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Abstract

A review of crisis theory and "just world" research reveals
that victims of misfortune may experience some degree of
guilt, shame, or self-hatred following their victimization
(Bard, 1980; Bard & Ellison, 1974; Burgess & Holmstrom,
1979; Rubin & Peplau, 1973; Comer & Laird, j975). Recency
of victimization, nature of offence, attribution style
employed (Janoff-Bulman, 1979}, and degree of belief in a
"just world" (Lerner & Simmons, 1966; Rubin & Peplau, 1973)
were tested as variables which may delimit victim self-
derogation. The administration of a Questionnaire to 327
University of Manitoba Introductory Psychology students
parent population provided a sample of 99 subjects who
indicated having been victimized within six months of
participation. Subject victims were asked to identify
themselves as such oﬁ the questionnaire only after they had
completed self evaluation assessment measures., Results
indicate that, as a group, victims do not differ
significantly from nonvictims on the variables tested.
Victims who obtained low scores on the Just World Scale
(Rubin & Peplau, 1975) experienced the same degree of self-
derogation as those victims whose scores reflected a strong
belief in a just world. Recency of victimization (from 1
week to six months) is not correlated with self-derogation.

Individuals react differently when victims of the same



crime. Results indicate that the seriousness of the crime
is not necessarily a correlate of victim self-derogation.
While subjects who scored higher on the Just World Scale and
reported positive self-evaluations more strongly utilize a
behavioral rather than characterological self-blame style,
this distinction may be misleading. Variables in
victimization and the role of law enforcement agencies were

discussed.
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Introduction

The victim of crime is often described as not having
received due societal concern. In recent years, this has
resulted in the development of research, planning and
services designed to deal with their needs. The recent
provincial legislature throne speech (May 9th, 1986) is
indicative. The conseguences of a crime on a victim are
dependent on a number of factors. These include the type
and severity of the crime, the victim's age and physical
condition, the reaction of family and friends, subsequent
involvement of the victim with the criminal justice system,
and the effect of the crime on the victim's mental health
(Weiler & Desgagne, 1984). It is this latter point that
will be the focus of this research.

Typically, concern for crime victims has focused
on material loss and physical damage (ie. loss of property,
loss of income, or losses sustained due to medical
expenses). Less understood, however, are the psychological
and social costs associated with crime victimization - such
losses are far less tangible. Only recently has society
been increasingly willing to acknowledge that among the most
grievous and long lasting injuries of victimization can be

those at the level of feeling and behavior (Bard, 1980).



The Influence of Crisis Theory

In examining the psychological effects of victimization
on the individual, crisis theory has been popularly employed
as the theoretical premise upon which to build. 1In the
psychological context, a crisis is a subjective reaction to
a stressful life event. "It is a turning point in one's
life, one from which the individual can emerge either
psychologically damaged and less well able to cope, or
strengthened, with skills that facilitate future coping"
(Ellison & Buckhout, 1981, p.52).

Modern crisis theory has its origins in the work of
Lindemann (1944) with victims and families of victims of the
Coconut Grove fire (a nightclub). This work has been
expanded and elaborated on greatly by Caplan (1964) and
others to cover reactions to a variety of situations that
involve important changes in a person's life.

Basically three different kinds of crisis can be
identified. Developmental crises (Erikson, 1963) are those
that occur in the normal course of growth, for example the
stage of adolescence or the recently popularized midlife
crisis (Sheehy, 1976). Secondly recognizable are the crises
that can arise from stressful living conditions (ie. a
stressful occupation, domestic problems, etc.). Thirdly,
are crises resulting from accidental stressors which are

sudden, arbitrary and unpredictable. This last one, in




particular, is acknowledged as the crisis of crime
victimization.

Variables that are popularly considered in determining
the magnitude of the crisis reaction include the extent to
which it was life threatening, how long the stressor was
present, the extent to which the community and significant
others in the victim's life were able to give support, the
victim's prior experience with coping, and his or her
personality style and strengths. (Erikson, 1876; Caplan,
1964; Ellison & Buckhout, 1981).

Most crimes, whether against person or property, will
precipitate a crisis reaction in the victim. Most victims
feel a loss of control over their environment. The crisis
that follows a Breaking & Entering, for example, may well be
a result of an intrusion into an extension of the self - the
home, into which the perpetrator has physically intruded
without invitation. This act breaches the individual's
feeling of security and victims often describe feelings of
being dirtied and violated (Ellison & Buckhout, 1981). Pope
(1877) reports that over half of all residential burglaries
result in some damage to property and it is not uncommon to
find that the perpetrator has defecated or urinated,
masturbated intoc the linens or wantonly destroyed property
(Bard & Ellison, 1974).

Most victims undergo a crisis reaction which tends to



occur in stages (Bard & Ellison, 1974; Burgess and
Holmstrom, 1874; Sutherland and Scherl, 1970: Ellison &
Buckhout, 1981). More specifically, Bard (1980) has
identified the stages; impact, recoil, and reorganization.

Immediately following the crime and lasting for hours
or days the victim experiences an acute crisis or stage of
impact (Bard, 1980} which is characterized initially by
denial ..."This couldn't be happening to me", and is
followed by disruption because of shock. The individual's
coping mechanisms no longer are adequate; he or she feels
out of contrel, numb and disoriented. A feeling of
helplessness may follow. The individual may revert
emotionally to a dependent, almost childlike stage of
development where the need for direction and support from
others is essential. This temporary disability reflects the
victim's need for help in ordering and gaining control of a
world that has suddenly become chaotic. Guilt reaction,
sometimes interocepted, sometimes projected onto others
(family members or police) may also be experienced - such
responses characteristic of the stage of impact are natural,
not abnormal or idiosyncratic.

Shortly after the crime most victims usually enter the
second stage of crisis; i.e, recoil (Bard, 1980). It is
during this period that the individual may slip into a sense

of false recovery by denying the impact of the event. The



process of recovery has started but it does not proceed in a
straight line. Typically a secondary crisis reaction, a
sort of "flashback", will occur in which some of the
symptoms of the acute phase, particularly phobias and
disturbances in eating and sleeping, return. This secondary
crisis may last for hours, or days, and then will be
followed by another "guiet" period. Often these periods
alternate for months with the recovery periods becoming
longer with time and the adequate support of society, famiy
and friends. During recoil, the work of putting the
violation into perspective takes place. The victim begins
to reassemble reality, vulnerability, and loss and once more
achieve integration and intactness - there has been the
beginning of reorganization.

The final phase of the crisis reaction is reorganization
(Bard, 1980). Fear and anger diminish to almost negligible
levels and the individual's emotional energy is now
appropriately invested in constructive pursuits. The more
serious the violation, generally, the longer it will take
the individual to come to grips with their victimization. &
sexual assault or an attempted homicide naturally will take
much longer and wiil be a more intense struggle than a

purse-snatching or a pick-pocketing.



The Just World Hypothesis

Most researchers agree that victims will, at some point
during their crisis reaction suffer from guilt, shame or
self-hatred (Bard & Ellison, 1974; Burgess & Holmstrom,
1974; Sutherland & Scherl, 1970; Bard, 1980; Burgess &
Holmstrom, 1979; Ellison & Buckhout, 1981). These feelings
are generally accepted as being functional in the sense that
they result from the victim's need to explain what has
happened. The question raised, however, is: Why is it
functional to blame oneself and suffer the guilt, shame and
self-derogation of victimization? One theory, while not
originally postulated to account directly for a victim's
"self"-derogation, sheds light on the answer. It has been
advanced by Lerner (Lerner, 1865, 1270, 1971, 1977; Lerner &
Simmons, 1966; Lerner, Miller & Holmes, 1976; Lerner &
Miller, 1978). He proposed that individuals have a need to
believe that their environment is a just and orderly place
where people usually get what they deserve. This, stated
succinctly, has been labeled the "just world hypothesis" and
has been empirically tested to show that groups or
individuals confronted with an injustice will be motivated
to restore justice - a social homeostasis.

The method whereby society accomplishes this is to
compensate the victim. Compensation is generally achieved

by punishing the perpetrator for his act of injustice andg,




if possible, having the victim's possessions returned, thus
restoring the balance. Observers though, when unable to
compensate the victim, in order to maintain their view of
justice will tend to take the position that the victim
deserves to suffer (Lerner, 1970). By persuading ourselves
that victims can deserve their fate as a consequence of
engaging in bad acts we are maintaining our conviction that
we live in a "just world". Without this attribution
individuals would have to accept the unsettling prospect
that they could suffer unjustly.
In the words of Lerner and Miller (1978):
The belief that the world is just enables the
individual to confront his physical and social
environment as though they were stable and orderly.
Without such a belief it would be difficult for the
individual to commit himself to the pursuit of long-
range goals or even to the socially regulated behavior
of day-to-day life. Since the belief that the world is
just serves such an important adaptive function for the
individual, people are very reluctant to give up this
belief, and they can be greatly troubled if they
encounter evidence that suggests that the world is not
really just or orderly after all {(pp. 1030-1031).

The majority of research on the "just world hypothesis"



has addressed the guestion of whether observers blame the
victims of misfortunes for their fate, but virtually no
research has examined the qQuestion of whether victims blame
themselves for their fates (Lerner & Miller, 1978). That
victims suffer from feelings of guilt, shame and self-
derogation at some stage of their crisis formation perhaps
can be explained utilizing the aforementioned "just worlgd"
theory.

Early research, as cited by Ellison and Buckhout (1981),
has noted the tendency of people to blame the victims of
misfortunes for their own fates. The authors point out that
the orientation of victim-as—culprit is seen in the work on
victim precipitation by Von Hentig, Wolfgang, and Abrahamson
in homicide, and Amir in forcible rape. Using the
theoretical framework of psychoanalytic theory, most of
these researchers conclude that human behavior is purposive
and that victims are motivated by masochism and even desires
to commit suicide.

