderately

Very much

Extremely

To what extent did Mary's verbal statements indicate that she wanted to
have sexual intercourse with John?

Not at all

Slightly

Moderately

Very much

Extremely

To what extent did Mary's nonverbal behaviors indicate that she wanted to
have sexual intercourse with John?

Not at all

Slightly

Moderately

Very much

Extremely
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7. How gexually attracted was Mary to John?

. . .
. [ L3

Not at all Slightly

.
. -

Moderately Very Extremely

8. How flirtatious do you perceive Mary to be?

. . .
k3 . .

Not at all Slightly

. *

Moderately Very Extremely

9. How sexzy do you think Mary is?

. .

Not at all

.
[ 3 . .

Moderately Very Extremely

Slightly
10. How promiscuous do you think Mary is?

Not at all Slightly

Moderately Very Extremely

11. Relative to the average female college student, how often do you think
Mary has had intercoursel?

Much Less

Slightly less Average Slightly more Much more
than average than average than average than average

12. Although you have limited information on MARY, use the information that
you have to rate your perception of MARY on a scale of 1 to 7.

aggressive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 not aggressive
unsociable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 sociable
strong 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 weak
incapable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 capable
sensitive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 insensitive
sophisticated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 naive
well-adjusted 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 poorly-adjusted
likeable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 not likeable
rational T 2 3 4 5 6 7 emotional
sincere 1 2 3 4 S5 6 7 insincere
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13.

14-

15.

shy 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 bold
conventional 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unconventional
unintelligent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 intelligent
flexible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 inflexible
warm 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 cold
subtle 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 obvious
popular 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 unpopular
physically 1 2 3 &4 5 6 7 physically
unattractive attractive
independent 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 dependent
submissive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 dominant
passive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 active
stubborn 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 meek
self-confident 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 ingecure
inferior 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 superior
gullible 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 not gullible

How responsible is Mary for the sexual encounter? (Regpongibility is
attributed to a person who is judged as intending to cause an event, is
perceived as knowing the consequences of their actions, and also has
willingly engaged in the behavior.)

Not at all Slightly Moderately Very much Extremely

How much is Mary to blame for the gexual encounter? (Blame is attributed
to a person only if that person (1) is judged to be responsible for an
action or behavior and (2) is not excused or justified for having engaged
in such a behavior.)

Slightly Moderately Very much Extremely

Not at all

How sexually attracted was John to Mary?

Not at all Slightly

Moderately Very Extremely
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16.

17.

18.

19.

20.

How sexually aroused or "turned on" do you think John was at the time he
began making his sexual advances toward Mary?

Not at all Slightly

Moderately Very Extr;mely

How justified was John in using force to obtain sexual intercourse with
Mary?

Not at all

Moderately Very Extremely

Slightly

How responsible was John for the sexual encounter? (Responsibility is
attributed to a person who is judged as intending to cause an event, is
perceived as knowing the consequences of their actions, and also has
willingly engaged in the behavior.)

Very much Extremely

.
* .

Not at all . Slightly

Moderately

How much to blame iw John for the sexual encounter? (Blame is attributed
to a person only if that person is (1) judged to be responsible for an
action or behavior and (2) is not excused or justified for having engaged
in such a behavior.)

Not at sll Slightly Very much Extremely

Moderately

Although you have limited information on JOHN, use the information that
you have to rate your perception of JOHN on a scale of 1 to 7.

aggressive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 not aggressive
unsociable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 sociable
strong 1 2 3 &4 5 6 7 weak
incapable 1 2 3 &4 5 6 7 capable
sensitive 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 insensitive
sophisticated 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 naive
well-adjusted 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 poorly-adjusted
likeable 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 not likeable
rational 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 emotional
sincere 1 2 3 &4 5 6 7 insincere
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shy
conventional
unintelligent
flexible
warm
subtle
popular

physically
unattractive
independent
submissive
passive
stubborn
self-confident
inferior
gullible

21, Which of the following events happened at the end of Mary's and John's
(Check only one)

date:

a. John went home

b.
c.
d.
e.

f‘
8.

RERREE

Nothing

[ S S S o I S Y e Y Wy

NN DN NN

w W W w w w w

LB SR T B - I

[V Y BV R T BV Y BV, ]

S OO O O OV O8O

John stopped his sexual advances

NN N N N NN

It wasn't specified in the story

bold
unconventional
intelligent
inflexible
cold

obvious
unpopular

physically
attractive
dependent
dominant
active
meek
ingecure
superior

not gullible

John forced Mary to have sexual intercourse

John spent the night at Mary's apartment

Mary agreed to have sexual intercourse with John
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22. Which of the following behaviors does the story say that Mary performed:
(Check all that apply)

a. _____ Mary maintained eye contact with John
b. _____ Mary touched John's genitals

¢. ____ Mary offered to give John a back rub

d. _____ Mary passionately kissed John

e. _____ Mary held John's hand

f. _____ Mary slow danced with John

g. _____ Mary placed her hand on John's thigh

h. _____ Mary undressed John

i. Mary removed her blouse

23. Which of the following did Mary do in response to John's gexual advances?

a. Mary said nothing.

b. Mary said, "No, I don't want to do that."