Ellison and Buckhout (1981) report that Wolfgang defines
victim precipitated homicide and aggravated assault as
situations in which the victim was the first in the
encounter to use physical force or initiate insults against
an individual who responds in turn. Amir views a "bad
reputation”, drinking with the offender, using vulgar

language, and/or wearing "suggestive" clothing as




precipitative behavior in rape cases. In the case of
robbery, there may be a careless flaunting of money in
public places or burglary victims may "tempt" perpetrators
by leaving their homes open. To quote a crime prevention
advertisement, victims of auto theft "help a good boy go
bad" by leaving their cars unlocked or running. Similarly,
rigid proctoring of an exam is said to be a challenge to
cheat! This, of course, in all cases may represent nothing
but rationalization.

The tendency to blame the victim is not limited to
victims of crime. Myrdal (1962) explains that we often
justify the treatment of Blacks and other oppressed and
disadvantaged groups by claiming that they somehow deserve
their fate. Jews have been held responsible for their
persecution by the Nazis before and during World War II
(Hallie, 1971), the poor have been viewed as contributing to
their own fate by being lazy or morally inferior (Ryan,
1971), physical disability is evidence of moral defect
(Goffman, 1963) and even natural catastrophes may be
misconstrued as punishment for sin (Rosenman, 1956) - albeit
usually by a deity. Fritz Heider (1958) wrote: "The
relationship between wickedness and punishment is so strong,
that given one of these conditions the other is frequently
assumed” (p.235).

Research in this area first received empirical validation
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in the mid 1960's. 1In one such study Walster (1966)
reported that the more damage that resulted from an
automobile accident, the more subjects attributed the
responsibility for that accident on the individual who was
driving.

The prototype for later experiments on the "just world
hypothesis" was conducted by Lerner and Simmons (1966). 1In
this experiment, female subjects watched a fellow student on
videotape react to apparently painful shocks. The subjects
were lead to believe that they were participating in a human
learning experiment and that the victim was receiving shocks
as punishment for her errors. There were three conditions.
In one condition the subjects were given the opportunity to
restore justice and compensate the victim by voting to
reassign her to a reward condition where she would receive
money rather than shocks. As would be expected, most
subjects took this opportunity to compensate the victim. In
a second condition the victims could not be compensated and
the subjects were informed that the shocks would continue.
The third condition had the subjects believe that the victim
had allowed herself to be talked into being shocked for
their {(the observers) sake and for the sake of the
experimenter.

When later asked to evaluate the victim, substantial
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differences emerged between the three conditions. In the
first condition where the victim was compensated by the
subject they (the subjects) rated the victim favourably.
However, in the second, uncompensated, condition, in which
the injustice was continued and presumably greater, victims
were not rated as favourably and this tendency to derocgate
was even more markedly pronounced in the third condition.
It appeared that "the sight of an innocent person suffering
without the possibility of reward or compensation motivated
people to bring about a more appropriate fit between her
fate and her character" (Lerner & Miller, 1978, p.1032).
This finding has been replicated a number of times with
diverse populations (Simmons & Pilavin, 1972; Sorrentino &
Hardy, 1974).

Walster's (1966) early work, cited previously, and
other "just world" research has also tended to demonstrate a
positive correlation between seriousness of the harm that
befell a victim and the amount cof blame attributed to him or
her. For college students, at least, the more seriocus the
calamity, the greater the amount of blame that will be
attributed to the victim {Lerner, 1965; Rubin & Peplau,

1975; Jones & Aronson, 1973; Landy & Aronson, 1969).
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Limitations to Derogation

There are, however, delimiting conditions under which
people may not derogate a victim. The subjects in the first
experimental condition participating in the Lerner and
Simmons (1966) experiment clearly demonstrated that when
individuals are given the opportunity to restore justice
through compensation, derogation may not occur. It also
appears that when people perceive the victim as being
responsible for his or her own fate, there will be little
need to derogate, presumably because an injustice has not
occurred.

Jones & Aronson {(1973) conducted research in this area.
A married woman, a virgin, and a divorcee were depicted as
having been raped. Subjects were asked to first rate the
attractiveness of the three and then to assess how
responsible they perceived them as being for the event. As
expected by some, the virgin and the married woman were
perceived as being more respectable but they were also seen
as being ﬁersonally more responsible than the divorcee.

Presumably, the knowledge that innocent, highly
respectable females can be raped was particularly
threatening to the subjects' belief that the world is
just, and to avoid the threat posed by this type of
admission, it was necessary to find fault with the

actions of the victim. Thus, the subjects appear to
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have tried to convince themselves that the victim was
really not innocent and that she must have contributed,
at least in some small but significant way, to her fate
(Lerner & Miller, 13578, p.1035).

A third delimiting condition to the derogation effect is
that observers will often choose to find fault with the
victim's actions by exaggerating his or her behavioral
responsibility rather than derogate their character if they
are highly attractive or enjoy high status.

Fourth, it appears that in situations where the norm of
"justified self interest" prevails, no derogation will ensue
(Lerner, 1974). Stated simply, where two or more people,
with equally legitimate claims, desire the same outcome, it
is pursuing one's justified self interest to do what one can
within the rules to obtain that outcome. In a Lerner and
Lichtman (1968) experiment two undergraduate women learned
that one of them would have to receive electric shocks,
while the other would not. One of them was given the choice
of the condition she preferred. This was done via a table
of random numbers. The vast majority of these women chose
the desirable condition for themselves, ascribed
responsibility to themselves for their own fortunate fate
and the other person’'s suffering, and yet showed few signs
of guilt. According to Lerner (1974), their actions were

accounted for by the justice of legitimate competition.
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Similarly, researchers in this area (Lerner & Matthews,
1967; Lerner & Lichtman, 1968) propose that in situations in
which perpetrator (P's) behaviour is clearly causally linked
to victim (V's) undeserved suffering, P is motivated to
avoid the self-perception of being a harm doer and to find a
way of disowning responsibility for the action. An
effective means of externalizing the blame is to establish,
if one can, that the basis of the behaviour that caused the
harm was normatively appropriate. Although P did action X
and intended to do so, any reasonable person would be
expected to do X under the circumstances (Lerner & Miller,
1878).

Of particular interest is a study conducted by Aderman,
Brehm, & Katz (1974). Following a similar paradigm as
Lerner & Simmons (1966), they presented evidence of a
further delimiting condition of the "just world" derogation
effect. Utilizing three experimental conditions, these
researchers varied the instructional set that was given to
the subjeéts who viewed the tape of the suffering victim.
Subjects in the first two conditions were given the same
instructions as those in the Lerner & Simmons (1966)
experiment and simply told to "watch" the subject being
shocked. As would be expected the experimenters discovered
derogation effects when these subjects were later asked to

evaluate the victims. 1In a third condition, where subjects
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were told to "imagine yourself" in her place, no dercgation
occurred. The authors accounted for this effect stating
that the lack of derogation occurred because subjects
empathized with the victim.

Chaikin & Darley (1973) have a different interpretation.
They postuiated that the subjects in the "imagine yourself"”
condition were not necessarily empathizing with the victim
but rather felt that they too might actually have to suffer.
Their concern was not so much with the victim as with their
own fate which they perceived might be similar.

Fate similarity and its relation to the "just world
hypothesis" has been investigated by several researchers.
Lerner and Matthews (1967) suggest that identification with
a victim is an important determinant of whether a person
responds to a victim with compassion or rejection. Their
emphasis is on situational, not personal, similarity.
"Identification with a victim requires the perception of the
same common fate and not the perception of similar
attributes" (p.324). They conclude that if observers
identify with the victim they are likely to respond with
sympathy and understanding rather than derogation.

Chaikin's and Darley's (1973) data support these
findings. They had subjects witness an injustice and led
them to believe that they were in some risk of being harmed

or being a harm doer themselves in the next situation.
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Those who anticipated that they might be next in the
perpetrator’'s position were more likely to blame everything
and everyone except the harm doer and resorted to derogating
the victim when the outcome was severe. However, those
subjects who were led to believe that they might be in the
victim's position next increased their blame on the
perpetrator and did not reject the victim when the
conseguences were severe.

Sorrentino and Boutilier (1974) had subjects observe a
peer {(victim) receive painful electric shocks as punishment
for making errors in a serial learning task. Individuals
who anticipated a similar fate were significantly less
likgly to devalue the victim than those who did not

anticipate a similar fate.

Self-Blame and Attribution Style

It is evident from the literature on "just world"
research that the vast majority of work done in this area is
concerned with whether observers blame victims for their own
fates. Few researchers have investigated whether the
victims themselves will experience self-derogation in an
effort to maintain the position "I get what I deserve",
Crisis theory proposes that individuals who are the victims
of misfortune will experience some degree of self-
dercogation. Although sparse, "just world" research

empirically supports this hypothesis.
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Beck (1867) has noted that many depressed people
aggravate their psychological condition by blaming
themselves for their fate. Kubler-Ross (1969} cited the
case of a businessman who, when hospitalized for Hodgkin's
disease, blamed himself. "His account was totally
unrealistic, yet he insisted that he, and only he, caused
"this weakness'" (p.54} by eating improperly. Lerner &
Miller (1978) state: "On the one level this process seems
functional, since the need to satisfy one's belief that
events are just and orderly is satisfied by blaming one's
misfortune either on one's character or one's actions”
(p.1043). Chodoff et al. (1964) note that this in turn
brings feelings of relief and the reduction of anxiety.
They described the feelings of parents with terminally ill
children and reported that these couples often blame
themselves for their children's fate. For the parents,
however, this "self-blame can serve the defensive purpose of
denying the intolerable conclusion that no one is
responsible" (p.747).

Bulman and Wortman (1977) confirm this finding.
Interviews with paraplegic victims of accidents and ratings
from social workers and nurses were assessed to determine
the ways in which each victim made sense of their fate.
Results showed that the victims who blamed themselves for

the accident were subsequently better adjusted. It is no
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surprise that since these individuals were attempting to
find some acceptable meaning and purpose as to what happened
to them, those who scored higher on the Belief in a Just
World Scale (Rubin & Peplau, 1975), reported themselves to
be happier than the other victims did.

The apparent fact that blaming oneself is either
adaptive or maladaptive was accounted for by Janoff-Bulman
(1979). She postulated that there are two types of self-
blame, "one representing an adaptive, control-oriented
response, the other a maladaptive, self-deprecating
response" (p.1799). They differ in the focus of blame. 1In
order for self-blame to be adaptive it must focus on the
person's behavior and is therefore labelled "behavioral"
self-blame. The maladaptive style focuses on the person's
character and is thus labelled "characterological" self-
blame. Distinctions between the two are based partly on the
individual's perception of control. 1In the behavioral self-
blame situation the person perceives that the outcome is
controllable, but when characterological self-blame is
employed (resulting in self-derogation), the outcome appears
to be uncontrollable. Similarly persons employing a
characterological self—blame-strategy have an external locus
of control and are concerned with "personal deservingness
for past outcomes" (p.1798). Behavioral self-blame is
characteristic of individuals who are concerned with

avoiding negative outcomes in the future.
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Thus, as Janoff-Bulman (1979) reports, the paralyzed
victims in the Bulman and Wortman (13577) study were apt to
blame themselves but self-blame was more likely to be of a
behavioral nature based in "a general belief in future |
control (e.g., I'l1l be able to improve my physical condition
through physical therapy), rather than a more specific
belief in the future avoidability of their own paralysis,
which was medically regarded as irreversible in all cases"
(p.1800).

Janoff-Bulman (1979) states: "This behavioral-
characterological distinction parallels findings in the area
of just world theory"” {(p.1799). 1t would appear that the
paraplegic victims in the Bulman and Wortman study whose
scores indicated a high belief in a "just world" were more
likely to be engaging in behavioral self-blame which may
account for their self-reported claims of being happier. It
would be interesting to study whether the relationship
between high belief in a "just world", behavioral self-blame
and subsequent good coping is one that exists in situations
other than that investigated by Bulman and Wortman.

Lefcourt (1982) and Seligman (1975) would probably
agree with Lerner and Miller (1978) that "blaming yourself
for your condition may often cause you to resign yourself to
it rather than attempt to change it" (p.1043). Depending on

the attribution style, some may find it therapeutic, but
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many do not and continue to suffer the conseguences of
victimization. Other research investigating self-derogation
confirms that victims suffer as a result of their
misfortune. Rubin and Peplau (1973} found that receiving a
high (ie. safe) number in a lottery draft resulted in
individuals experiencing an increase in self-esteem, whereas
drawing a low number resulted in just the opposite.

Comer and Laird (1975) assigned subjects the unpleasant
task of having to eat a worm. They discovered that 12 of
the 15 participants would then complete this aversive task
even when given the opportunity to perform a neutral weight
discrimination one instead. Replicating earlier findings
showing that individuals often choose to suffer as a
consequence of having expected to suffer (Aronson,
Carlsmith, and Darley, 1963; Foxman and Radtke; 1970) they
suggested that "much of the apparent stoicism of the world's
victims may be due to their reconstruction of their views of
themselves and the world, so that their sufferings are seen
as either not so bad or nc¢ more than appropriate for people
such as tﬁemselves“ (pp.100-101). Results indicated that
these individuals offered lower evaluations of themselves on
a self-evaluation guestionnaire than did subjects in a
control group. Once again we see that individuals will
alter their conceptual system in order to justify their

belief that the world is an orderly and fair place to live.
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Subjects Without a "Just World Belief"

Researchers have found that not all individuals have a
high belief in a "just world". 1In the Lerner and Simmons
(1966) experiment discussed earlier, over one third of the
subjects did not derogate the victim at all. The fact that
there are individual differences may be relevant to the
"just world effect” and this was discussed by Lerner and
Miller (1978) who report that Zuckerman, Gerbasi, Kravitz,
and Wheeler, in an experimental design similar to that used
by Lerner and Simmons (1966), found that individuals who
scored low in their belief in a "just world" were also
significantly more likely to give a favourable evaluation of
the victim than were individuals with high scores.

Rubin and Peplau (1973) also found that not everyone will
derogate the victims of misfortune. Subjects who had
obtained low scores on the Belief in a Just World Scale
expressed greater sympathy, greater liking, and less
resentment towards individuals who were "losers" (e.g.
people who were about to be drafted) in the 1971 United
States Selective Service Draft Lottery than towards those
who were winners. Since the subjects themselves were also
in the lottery and many were victimized by it, it is hardly
surprising, considering the fate similarity, that those
scoring high on the Belief in a Just World Scale reacted at
least as favourably to winners as losers. They did,

however, resent losers more than winners.
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Hypotheses

The first hypothesis was that victims of crime would have
lower self-evaluations than nonvictims.

The second hypothesis was that victim and nonviétim
Belief in a Just World Scale scores would not differ.

Thirdly it was hypothesized that victims who obtained
lower scores on the Belief in a Just World Scale would not
undergo the same degree of self-derogation as victims whose
scores reflected a stronger belief in a "just world".

The fourth hypothesis was that the more recent the
victimization the higher the self-derogation the victim
would experience.

Fifthly, it was hypothesized that the more serious the
nature of the crime (determined by the experimenter) the
greater the self-derogation the victim would experience.

The sixth hypothesis was that individuals who both score
high on the Just World Scale and report positive self-
evaluations engage in a behavioral self-blame attribution
style rather than one of characterological self-blame as

shown by scores on the Janoff-Bulman (1979).
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Method

Design

Aspects of the victimization experience (e.g. assault,
break and enter), if one occurred, were employed as
independent variables. The dependent variables included
aspects of the subject's psychological and physiological
well-being and the coping styles they exercised. Causal
processes from observations in natural settings were also

inferred.

Subjects

Three hundred twenty seven individuals of bth sexes
initially were used. They were University of Manitoba
undergraduate students enrolled in Introduction to
Psychology. Ninety nine students (30.3%) identified
themselves as victims of a crime within the last six months.
From the sample remaining (n = 228) a control group {n = 99)
was randomly selected. Subjects {(control and experimental)
ranged in age from 17 to 35 with a mean age of 19.4.

Seventy eight (39.4%) were male and 120 (60.6%) were female.
Sex, age, marital status, employment status, type of
residence, and personal income level of the two groups of
subjects are shown in Table 1. No significant differences

were present between the groups.




Ingsert Table 1 About Here

Measures

Subjects were required to complete a questionnaire (see

Appendix A) which included the following measures:

1) The Adjective Check List (ACL; Gough & Heilburn, 1972)
was administered to obtain a measure of subject self-
evaluation. The ACL is comprised of 300 adjectives.
Subjects were requested to put a check beside each adjective
they considered self-descriptive (see Appendix A; Part A).
While the Check List has 24 scales, for the purposes of the
present experiment subjects were scored only for the
following: defénsiveness, total number of adjectives
checked, self-confidence, exhibitionism, succorance,
abasement, and counselling readiness. These scales, in
particular, were selected because it was believed a priori
that they would provide a measure of self-evaluation
relevant for this project. Test-retest reliability of these
scales over a ten-week interval of time vary from a low of
.50 for succorance to a high of .87 on the exhibition scale,
with a2 mean of .71 and standard deviation of .12. Inter-
group reliability of ten judges on five cases using all 24

scales were as follows: .70, .63, .61, .75, .61,
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Demographic Characteristics of Victim and Nonvictim Subijects

Victims#*

Nonvictims*

Variables Frequency( % ) Freguency( % ) <Chi Square**
Sex .085
Male 40(40.4) 38(38.4)
Female 59(59.6) 61{61.6)
Age 2.15
17-18 57(57.6) 52(52.5)
19-20 24(24.2) - 33(33.3)
21-over 18(18.2) 14(14.1)
Marital Status .521
Single 96(96.9) 94(94.9)
Other 3(3.0) 5(5.0)
Employment Status .182
Employed 51(51.5) 48(48.5)
Unemployed 48(48.5) 51(51.5)

(table continues)
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Table 1 continued

Victims* Nonvictims#*

Variables Frequency( % ) Frequency( % ) Chi Squarex*x
Residence 2.21

University Housing 7(7.1) 6(6.1)

Single Family Dwelling 61(61.6) 57(57.6)

Duplex 11(11.1) 9(9.1)

Apartment (detached) 15(15.1) 23(23.2)

Other 5(5.0) 4(4.0)

Annual Perscnal Income Level

Not Employed 39(39.4) 46(46.5)
Under $10,000 52(52.5) 43(43.4)
10,000 to 19,999 4(4.0) 5(5.1)
20,000 and above 3(3.0) 1(1.0)
Don't Know 1(1.0) 4(4.0)

* n = 99

*¥*% in no case was the Chi Square significant
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Regarding test validity, it was found that the rank order of
needs as assessed by the ACL correlated +.60 with the
ranking given by the Edwards Personal Preference Schedule.
For a complete discussion of test validity and, in
particular, the validity of the scales selected, the reader
is referred to the Adjective Check List Manual (Gough &

Heilburn, 1972, pp. 16-18).

2) The Hopkins Symptom Checklist (HSCL; Derogatis, Lipman,
Rickles, Uhlenhuth, Covi, 1974) provides a self-report of
the number and intensity of symptoms experienced by the
subjects. The HSCL comprises 58 items which measure five
dimensions of symptoms - somatization, obsessive-compulsive,
interpersonal sensitivity, anxiety and depression, through
ratings on a four-point scale (see Appendix A; Part B).
Internal consistency for each of the dimensions range from
.84 to .87 and test-retest reliabilities over a one week
period range from .75 to .84. Interrater reliability ranges
from .64 for depression to .80 for interpersoconal
sensitivity. Obsessive-compulsivity was excluded {(a priori)
as a measure of subject self-evaluation because it was not

considered a pertinent measure.

3) Subjects then completed the Belief in a Just World Scale
(Rubin & Peplau, 1975). This scale was designed as a

measure o©f an individual's belief that their environment is
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a just and orderly place where people usually receive what
they deserve. The respondent is asked to indicate his or
her degree of agreement or disagreement, on a six-point
continuum, to 20 statements. A high internal consistency
(coefficient alpha equal to .85) suggests the scale is
tapping an underlying general belief that can be viewed as a
single attitudinal continuum. Construct validity, as
reported by Rubin and Peplau, appears to be adequate as does

‘the scale's face validity (see appendix A; Part C).