Mary slapped John and said, "No, stop, I don't want to do
that."

Ce

24, To what extent is a man justified in using force to obtain sexual
intercourse with a woman?

Under no Under few Under some Under many Under all
circumstances circumstances circumstances circumstances circumstances
in which he in which he in which he in which he in which he
wishes sex wishes sex wishes sex wishes sex wishes sex

25. To what extent is a woman justified in saying no to a man's attempt to
obtain sexual intercourse?

Under no Under few Under some Under many Under all
circumstances circumstances circumstances circumstances circumstances
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26. In the story above, John forced Mary to engage in sexual intercourse
against her will. How likely are you to say that John raped Mary?

Not at all Slightly

Moderately Very Extremely
likely likely likely likely likely

27. Based on what you read in the story, how likely is it that Mary could
have foreseen the consequences of her behavior?

Not at all Slightly Moderately Very Extremely
likely likely likely likely likely ’
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APPENDIX G

DEBRIEFING

Often in dating situations, men and women interpret the identical
behaviors in different ways. Because of this what is intended by one
person as simply a gesture of friendliness is interpreted by the other
person as an indication of sexual desire. Men, particularly, appear
to misinterpret a woman's behaviors in such a way that they feel that
she has led them on. Acting on their perceptions of a woman's
behavior men may begin making sexual advances to which the woman is
not receptive. Because some men perceive that, despite their
protests, some women really do want sex, they proceed to force her to
have intercourse against her will. The purpose of the study in which
you just participated was to examine in more detail specifically what
behaviors appear to be particularly indicative of a desire for sex and
how perceptions of these behaviors as indicants of sexual desire

affect perceptions of the man and woman involved.
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APPENDIX H

SUPPLEMENTAL RESULTS

Manipulation Checks

A chi-square performed on the item asking "Which of the following
did Mary do in response to John's sexual advances?™ revealed a
significant effect of verbal refusal, (4) = 832.97, p < .001.
Similarly, a chi-square performed on the item asking "Which of the
following events happened at the end of Mary's and John's date?"”
showed a highly significant effect of the maﬁipulation of outcome,
(6) = 449.53, p < .001.
In addition, chi-square analyses revealed significant effects of
the manipulation of nonverbal cue for each of the following cues: (a)
Mary maintained eye contact with John, (2) = 457.43, p < .001; (b)
Mary touched John's genitals, (2) = 520.18, p ¢ .001; (c) Mary
offered to give John a back rub, (2) = 485.34, p < .001; (d) Mary
passionately kissed John, (2) = 464.14, p < .001; (e) Mary held
John's hand, (2) = 347.21, p < .001; (f) Mary slow danced with Johnm,
(2) = 502.51, p < .001; (g) Mary placed her hand on John's thigh,
(2) = 486.06, p < .001; (h) Mary undressed John, (2) = 448.48, p <
.001; (i) Mary removed her blouse, (2) = 485.43, p < .001,

Perceptions of Mary's Verbal and Behavioral Indicants of Sexual Desire

A 3 (nonverbal cue: low/medium/high) x 3 (verbal refusal:

absent/no/no with slap) x 2 (outcome: no rape/rape) x 2 (sex of

v e
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subject: male/female) multivariate analysis of variance (MANOVA)
conducted on these items revealed a significant multivariate
interaction of outcome by verbal refusal, F(14, 990) = 3.32, p < .001,
as well as multivariate main effects of verbal refusal, F(14, 990) =
12,56, p < .001, nonverbal cue, F(14, 990) = 32.05, p < .001, outcome,
E(7, 494) = 6.63, p < .001, and sex of subject, E(7, 494) = 4.87, p <
.001.

A 3 (nonverbal cue: low/medium/high) x 2 (sex of subject:
male/female) MANOVA conducted on the three control scenarios revealed
a significant multivariate interaction of nonverbal cue by sex of
subject, F(14, 154) = 2.84, p < .001, as well as a significant
multivariate effect of nonverbal cue, F(14, 154) = 8.94, p < .001.