4) Attribution style was assessed by using the scenarios
employed by Janoff-Bulman (1979)., All subjects were asked
to read four scenaricos and to imagine that the various
situations described had actually been experienced by them
(see Appendix A; Part D). Responses to five questions
following each scenario assess locus of blame {(self, other
people, world, and chance), characterological self-blame,
behavioral self-blame, deservingness, and avoidability.
Reliability for "self" and "other people" attributions range
from .50 to .60. The other measures, except avoidability,
have reliabilities between .62 and .74. Because the
reliability of the avoidability item fails to reach .50 it
was not included.

Additional information about the subjects was collected
in Part E of the guestionnaire (see Appendix A). Part F was

designed to gather information concerning the nature of the
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victimization, perceptions of how others reacted to the
crime, law enforcement officer response, etc.' All
participants were requested to answer these guestions,
whether victim or nonvictim (see 'Procedure').

An open-ended section was included at the end of the
guestionnaire which gave all subjects the opportunity to

express any comments they had (see Appendix A; Part G).

Procedure

Subjects were administered a questionnaire (see Appendix
A). which was divided into parts A through G. All subjects
completed parts A through E unaware they were'parti;ipating
in a study of victim self evaluations - the experimental
sign-up booklets which were circulated to students were
entitled 'Student Self-Evaluations' and all subjects were
"run" within a three day period to minimize inter-student
experimental sophistication.

Part F of the guestionnaire contained questions
pertaining to the nature of the victimization. It was
completed by victims of crime who identified themselves as
such by simply writing the letter "X" on the lower portion
of the page. A crime was defined as "a violation against
person or property". Non-victim subjects were requested to
respond to the guestions as they believed an actual victim

would. The non-victims were asked to imagine a fictitious
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scenario in which they were the victims of a crime and
complete the sections which followed accordingly. This
procedure was intended to protect victim anonymity inasmuch
as all subjects would now complete the questionnaire in
relatively similar periods of time (40 minutes) and thus
avoid the situation in which nonvictims could be identified
by the shorter time interval they required. |
The guestionnaire was administered to groups of
approximately 50 students at a sitting. 1In a cover
statement students were assured that all information
provided by them would remain completely anonymous (see
Appendix A}. They were instructed to remain seated until
the last person had finished answering the questions. At
that time the experiment was fully explained and gquestions
answered. Subjects were told that they could obtain

research results upon reguest.
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Results

Inter-Group Analyses

Comparison between victims and nonvictims on self-
derogation and Just World Belief.

A multivariate analysis of variance was conducted to compare
the victims with the nonvictims on measures of self-
evaluation, "just world" belief, income level, mobility,
perception of health, fear of victimization, and attribution
style. Data from 198 subjects, 99 victims and 99 nénvictims
were included in the analysis. Nineteen subjects had
missing data on one or more variables. In order that these
observations be included in the MANOVA, values were assigned
according to the following guideline: if a subject's
guantitative score was missing he/she received the mean
score of the other subjects in that group.

Eleven variables were combined to comprise a separate
measure of self-evaluation in subseqguent analyses; seven ACL
scores including: defensiveness, total number of adjectives
checked, self-confidence, exhibitionism, succorance,
abasement, and counselling-readiness, and four HSCL scores:
somatization, interpersonal sensitivitf, depression, and
anxiety.

While there was no significant main effect between
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groups, F (23, 174} = 1.24, p = .22, univariate F-tests
indicated significant differences between the groups on
three discrete items. First, victimized subjects reported
significantly greater distress arising from perceptions of
bodily dysfunction such as cardiovascular, gastrointestinal,
respiratory complaints, headaches, pain, and discomforts in
musculature (all were symptoms of somatization) than did
nonvictims, F (1, 197) = 5.60, p < .05. Second, results
also indicated that victims were significantly more self-
confident than the control group, F (1, 197) = 6.42, p <
.05, and third, that they behave in such a way as to elicit
the immediate attention of others (indicative of
exhibitionism), F (1, 197) = 5.26, p < .05,

Contrary to the first hypothesis victims did not
report significantly lower overall self-evaluations than the
control group. In addition, no differences were found
between the groups in their zeal and drive as measured by
the number of items checked on the Adjective Checklist.
Defensiveness, succorance, abasement, and counselling-
readiness scores, also revealed no significant differences
between victims and nonvictims. The groups were
statistically similar in their attribution of blame (to
self, other people, the environment, chance, character,
behavior, and deservingness). No significant differences

between the groups were found on the Hopkins Symptom
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Checklist measures of interpersonal sensitivity, depression,
and anxiety. Their income levels, permanence of residency,
perceptions of their own health and the degree to which they
fear becoming a victim of crime in their neighbourhoods also
did not differ significantly. The group means and
nonsignificant univariate F's are reported in Appendix B.

| The second hypothesis was sustained. Victim
and nonvictim Just World scores did not significantly

differ, F (1, 187) = .10, p = .76, > .05.

Intra-Group Analyses: Victims

Relationship between Just World Belief ang self-
derogation.

Victims (n = 99) reported a mean individual score on the
Just World Scale of 3.63 indicating a slight tendency to
accept the notion that the world is a just place. An
analysis of variance was conducted comparing the self-
evaluations of victims who reported a low belief in a just
world (scored less than or equal to 3.50 on the Just World
Scale, n = 45), and subjects who scored high on the scale
(above 3.50, n = 53). The results were nonsignificant, F
(1, 98) = .37, p = .55, i.e. > .05. Pearson product-moment
correlations were conducted to examine the relationship
between victim belief in a just world and self-evaluation.

The results, as shown in Table 2(a), indicate that the



34

scores on the HSCL which measure somatization, interpersonal
sensitivity, and depression are significantly negatively
correlated with subject Just World Scale scores. Self-
evaluation, as an independent measure, was not related to
belief in a just world. The third (directional} hypothesis

was thus not supported by the data.

Insert Table 2 Abbut Here

Relationship between recency of victimization and self-
derogation.

Victims were assigned to three groups according to how
recently they were victimized. An analysis of variance was
conducted comparing the self-evaluations of victims who
reported being victimized within one month (n = 28) with

38) and as well

those victimized one to three months (n

those three to six months previously (n = 25). Results
revealed no significant differences between the three
groups, F (1, 84) = .27, p = .76, > .05,

Ninety three victims for whom data were complete were
included in a correlational analysis of the relationship
between the elapsed time of victimization and self-
evaluation. Results reveal that no significant correlation

exists between recency of victimization, ranging from one to

twenty six weeks prior to experimental participation and
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Table 2

Correlations Between Self-Bvaluation Variables and (a)

Belief in a Just World and (b) Recency of Victimization

Self-Evaluation Variables (a) Belief in a {b) Recency of
Just World Victimization
Number of Adjectives Checked .08 -.18
Defensiveness .16 .05
Self Confidence -.05 .00
Exhibitionism -.12 -.14
Succorance .02 -.05
Abasement .08 .02
Counselling Readiness -.09 .02
Somatization ~.20% .02
Interpersonal Sensitivity -.21% .08
Depression -, 28%% .14
Anxiety -.19 .11
Self Evaluation (overall) -.05 .10

* p < ,05 *% p < ,001
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test measures of self-evaluation, r? = .10, p = .35 (see
Table 2(b}). In sum, contrary to the fourth hypothesis, the
present findings do not indicate that the more recent the
victimization the higher the victim self-derogation.

Relationship between crime seriousness and self-
derogation.

The qguestionnaire included thirteen different types of
crime. An "other" category was also included. Subjects who
made multiple responses (checked off more than one crime)
were assigned by the experimenter into one crime type
category - generally the least seriocus of those selected.
The various crimes and their frequency of occurrence are

presented in Table 3.

Insert Table 3 About Here

The twelve crimes which victims reported having occurred
were ranked and grouped according to degree of seriousness.
Three groups were decided upon. Offences of a summary
(least serious) nature, namely vandalism, traffic accidents,
and theft under two hundred dollars comprised the first
group (n = 48). Offences of a more serious nature which can
be considered violations to one's person (break-enter and
theft (under and over $200.00), break and enter, and theft
over two hundred dollars} made up the second group (n = 25}.

The most serious crimes (i.e. those most life-threatening)
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Table 3

Types of Victimization and Freguency of Occurrence

Crime Categories Freguency* Percent
Traffic Accident 16 i6.2
Theft under $200.00 25 25.3
Vandalism 7 7.1
Theft over $200.00 11 11.1
Break & Enter 4 4.0
Break & Enter & Theft 10 10.1
Utter (serious) Threats 4 4.0
Pursesnatch 1 1.0
Robbery (strongarm) 7 7.1
A.C.B.H.** 4 4.0
Common Assault 2 2.0
Sexual Assault 8 8.1
* n = 99

**% Assault Causing Bodily Harm
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were the ones in which the victim and perpetrator had direct
contact, (n = 26). This last category included the
following offences: assault causing bodily harm (A.C.B.H.),
common assault, robbery (strongarm), uttering serious
threats, and sexual assault.

An analysis of variance was conducted which, contrary
to the fifth hypothesis, revealed no significant differences
between victim self-evaluations dependent on the seriousness
of the offence, F (2, 98) = 1,17, p = 3.1, > .05. Ranked
victim self evaluation score means for each crime are
reported in Appendix C. Seriousness of offence and self
evaluation are also not significantly correlated (Pearson
correlation coefficient = .11, p = .27).

Relationship between attribution stvle and self-
derogation.

A sign-test comparing the behavioral and characterological
self-blame strategies of victims who possess a strong belief
in a just world (median split at 3.65) and obtained a high
self-evaluation score (median split at 360.3) was conducted.
Results indicated that victims attribute self-blame to their
behavior significantly more than to their character when the
conditions specified above occur (p < .05), supporting the
original hypothesis. However, univariate F-tests from a
multivariate analysis of variance with victim self

evaluation and Just World scores as independent variables
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and the two self-blame strategies as dependent variables
revealed that victims make both behavioral and
characterological attributions significantly more if they
have low rather than high self evaluations and this occurs
across Just World scores, [{d.v. - behavioral, F (1, 98) =
4.95, p < .05){(d.v. - characterological, F (1, 98) = 18.33,

p < .0001)].

Predictors of victim self-evaluation

Twenty eight variables were originally considered as
factors which could have an influence on victim self-
evaluations. Following a test for multicolinearity a
stepwise backward multiple regression was conducted on the
11 remaining variables. Three distinct outliers, accounting
for 6.1% of the total variance, were dropped from the final
analysis. Results reveal that blaming other people,
characterological attribution style, and victim gender are
reliable predictors of victim self-evaluations, F (3, 95) =
13.94, p = .0001, accounting for 31.3% of the variance in

SCCres.

The Victimization Experience - Observations

Self-reported reactions. Victims were asked to report

how they felt as a result of their victimization. Referring

to Table 4 it is apparent that anger was the most common
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insert Table 4 About Here

reaction. Other than anger, in decreasing frequency,
victims reported that they were surprised, fearful, had
cried or felt upset, were nervous, confused, and had

experienced pain, sickness, and nausea.

Fate similarity. Subjects were asked to what extent they

feared becoming a victim of crime in their area of the city.
It was thought that perceived fate similarity may be a
delimiting condition to self-derogation. Their answers were
recorded on a four-point scale ranging from not at all on
the lower end of the continuum to a great deal on the other.
A "don't know" option was also available. Results are

reported in Table 5. The mean score for victims

Insert Table 5 About Here

(M = 2.57) is not significantly different than that of
nonvictims (M = 2.49) on fear of victimization (see Between
Group Analysis}). Results also reveal that there is no
significant correlation between fear of victimization and
self-evaluation scores (Pearson correlation coefficient =

.10, p = .30).



Table 4

Self-Reported Reactions to Victimization

Victims*
Type of Reaction Freguency** Percent
Not Upset & 6.1
Anger/Outrage 67 67.7
Fear 33 33.3
Pain 10 10.1
Surprise 46 46.5
Confusion 23 23.2
Sick/Nauseous 9 9.1
Nervous 24 24.2
Crying/Upset 29 29.3
Don't Know/No Response 7 7.1
Other 7 7.1

*&:99
** Inasmuch as subjects could check more than one item -

the sum is greater than 99
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Table b

Self-Reported Degree of Fear of Becoming a Victim of Crime

Victims Nonvictims
Measures Freguency Percent Freguency Percent
None / Not at all 10 10. 1 10 10.1
Very Little 36 36.4 33 33.3
Somewhat 35 35.4 39 39.4
A Great Deal 15 15.1 8 8.1
Don't Know 3 3.0 2 2.0
Missing Data 0 0.0 7 7.1

Total 99 100% 99 100%
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Discussion

The results indicate that, contrary to the hypotheses,
victims and nonvictims have statistically similar self-
evaluations. Furthermore victim self-evaluations do not
significantly vary dependent on degree of belief in a "just
world", recency of victimization, or seriousness of the
crime. The data do support the hypothesis that victims who
report both high Just World Scale Scores and positive self-
evaluations are more likely to engage in behavioral rather
than characterological self-blame. The hypothesis that
victims and nonvictims possess relatively similar "just
world" belief was sustained.

It is postulated the the experimental procedure may
account, in part, for these results. Prior researchers of
victimization have, for the most part, elected to engage in
active solicitation of subjects and more often than not,
subjects have been aware that they would be asked guestions
directly pertaining to their misfortune. Random selection,
subject sophistication, and demand characteristics have not
tended to receive due consideration, instead being sidelined
by experimenter enthusiasm for a large university
population.

In light of these criticisms, an effort was made in
the present experiment to minimize these methodological

oversights. However, it is recognized that the desire for
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experimentally rigorous procedures may have been offset by
the use of a student population for subjects -
generalizability may be limited.

The impact that the design has had on the results
is apparent if one compares subject self-evaluation scores
before they became aware of the purpose of the gquestionnaire
and the reactions victims reported having had experienced.
The self-evaluation scores, in general, did not differ
between victims and nonvictims and yet victims, when asked
to reflect back on the experience, reported that they became
emotional and had reactions indicative of self-derogation.
It appears that when asked to reflect on their misfortune
Qictims have a tendency to inflate the impact of the event.

The unusually high self-evaluation scores obtained
by victims may also be explained by crisis theory. It has
been suggested that victims pass through a variety of stages
on the way to recovery (Bard, 1980). It is therefore
plausible that the initial reaction of the subjects to their
misfortune may have been traumatic but that at the time they
participated in the study, they had sufficiently recovered
from their trauma and were functioning relatively normally.
Analysis revealed, however, that this is not the'case. A
significant difference in victim self-evaluations dependent
on recency of victimization was not found. Of course there

remains the possibility that full recovery was complete by
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the end of one month - the cut-off time for the first and
second time periods used in the analysis. Taylor et al.
(1983) would concur inasmuch as they propose that relatively
few people feel the effects of victimization for very long.
Still, one cannot discount research presenting evidence to
suggest emotional distress can last as long as twenty or
more years after the victimization as in the case of incest
{(Wortman, 1983). The kind of crime and the individual who
underwent the ordeal in addition to duration is important.

Belief in a "just world" did not prove to be a
significant factor delimiting wvictim self-evaluations.
Lerner and Miller‘s {(1978) contention that the tendency of
victims to accept the notion that the world is a just and
orderly place should lead to low self-evaluations was not
cofroborated. Moreover, fate similarity could not account
for this effect.

The results did support the hypothesis that behavioral
attributions were made significantly more than
characteroclogical if both high BJW scores and self-
evaluations were reported. However, a closer examination of
the data revealed that it was self-blame, in general, which
was the influential factor. Victims reported low self-
evaluations if they make internal attributions
{characterological or behavioral) and this occured across

Just World Scale scores. While behavioral self-blame proved
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to be more beneficial to victim coping than its
characterological counterpart, it appears that self-blame as
an independent attribution style is detrimental and the
distinction between its two components is not as meaningful
as others have contended (Janoff-Bulman, 1579).

This is not surprising if one considers Meyer and
Taylor's (1985) recent finding that behavioral and
characterological self-blame were related to negative coping
among their sample of rape victims. They concur, behavioral
self-blame is not particularly adaptive and blaming oneself
in general is detrimental. Similar results have been found
by Miller and Porter (1983) and Gold (1984). Research on
battered women, child abuse and later functioning revealed
that attributions for negative events are made to both
character and behavior. They suggest that these self-blame
styles become blurred when we examine traumatic recurring
events such as domestic violence and child abuse. The
present research goes further and suggests that these
findings may be generalizable to victims of a wider variety
of crimes.

It is noteworthy that the results indicate gender,
blaming other people, and characterological self-blame as
being the three best predictor variables of victim self-
evaluation. This finding does not diminish the impact of

the previous finding that self-blame is the influential
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factor as these three variables account for only 31.3% of
the teotal variance in self-evaluation scores. Furthermore,
self-blame was not included as a variable in the regression
analysis because of its high intercorrelation with other
variables.

The tendency of regression coefficients to change with
different samples and numbers of independent variables has
been well documented (Kerlinger & Pedhazur, 1973)}. Several
replication studies utilizing a larger population of
victims, perhaps three times the size of the present sample,
with the inclusion of self-blame as a predictor variable,
would be desireable to unravel the implications of the
current multiple regression analysis results.

Everstine and Everstine {1983) reported that
psychological trauma following victimization is associated
with five factors; physical injury incurred, coping ability
arising from past experiences, fear of being killed during
the crime, knowledge of the offender's identity, and the
location of the offence. ©On the other hand, Bard and
Sangrey (1979) identified the following variables to be
important predictors of victim well-being; degree of
violation of self (crime seriousness), the capacity to deal
with stress resulting from past experiences, and the
availability and effectiveness of support systems. Both

studies were similar in their finding that the ability to
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cope based on past experiences is a crucial component of
victim rehabilitation. An example given by Bard and Sangrey
was that of a rapé victim whose husband had died a year
before the rape. The woman remarked that this incident hagd
tempered the effects of the rape because the death had been
an even greater crisis. We can assume she had learned from
her prior crisis how to effectively deal with the more
recent trauma. The results of the present study are similar
in that they indicate that attribution strategies are
important predictors of victim coping. This is not to imply
that attributions styles are derived solely from past
experiences. However, as Weiner (1985) states in a review
of antecedents of goal expectancies and their relation to
attributions, ".... all theorists would agree that past
reinforcement history does play some important role"
(p.555). Whether victims make attributions to their
character, other people, or themselves in general,
attributional strategies should be a primary consideration
if we wish to have a greater understanding of victim self-
derogation.

Univariate F-tests revealed that victims differ from
the control group on three separate items; somatization,
exhibitionism, and self-confidence. Caution should be
exercised when interpreting this finding as the multivariate

F was nonsignificant. The significantly higher self-
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confidence and outgoingness of victims has not been reported
in other research. Victimized subjects also reported a
marked degree of distress arising from physiological
complaints. It could be argued that this finding is
attributable to error or peculiar to the population sampled.
However, as a guide to future research it is plausible that,
at least on a physiological level, victims were still
experiencing dysfunction. Perhaps a type of reaction
formation occurs whereby victims do not outwardly convey
derogation effects but, in fact are overcompensating for a
marked physiological; less apparent, reaction to their
misfortune. It is possible that only when directly gqueried
about their victimization will victims drop the mask of
being "in control”. Prior research has shown that when one
confronts a victim and asks her/him how they are doing, and
that person is aware that the purpose is to gather
information on their well being, victims will report low
self-evaluations.

The finding that increasing crime seriousness was
not related to lower victim self-evaluations can be
attributed to what amounts to individual differences in that
there are varied interpretations of what constitutes a
"crime" - what may be a terrorizing for one person may

merely give another person a mild shock.