Perceptions of Mary's Sexuality

A MANOVA conducted on these four items revealed significant
multivariate main effects of verbal refusal, F(8, 982) = 13.38, p <
.001, nonverbal cue, F(8, 982) = 39.97, p < .001, and outcome, F(4,
490) = 2.36, p ¢ .05, as well as significant multivariate interactions
of verbal refusal by outcome by sex of subject, F(8, 982) = 2.05, p <
.04, outcome by verbal refusal, F(8, 982) = 3.11, p ¢ .002, and
nonverbal cue by sex of subject, E(8, 982) = 2.47, p < .01,

A 3 (nonverbal) by 2 (sex of subject) MANOVA conducted on the
three control scenarios revealed a multivariate interaction of

nonverbal cue by sex of subject, F(8, 160) = 2.41, p < .02, as well as
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multivariate main effects of nonverbal cue, F(8, 160) = 9.35, p <
.001, and sex of subject, E(4, 79) = 5.53, p < ,001.

Mary's Role in the Sexual Encounter

Multivariate main effects of verbal refusal, F(4, 1008) = 3,42, )
< .009, nonverbal cue, F(4, 1008) = 36.37, p < .001, and sex of
subject, E(2, 503) = 4,59, p < .01, were obtained on the two items
examining subjects' perceptions of the extent to which Mary was
responsible for and to blame for the sexual encounter.

Univariate analyses revealed significant effects of verbal
refusal, F(2, 504) = 5.53, p < .004, nonverbal cue, E(2, 504) = 75.41,
p < .001, and sex of subject, F(1, 504) = 4.34, p < .04, for the
question assessing Mary's responsibility, and significant effects of
verbal refusal, F(2, 504) = 5.66, p < .004, nonverbal cue, F(2, 504) =
72.58, p < .001, and sex of subject, E(1, 504) = 9.15, p < .003, for
the question examining Mary’s blame for the encounter.

The MANOVA performed on the control scenarios obtained a
multivariate main effect of nonverbal cue, F(4, 166).= 8.67, p ¢ .001.

General Impressions of Mary

A MANOVA conducted on the standardized factor scores for these
four factors revealed significant multivariate main effects of verbal
refusal, F(8, 976) = 10.63, p < .001, nonverbal cue, F(8, 976) =
34.87, p < .001, outcome, F(4, 487) = 24.97, p < .001, and sex of
subject, F(4, 487) = 3.68, p < .006, in addition to significant

multivariate interactions of verbal refusal, nonverbal cue, and
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outcome, F(16, 1960) = 1.81, p < .03, and nonverbal cue by verbal

refusal, F(16, 1960)

1.68, p < .04.

John's Role in the Sexual Encounter

Significant multivariate effects of verbal refusal, E(6, 1006) =
2.69, p < .02, nonverbal cue, F(6, 1006) = 11.43, p < .001, and
outcome, E(3, 502) = 5.9, p < .001, were obtained on the three
questions examining John's blame, his responsibility, and the extent
to which he was justified in using force to obtain sexual intercourse
with Mary. |

Multivariate analyses of the control scenarios revealed a
multivariate m;in effect of nonverbal cue, F(6, 162) = 6.29, p < .001.

Perceptions of John's Arousal

A MANOVA conducted on subjects' perceptions of John's sexual
arousal and his sexual attraction to Mary revealed a multivariate
interaction of verbal refusal by outcome, F(4, 1008) = 3.83, p < .004,
as well as significant multivariate main effects of verbal refusal,
F(4, 1008) = 4.87, p < .001, nonverbal cue, E(4, 1068) = 12.48, p <
.001, and outcome, F(2, 503) = 11.81, p < .000.

Significant multivariate main effects of sex of subject, E(2, 80)
= 6.27, p ¢ .003, and of nonverbal cue, E(4, 162) = 7.61, p < .001,
were obtained on the control scenarios.

General Impressions of John
A MANOVA performed on the four standardized factor scores

revealed significant multivariate main effects of verbal refusal, E(8,
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966) = 2.98, p < .003, nonverbal cue, F(8, 966) = 13.04, p < .001,
outcome, E(4, 482) = 103.51, p < .001, and sex of subject, F(4, 482) =
3.06, p < .02, in addition to significant interactions of verbal
refusal and outcome, F(8, 966) = 3.01, p < .002, nonverbal cue and
outcome, F(8, 966) = 2.30, p < .02, nonverbal cue by verbal refusal,
F(16, 1940) = 1.73, p < .04, and nonverbal cue and sex of subject,
E(8, 966) = 2.59, p < .01,

Jugtification and Foreseeability

A MANOVA conducted on these items revealed a significant
multivariate interaction of verbal refusal, outcome, and sex of
subject, F(8, 1000) = 2.40, p < .014, in addition to multivariate main
effects of nonverbal cue, E(8, 1000) = 24.29, p < .001, and sex of
subject, F(4, 499) = 12.31, p < .001.

A MANOVA conducted on these items for the control scenarios
showed significant multivariate main effects of nonverbal cue, F(8,

164) = 4.89, p < .001, and sex of subject, F(4, 81) = 3.20, p < .02.
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