]
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Concluding Comments

In 1979 Bard and Sangrey reported that many victims
complained that the police officers showed little interest
in what they had just experienced. Symonds (1975) also
noted the seeming indifference law enforcement officers have
towards a victim's plight. The informal observational
results of the present study and Woytowich's research
findings (1986) do not concur with this earlier work and are
perhaps a reflection of the changing attitudes of police
forces with respect to victims. Waller (1985) has noted
that because the police are the agency first and most often
contacted by victims of crime, they are pivotal. The
Canadian Association of Chiefs of Police has devoted at
least two annual conferences to discuss ways the police can
better respond to problems of victims and has established a
committee to encourage such changes. In the city of
Winnipeg these efforts may be having an effect. The current
research findings reveal that wvictims' opinions on the
manner of the police and how the police treated them are
more.positive than have been previously reported by Bard and
Sangrey (1978) and Symonds (1975). While improvements may
have been made, many more are necessary. As Zlotnick (1979)
accurately points out, a victim who is calmer, more relaxed,
and has received help overcoming the immediate effects of

his/her trauma is better able to furnish descriptions of the
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suspected perpetrator and provide more accurate accounts of
their victimization. Training programs that ensure police
officers are sensitive to the needs of victims and provide
information and knowledge about the existing local services
and programs available to victims can only be of benefit to
all concerned (Waller, 1985)}.2

While the qguestionnaire used in this research
vielded interesting results, it must be kept in mind that
the sample of subjects was from a university undergraduate
population and this presents some difficulties which have
been previously addressed. Furthermore, it is recognized
that this research is exploratory and improvement in the
phrasing of some of the questions can always be made.
Larger cell sizes across all criime categories resulting in a
Vlarger overall sample of crime victims would be beneficial
if a replication study were to be conducted.

Finally it is also suggested that the study of
Type A behavior patterns be incorporated into the design of
future experiments in this area. Findings demonstrate that
in experimentally induced failure situations Type A's
initially try vigorously to regain control and failing that
wili give up (Rhodewalt & Davidson, 1983). This may have
important implications in victimology research (Rhodewalt,

1984).
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Footnotes

Some of the data gathered in Part E of the guestionnaire
was intended for uses other than in this thesis.

The trend towards concern for crime victims is reflected

in a recent announcement by the Manitoba Attorney General
that a surtax be levied in lower courts in order toc finance
a monetary victim compensation program (Winnipeg Free Press,
July, 1986)
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Dear Participant:

We would like you to fill out this guestionnaire. The
research is being conducted as an investigation of student
self-evaluations. Read the instructions preceding each part
carefully and answer the guestions truthfully to the best of
your knowledge. Feel free not to £ill out any particular
questions which you may want to skip. Remember, do¢ not ask
for the help of others. It is important that only you
complete the questionnaire. In additicen, please proceed
through the gquestionnaire one page at a time in numerical
order. Do not jump back and forth from one section to
another. As indicated, any information provided by you will
remain completely anonymous.

Thank you for your cooperation.




PART A
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DIRECTIONS: This section contains a list of adjectives. Please read
them quickly and put an X on the line beside each one you would
consider to be self-descriptive. Do not worry about duplications,
contradictions, and so forth. Work guickly and do not spend too
much time on any one adjective. Try to be frank, and check those

adjectives which describe you as you really are,

like to be.

1) absent-minded
4) adventurous
7) aggressive
10) ambitious
13) appreciative
16) artistic

18) autocratic

22) blustery

25) calm

28) cautious

31) cheerful

34) clever
37) commonplace
40) conceited

43) conscientious

46) contented

49) cooperative
52) cruel
55) daring

58) deliberate

2) active
5) affected
8) alert

11) anxious

14) argumentative

17) assertive

20) awkward

23) boastful

26) capable

29) changeable

32) civilized
35) coarse

38) complaining

41) confident

44) conservative
47) conventional
50) courageous

53) curious

56) deceitful ___

53) demanding

not as you would

3) adaptable
6) affectionate

9} aloof _____

12) apathetic ___
15) arrogant

18) attractive

21) bitter ___
24) bossy _____

27) careless

30) charming

33) clear-thinking ___

36) cold
39) complicated ____
42) confused

45) considerate
48) cool _____

51) cowardly
54) cynical ___
57) defensive

60) dependable



61) dependent
64) dignified

67) dissatisfied

70) deminant

73) easy going

76) egotistical

79) enterprising

82) excitable
85) fearful
88) flirtatious

91) foresighted

84} formal

97} frivolous

100) gentle ___

103) good-natured
106) hard-headed _____
109) headstrong ___
112) high-strung

115) humorous
118) imaginative

121) impulsive

124)individualistic

127) informal

130) initiative

133)interests narrow

136) inventive

62}
65)
68)
71)
74)
77}
80)
83)
86)
89)
82)
95)
98)
101)
104)
107)
110)
113)
116)
119)
122)
125)
128)
131)

134)

137) irresponsible 138) irritable

despondent
discreet
distractable
dreamy
effeminate
emotional
enthusiastic
fair-minded
feminine
foolish
forgetful _____
frank

fussy

gloomy __

greedy

hard-hearted

healthy _____
honest
hurried
immature
independent
industrious

ingenious

insightful

interests wide

63)
66)
69)
72)
75)
78)
81)
84)
87}
90)
93)
96)
99)
102)
105)
108)
111)
114)
117)
120)
123)
126)
129)
132)

65

determined

disorderly __

distrustful
dull
efficient
energetic

evasive

fault-finding

fickle _____
forceful
forgiving
friendly

generous

good-looking

handsome
hasty ___
helpful
hostile
idealistic
impatient
indifferent
infantile

inhibited

intelligent

135) intolerant



139)
142)
145)
148)
151)
154)
157)
160)
163)
166)
169)
172)

175)

178)pleasure-seeking

181)
184)
187)
190)
193)
196)
199)
202)
205)
208)
211)
214)

jolly
ieisurely
loyal __
mature

mild
modest
natural
obliging __
opportunistic
original
painstaking

peculiar

pessimistic

practical
prejudiced
prudish ____
quick
rational
reasonable
reflective
resentful
responsible
rigid _____

sarcastic

self-controlled 215) self-denying

140)
143)
146)
149)
152)
155)
158)
161)
164)
167)
170)
173)
176)

kind __
logical _
mannerly
meek
mischievous
moody
nervous
obnoxious
optimistic
outgoing
patient _____
persevering

planful

179) poised

182)
185)

188)

191)
184)
197)
200)
203)
206)
209)
212}

praising
preoccupied
gquarrelsome

guiet

rattlebrained

rebellious
relaxed
reserved
restless
robust

self-centered

141)
144)
147)
150)
153)
156)
159)
162)
165)
168)
171)
174)
177)
180)
183)
186)
189)
192)
195)
198)
201)
204)
207)
210)

213)

216)

66

lazy
loud
masculine
methodical
moderate
nagging ___
noisy
opinionated
organized
cutspoken
peaceable
persistent
pleasant
polished ____
precise
progressive
unusual
quitting
realistic
reckless
reliable
resocurceful
retiring

rude

self-confident __

self-pitying



217)
220)
223)
226)
229)
232)
235)
238)
241)
244)
247)
250)
253)
256)
259)
262)
265)
268)
271)
274)
277)
280)
283)
286)
289)
292)

self-punishing
sensitive

severe

sharp-witted

shrewd

simple

slow

snobbish
sophisticated
spentaneous
steady _____
stolid __
submissive
superstitious
tactful ___
temperamental
thorough ____
timid __
tough __

unambitiocus

undependable

unexcitable
unintelligent
unscrupulous
vindictive

wary

218) self-seeking

221)
224)
227)
230)
233)
236)
239)
242)
245)
248)
251)
254)
257)

260)

263)

266)
269)
272)
275)
278)
281)
284)
287)
290)
293)

sentimental

sexy

shiftless

shy

sincere

sly

sociable

spendthrift

spunky
stern

strong

suggestible

suspicious
tactless

tense

thoughtful

tolerant
trusting
unassuming
understanding
unfriendly
unkind
unselfish
versatile

weak

219)

222)
225)
228)
231)
234)
237)
240)
243)
246)
249)
252}
255)
258)
261)
264)
267)
270)
273)
276)

279)

282)
285)
288)
291)
294)

67

selfish
serious
shallow
show-off
silent
slipshed __

smug

soft-hearted
spineless
stable _

stingy

stubborn

sulky

sympathetic

talkative ___
thankless
thrifty
touchy __

unaffected

unconventional _

unemotional
uninhibited
unrealistic
unstable
warm

whinny
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295) wholesome 296) wise 297) withdrawn

298) witty 299) worrying 300) zany
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PART B

Below is a list of problems and complaints that people sometimes
have., Read each one carefully, and select the response that best
describes HOW MUCH DISCOMFORT THAT PROBLEM HAS CAUSED YOU DURING
THE PAST WEEK INCLUDING TODAY. Circle the appropriate number to
the right of the problem using the code below. Do not skip any items.

1 = not at all

2 = a little bit

3 = quite a bit

4 = extreme

1. Headaches .. e evsessosssasasnans e e e e e .12 3 4
2. Nervousness or shakiness inside..veesessescsessssns P2 3 4

3. Repeated unpleasant thoughts that won't leave your

Mind..ieiereennnsnesannanaas et s ee s ceseee.l 2 3 &
4. Faintness or dizzinesSS..seeeevssonsa theccaseneraeeast 2 3 4
5. Loss of sexual interest Or Ple@SUrC..eeeeeeeresssss.l 2 3 4
6. Feeling critical of OtherS..eeeeieereeoereenrseneass 12 3 4
7. BAG AL@AMSeevsvrrasssrssasssosacncssssssssssassansssl 2 3 4
8. Difficulty speaking when you are excited...vieeeooes. 1 2 3 4
S. Trouble remembering things........... ceerissrssessssl 2 3 4
10. Worried about sloppyness or carelessneSS...........1 2 3 4
11. Feeling easily annoyed or irritated...vieevveseses.t 2 3 &
12. Pains in the heart or chest..viiiiireiieneinenanens 1 2 3 4
13, Itching.iieieeeeneeresoenesnosoannnas ceresesrseresssl 2 3 4
14, Feeling low in energy or slowed AOWN..eeesvereeseassd 2 3 4

15. Thoughts of ending your life...iciieeecoenacsonnneesst 2 3 4
160 Sweating. 4 9 9 4 9 8 ¢ 9 T 9 0 4 G P S B S PP S D S D RO SR ALY D RO AR e ND .1 2 3 4
178 Trembling! 2 & & 5 8 &8 B2 & & 2 e & 2 2 8 & & & & ¢ 9 $ & ¢ D O F I EC T &S OO T FE S 51 2 3 A-

18- FEEling CODfUSEd--.--------............-....o:-...--‘ 2 3 4



'19.
20.
21,
22.
23.
24.
25.
26.
27.
28.
29,
30.
31.

35.
36.

37.
38.

39.
40,
41,
42,
43,

PoOor appetite.se e cereceaanns Cereesrer st nnees 1
Crying easily...ee... e sttt es e r sttt e 1
Feeling shy or uneasy with the opposite sex...... o
Feelings of being trapped or caught........... ceeeal
Suddenly scared fOr NO FeaSON...vserwesss c e veeea]
Temper ocutbursts that you could not control..... vesl
Constipation...... tesrsecteaseaestaannes ceerrseean oo
Blaming yourself for things......... s eveeesaane ceao 1
Pains in lower back.ieieiiereeienrenennnn cerseesanael
Feeling blocked in getting things done.......... el
Feeling lonely...veeinonanes N s h e e ool
Feeling blue..iiiiiiiirnnnnness e ettt el
Worrying too much about thingsS.i.eeeeeeeennnsesnensl

Feeling no interest in thingsS...eeeeeeeeoeceneneeesal
Feeling fearful....ieieiineereeeraeennsosnononansessl
Your feelings being €asily hUrt....eeseesoeeeeeeeesl
Having to ask others what you should G0..ueeuvesensal

Feeling that others do not understand you or are
unsympathetic..l.'.........'I'll'.‘..l.ll'.l‘..ll'.1

Feeling that others are unfriendly or dislike

YOU--.......-...-.. ----- olc..ncn-'o.ocuoco..oc..o--1

Having to do things very slowly to insure
Correctness.‘......l" llllll .l....l..."l..l‘l...’.1

Heart pounding Or racingG..eeceeececseeesoosnsocnsosal
Nausea or upset sStomach....vsvevesseenessnnrsesenesl
Feeling inferior to OtherS....eeeresevensocnsnsonnal
Soreness Of youUr MUSCleS..icivrrorosessnsoncanonnnnal

Loose bowel MOVEMENES e e eeeoeenessensossessosocosssssl

70
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44,

45,

46.
47,
48,
49,

50.

51.
52.
53.
54.
55.
56.
57.
58.

Trouble falling asleep or staying asleep.......... A

Having to check and double check what you are

o Lo 3 o e 1 ce s as et ean s e Cre s 1
Difficulty making decisionS......... Ceereaes ceeeeeal
Wanting to be alone...vieereescnsan Ces e ceveal
Trouble getting your breath...... ceesenerrnanans vool
Hot Oor cold spells..veeiiineeisnanesnsnnsaensaanaans 1

Having to avoid certain things, places, or
activities because they frighten youU.....ceeewenn.. 1

Your mind going blank..ieeeeeeeeereeeeesnnonseennnn 1
Numbness or tingling in parts of your body.........1
A lump in your throat....... csesessevestssannaasens 1
Feeling hopeless about the future....ccieeeveeeesaal
Trouble concentratingeieeeeereneesessoncrenconsonensl
Feeling weak in parts of your body..eeeeeerneesnessl

Feeling tense or keyed UPeeerecereenen ceeasrenneneal

Heavy feeling in your arms O©r legS.ssessesareannsaasl’

~-~ Continue to Next Section -—--

71



72

PART C

Below is a list of statements. Read each one separately and indicate
your degree of agreement or disagreement with that statement in the
space provided.
1. I've found that a person rarely deserves the reputation he has.
agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 disagree
2. Basically, the world is a just place.
agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 disagree
3. People who get "lucky breaks" have usually earned their good
fortune,
agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 disagree
4. Careful drivers are just as likely to get hurt in traffic
accidents as careless ones.
agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 disagree
5. It is a common occurrence for a guilty person to get off free
in Canadian courts.
agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 disagree
6. Students almost always deserve the grades they receive in school.
agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 disagree
7. Men who keep in shape have little chance of suffering a
heart attack.
agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 disagree
8. The political candidate who sticks up for his principles rarely
gets elected.
agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 -disagree
9. It is rare for an innocent man to be wrongly sent to jail.
agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 disagree
10. In professional sports, many fouls and infractions never get

called by the referee.
agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 disagree



11.

12,

13.

14,

15.

16.

17.

18.

19.
20.

73

By and large, people deserve what they get.

agree 1t 2 3 4 5 6 disagree
When parents punish their children, it is almost always for
good reasons.

agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 disagree
Good deeds cften go unnoticed and unrewarded.

agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 disagree

Although evil men may hold political power for awhile, in the
general course of history good wins out.

agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 disagree
In almost any business or profession, people who do their job
well rise to the top.

agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 disagree
Canadian parents tend to overlook the things most to be admired
in their children.

’ agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 disagree

It is often impossible for a person to receive a fair trial in
Canada.

agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 disagree
People who meet with misfortune have often brought it on
themselves.

agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 disagree
Crime doesn't pay. agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 disagree
Many people suffer through absolutely no fault of their own.

agree 1 2 3 4 5 6 disagree

--— continue to next section -—-
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Please read each of the following four scenarics and imagine that
the situation described actually happened to you, then answer the
four guestions that follow each situation.

You are driving to the store with a friend of yours in the

passenger seat.
in almost two weeks,
high with snow from previous storms. You
which has no stop sign on either corner.
is hard to see around the corner, so you
street and then step on the accelerator.

It is wintertime and although it hasn't snowed
the sides of the street are still piled

get to an intersection
Because of the snow it
look up and down the

As you get to the middle

heading straight for
Your car is hit and

of the intersection, you see another car
your car. It's too late; you can't stop.
your friend is badly hurt.

not at complete
a) Given what happened, how much do all ly
you blame:
yourself....ceocu s e s e rs s et s e e an s 0 1 2 3 4 5 &6
other people...ovvivnn. sesrareassrseesassd 1 2 3 4 5 6
the environment {(the impersonal world)...0 1 2 3 4 5 §
ChanCe... ittt ernessssssaronasnensnns seeeeed0 1 2 3 4 5 6
b) Given what happened, how do you blame
yourself for being the kind of person
who gets in an accident?.v.iv.neeneneens ..0 1 2 3 4 5 &6
¢} Given what happened, how much do you
blame yourself for your driving
behavior?.ieeeeieieeenerennnrens cesrseeess0 1 2 3 & 5 6
d) How much do you think you deserved what _
happened?. ...t eeernnn certersssrerersssss0 1 2 3 4 5 6

You meet a
you hit it

new "friend" at a party, and you think the two of

off fairly well. You spend much of the evening

talking to each other. When you leave you tell yourself you
would like to stay in touch with this person, although you make
no definite plans to do so. A week later there is a show in town:;
your parents have two tickets but can't make it, so they give
them to you. You call your new "friend" who seems happy to hear
from you, but who claims that she/he is busy the night of the
show. You express your regrets and go off to the show with another
friend. The next day you find out that your new "friend" really
did not have prior plans as claimed. You can't help but wonder
why he/she didn't want to go with you to the show.
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not at complete
a) Given what happened, how much do all 1l
you blame:
yourself......... Ceeeeseaeas ce e s .0 1 2 3 4 5 6
Other people. i eecncnnens crerrersaaaelsl 0 1 2 3 4 5 6
the environment (the impersonal world)....0 1 2 3 4 5 ¢
chance......... et et caeaen s 0 1 2 3 4 5 =&
b) Given what happened, how much do you
blame yourself for being the kind of
person who has invitations turned down?....0 1 2 3 4 5 ¢

c) Given what happened, how much do you
blame yourself for how you acted when you
first met the person?....eeeereeenns e 0 1t 2 3 4 5 &6

d) How much do you think you deserved what
happened?...............................,..0 1 2 3 4 5 ¢

Your roommate is out and her/his boyfriend/girlfriend calls.
He/She leaves a message as to his/her whereabouts and asks you
to have your roommate call him/her when she/he gets in. It is
urgent that she/he call as soon as possible. Although there is

a lot of commotion on both ends of the phone, you get the number
down and give your roommate the message. She/He tries to get
through, but the line is busy; when she/he finally does get
through, she/he finds that the number you gave is the wrong
number. There is no other way for your roommate to get in touch
with her/his boyfriend/girlfriend.

not at complete-
a) Given what happened, how much do all ly
you blame:
yourself ... ittt ittt ieennnnrann eeeseasl 1 2 3 4 5 6
Oother people. ...t iersenansosneenreanssd 1 2 3 4 5 6
the environment (the impersonal world)....0 1 2 3 4 5 ¢
ChaNCE .ttt iiiiiiintosesssessnsnneanssaassd 1 2 3 4 5 ¢
b) Given what happened, how much do you
blame yourself for being the kind of
person who causes inconveniences for
others?...ieeeeeienennane et ess s .0 1 2 3 ¢ 5 ¢

c) Given what happened, how much do you
blame yourself for how you acted when
taking down the telephone number?..........0 1 2 3 4 5 6

d) How much do you think you deserved what
happened?...'.’.....'.’.....‘OC.QDD....GQ..O 1 2 3 4 5 6
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You are involved in an intense love relationship that lasts about
two years. Your relationship has "normal" ups and downs, but you
still care very much about this person. Out of the blue, it seems,
your boyfriend/girlfriend leaves you and immediately becomes
involved with another person. You are alone and miss him/her
terribly because, despite the problems, you still love him/her
very much.

not at complete-
a) Given what happened, how much do all ly
you blame:
yourself, . . et enoennnne e se e as s 0 1 2 3 &4 5 &6
other peopPle. . v snsresnnnn cereser e 0 1 2 3 4 5 &6
the environment (the impersonal world)....0 1 2 3 4 5 &
chance....... C et erss s ettt ceeeeasd 1 2 3 4 5 6

b} Given what happened, how much do you
blame yourself for being the kind of
person who is rejected in relationships?...0 1 2 3 4 5 §

c) Given what happened, how much do you
blame yourself for how you acted with
your boyfriend/girlfriend?.....vveeeneeea0 1 2 3 4 5 6

d} How much do you think you deserved what
happened?.’.l...'....I.l..l.l‘....'..."...o 1 2 3 4 5 6

--~ Continue to Next Section --—-
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PART E

Please answer the following guestions.
Age:
Sex (circle one): male / female
Present marital status (circle one answer number):
single
married
separated or divorced

widowed
commen law

Ol = W —
R T

How many people (if any) do you presently live with:
Indicate your relationship with that/those person(s):

a) relative(s) (specify)

b) boarder
¢) roommate
d) house guest

Are you currently employved (full-time or part-time) while

attending University:
YES / NO

If YES what is your present occupation and if you
have a spouse and he/she is working their occupation:

self: spouse:

What is your annual income and your spouse's annual
income (if applicable) before taxes:

self spouse
0 0 not employed
1 1 less than $10,000
2 2 $10,000 to $19,999
3 3 $20,000 to $29,993
4 4 $30,000 to $39,999
5 5 $40,000 to $49,999
6 6 $50,000 and over
7 7 don't know

8) How would you describe your present physical health:

a) very poor b) poor c) fair d) good e) very good

9) In what type of building do you reside (circle one answer
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number) :

University Residence
single family dwelling
duplex

apartment {(detached, above business, garage
other house, etc.)

5) apartment complex

6} condominium

7} other (please specify)

G R —
T N

10) How long have you lived at your present address:

PART F

At this point we would like you to think carefully about the
following guestion:

Have you been the victim of a crime sometime within the last
six months?

By a "crime" we mean a violation against person or property.
You may not have necessarily reported the crime to the
police or told anyone else that vyou were a victim. If you
think that the answer to the gquestion above is YES then
write the letter 'X' on the bottom right hand corner of this
page and proceed with this section answering the questions
truthfully to the best of your knowledge. The information
you will be providing will be used to help mental health and
social researchers gain valuable insights into wvictim
response to crime. Once again we remind you that the
information provided by you will remain in the strictest
confidence and your identity will be anonymous.

If your answer is NO we would like you to respond to the
guestions which follow as you perceive an actual crime
victim would do. 1Imagine a fictitious scenario in which you
were the victim of a crime and complete this section
accordingly.

If you have been the victim of more than one crime within
the last six months think back to the crime which you now
consider to have had the more/most grievous effect upon you,
write the letter 'Y' on the bottom left hand corner of this
page and proceed to answer the questions which follow in
this section. Please remain seated and quiet until the last
person has completed the guestionnaire.
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What was the nature of the crime (if applicable you may check
off more than one):

Theft under $200.00

Theft over $200.00

Fraud

Traffic Accident
Pursesnatch

Break and Enter

Common Assault

Robbery

Assault Causing Bodily Harm
Arson
Abduction
Sexual Assault
Attempt Murder
Other (speciiy)

T

Did you live at your present address when you were a victim

of crime:
YES / NO

If NO where did you reside:

How long ago were you the victim of a crime (in weeks):

Were you the primary victim or were others also victimized and
if so how many and what was their relationship to you:

a) primary b) others (list)

Did you suffer any personal physical injury: YES / NO

a) If YES: what was the nature of the injury:

b} Did you receive any medical attention: YES / NO

¢) What was the nature of the treatment:

d) Did you try to protect yourself: YES / NO

e) If YES: what measures did you take:
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f) If YES: were your efforts successful:
YES / NO

17) if any articles were stolen or damaged as a result of the
incident what was their approximate value:

under $200.00

$200.00 to $299.99
$300.00 to $59%.99
$600.00 to $999.99
$1,000.00 to §1,995.99
$2,000.00 to %4,999.99
$5,000.00 to $9,999.99%
$10,000.00 to $19,999.99
over $20,000.00

WU WN =

18) Did your insurance company cover you against what happened:
a) No b) partly c¢) fully &) don't know
19) Did you receive any assistance from Crime Injuries Compensation:
YES / NO
20) If you were working when the crime occured and were injured as a
result did you collect Workman's Compensation:
YES / NO
21) If articles were stolen have some or all of them been recovered:
a) some b) all <¢) none
22) Did you contact the police: YES / NO
23) Has anyone, to the best of your knowledge, been arrested
in connection with the offence:
YES / NO
a) If YES: did you know the accused: YES / NO

b) If YES: what was their relationship to you:

c) On the scale below how would you describe your feelings
towards that/those individual(s) before you were victimized:

Hatred 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Love

d) On the scale below how would you describe your present
feelings toward that/those individual(s):

Hatred 1T 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 Love
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If someone was arrested were you or will you be required
to testify against that/those individual(s) in court:

YES / NO

If you have appeared in court as a witness how would you
describe the experience (not the outcome):

extremely upsetting/ 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 very rewarding/
unfavourable favourable

Have you been the victim of a crime more than once in your
lifetime other than in the last six months:

YES / NO

a) if "yes", how many times:

b) What was the nature of the offence(s):

b) How many times have you not reported a crime to
the police:

c) What was the major reason for not reporting the incident(s):

Have you ever committed a crime against another person or
property for which you have been charged at some time in
your life:

YES / NO
a) If YES: how many times have you been charged:

b) What was the nature of the offence(s):

To what extent do you fear becoming a victim of crime
in your area of the city?

nene
very little
somewhat

a great deal
don't know

OO0 on
R T W
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We are interested in your perception of how others reacted to
your victimization (that is, if you told anyone). Please tick
off any number of responses listed below and indicate in the
space provided whose reaction (e.g. mother, friend, priest) you
are refering to. A reaction may have been experienced by more
than one individual. ex: _X_ disgust: __mother,_brother_

anger:
surprise:
disinterest:
confusion:
nervous:
joy:
upset:
overly concerned:
disgust:
vengeful:
guilt:
concern:
distrusting:
unbelieving:
uncaring:
other (specify):
other (specify):

T

People tell us a lot of different things about how they feel
when they are victims of a crime. Would you please tell us how
you feel as a result of what happened to you:{you may circle
any number of letter answers)

sick/ nauseous
nervous
crying/ upset
other (specify)

a) not upset/ not bothered
b) anger/ outrage

c) fear

d) pain

e} surprise

£) confusion’

N W R e i Te]
R

} don't know

If you reported the incident to the police, upon their arrival
did you receive any help from them in dealing with these feelings

YES / NO

Did the police officers who came to your home tell you about

the Victim Services program:
YES / NO

Did the police officers give you any advice on crime

prevention:
YES / NO
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How would you rate the following aspects of the investigation
on the scale shown below:

1 - very disappointing

2 - a little disappointing

3 - as expected

4 - a little better than expected

5 - much better than expected

a) The manner of the police ocfficers 1 2 3 4 5
b} The advice given on crime prevention 1 2 3 4 5

c¢) The information given about what was
happening and what was going to happen 1 2 3 4 5

d) The thoroughness of the investigation
as far as you could tell 1 2 3 4 5

If you were to be a victim of crime again, which of the
following would you like to see from the police:{rank them
from 1 (would most like to see) to 5 (is not as important)

a) provide more information

b) provide more advice on crime prevention

c) conduct a more thorough investigation

d) have a better manner

e) provide more information about Victim
Services

1]

Overall, how satisfied are you with the way the Police conducted
their investigation:
very satisfied
) fairly satisfied
) neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
) fairly dissatisfied
e) very dissatisfied

a
b
c
d

Overall, how satisfied are you with the way the Police treated
you as a person:
a) very satisfied
b} fairly satisfied
c) neither satisfied nor dissatisfied
d) fairly dissatisfied
e) very dissatisfied



84

38) Thinking of the police in general, can you tell us whether you

— Strongly agree

- Agree

Neither agree not disagree
- Disagree

Strongly Disagree

T who =
}

- with the following statements:

a) "The Police are not as helpful to people like me as they
are to others”
1 2 3 4 5

b) "It is not the job of the police to comfort the victims of
crime"
1 2 3 ¢ 5

c) "The police catch as many criminals as can be expected”

1 2 3 4 5

PART G

At this point we would like to give you the opportunity to include
any remarks you may have concerning your recent victimization that
you feel may be important. 1In general terms remark on any adverse
effects you may have felt as a result of your misfortune that this
questionnaire failed to address. Also if you have any other comments
please feel free to express them. If you do not have enough space
you may write on the back of this page. Once again thank you for
your cooperation and time spent £illing out the questionnaire. If
you have any questions, we would be happy to answer them for you.
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APPENDIX B

Nonsignificant Univariate F's



Means and Nonsignificant Univariate
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F's from Multivariate

Analysis of Variance between Victims and Nonvictims (N=198)

Means

Variables Victims Nonvictims F{1, 197)
Self-Evaluation {overall) 357.6 364.8 1.77
ACL Measures
No. of Adjectives Checked 44,2 42.8 0.48
Defensiveness 45.9 46.6 0.26
Succorance 51.3 49.3 2.13
Abasement 45.3 47.3 2.41
Counselling Readiness 51.2 51.9 0.23
HSCL Measures
Interpersonal Sensitivity 1.91 1.79 1.99
Depression 1.85 1.72 2.57
Anxiety 1.70 1.59 2.29
Attribution Style
Self Blame 3.37 3.17 1.77
Other People 3.05 2.84 1.76
The Environment 2.28 2.16 0.60
Chance 1.96 1.97 0.00
Characteroclecgical 2.65 2,35 2.73
Behavioral 2.98 2,74 1.89
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Means

Variables Victims Nonvictims F{(1, 197)
Attribution Style

Deservingness 1.63 1.58 0.11
Personal Income Level 0.72 0.58 1.58
Mobility (in months) 93.7 86.2 0.39
Perception of Health 4,02 4.16 1.68
Fear of Victimization 2,57 2.49 0.47
Belief in a Just World 3.63 3.65 0.10
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Victim Self-Evaluation Means
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Ranked Mean Victim Self-Evaluation Scores* by Crime
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Crime Category** Freguency Mean

Vandalism 7 340.82
Traffic Accident 16 350.67
Theft Over 5200.00 11 350,71
Assault Causing Bodily Harm 4 353.35
Sexual Assault 8 354,05
Theft Under $200.00 25 356.71
Robbery (strongarm) 7 356.82
Break & Enter & Theft 10 357.42
Break and Enter 4 383.16
Utter (serious) Threats 4 397.71

Standard Deviation = 33.8

* Mean scores and self-evaluation are inversely related

*% Pursesnatch and Common Assault were excluded because of

the appreciably small sample sizes



