N L]

r

National Library

of Canada du Canada

Canadian Theses Servuce

Ortawa Canada
K1A ON4

’

'NOTICE

The quality of this microformis heavily dependent upon the
quality of-the original thesis submitted for -microfilming.

. BEvery effort has been made to ensure the highesi quality of

reproduction possible.

It pagas are missing, contact the university which granted
the degree. .

Some pages may have indistinct print especxany lf the

original pages were typed with a poor typewriter ribbon or
if the university sent us an inferior photocopy. =~ _~

Previously copyrighted’materiéls (journal articles, pub-

- lished tests, etc.) are not filmed.

Reproducnon in full or in part of this microform is governed
by the Canadian Copynght Act, R.S.C. 1970, c. C-30.

NL-338 (7. 88341

Service des théses canadiennes E T T e

. Bibliotheque natlonaie“

@

AVIS

La qualité de cette microforme dépend grandement de fa

qualité de la thése soumise au microtilmage. Nous avons- .
tout fait pour assurer une quahte supérieure do reproduc

tion.

Sil_manque des pages, veuillez commumquec avet

v Iumversute qui a confére le grade. -~

¢
La qdalité d'impression de certaines pages peut laisser a
désirer, surtout si les pages ariginales ont été dactylogra-
phiées a l'aide d'un ruban usé ou si l'université nous a tail
parvemr une photocopie de qualité inférieure.

Les documents qui font déja f'objet d'un droit, dauteur
tests publies, etc) nc sont pas.

(articles de revue,
microfilmeés. - .

La reproduction, méme partielle, de cette mnuoforrne sl
soumise a la. Loi canadienne sur le droit dauwur 5RC
1970.c. C-30.



THE MEASUREMENT OF THE PERCEIVED SERIOUSNESS OF T
CHILD SEXUAL ABUSE
~ ™
_ by .
- S Pﬁilip Randall Kropp

B.A.(Hons,), University of British Columbia, 1984

— T |
THESIS SUBMI TTED IN PﬁB‘II_A‘L?FULFILLMENT OF ‘
| THE REQUIREMENTS, FOR TH;E:I;"-DEGREE OF S >,,;,,,,,fv
MASTER OF ARTé
in the Department
of

Psychology

€ philip Randall Kropp 1987 o )

SIMON FRASER UNIVERSITY

August, 1987

-
-

"All rights reserved. This work may not. be

reproduced in whole or in part, by photocopy
or other means, without permission of the author.
\ ; B

#



~——

.

" Permission has been granted

. to the Natiomal Library of
Canada to micg¢rofilm this
thesis and to lend or. sell
copies of the film.

The author (copgright owner)
as resérved other
publication yights, and
neither the thesis nor
extensive extracts from it
may be printed or otherwise

" reproduced without his/her
written permisaion.

' ISBN

.L'autorisation a &té accordée
a4 la Bibliothéque nationale
du Canada de microfilmer
cette thése et de préter ou
de vendre des exemplaires du
" film.

f

L'auteur (titulaire du droit

- d'auteur) se réserve les
‘autres droits de publication;

-ni la thése ni de longs
"extraits de celle-ci ne
doivent étre imprimés ou

% autrement reprodults sans son

autorisation écrite.

0-315-42609-8 -

N



. APPROVAL

Name: ~P. Randall Kropp

Degree; Master of Arts N

Titlé of the51s:

- -

THE MEASUREMENT OF THE PERCEILVED

CHILD SEXUAL ABUSE

Examining Committee:

Chairman: .

4

Dr. Eonald Roesch

Dr. A. Roger Blackman

Senipr Supervisor

TV T

g§0r§e RS
Rese ch Ps hologlst
B.C. Forensic Commission

r. Raymond Corrado
External Examiner
Department of Criminology
Simon Fraser University

Date Approved: August 7, 1987

1i

SERIOUSNESS OF



K hereby grant to Simon Fraser Unlverslfy the rlghf to lend

my thesis, proJecf or extended essay. (the fifle of whuch cs shown below)

_to users of fhe Simon Fraser Un:verslfy lerary, and fo make partial or_

.

s;ngle copies only for such users or In response to a requesf trom the ,~<"\

l(brary 6f any other universlfy, or other educational Insflfufion on

i.ts own behaif or for one of Its users. | further agree that perm|5510n '

for multiple copylng of fhls work for scholarly purposes may be granfed
by me or the Dean ot Graduate Studies. It is undersfood fhaf copying

or publlcafion-of'thiﬁ wofk tor financial gain shall not be_al!

without my written permission.

= * 3

Title of Thesis/Project/Extended Essay L B

The‘Measurement of the Perceived Seriousnéss of Child Sexué1 Abuée'

PARTIAL COPYRIGHL.LICENSE -~~~ . |

Author:

'(SiganJre)

P. Randall Kropp

(name) ’ . . » 'y

August 20, 1987

(dafe)




L . - ABSTRACT

)

whxle much research has been conducted 1n recent’ years on

varloUS aspects of ch1ld sexuab abu e, 11ttle attempt has been‘
made to define the concept 1tself. One way to approach thlS
problem is to determine how Eheipublic views the'serioUsness'ofw

various sexual abuse 1nc1dents. The prlmary goal of this study

il

was to determlne if perceived dlfferences in the serlousness of
such 1nc1dents can be measured emp1r1cally The st&dy also.f
~investigated factors,1nfluenc1ng the perceptlens..Flve variables

- age of victim, relatlonshlp of perpetrator nature of act,

L}

victim objection, and sex of respondent - were included in the-

5-way design. The influence'of subject age and experience'of
sexual abuse on perceived seriousness was also examined, It\was
hypothesized that individuals would.perceive.events ihvolving
youngerrvictims fathers, interceurse, and the use of force as

most serlous. It was also predlcted that females weuld give"

h1gher serlousness ratings than males.
a

Subjects were 365 male and ‘421 female undergraduate students
at Simon Fraser University. Each subject was reguired to read
one of 36 vignettes constructed by combining four abuse

.}variables.‘Participants were then asked to attach a seriousness
. ’ . y ‘ v " v
rating to the vignette by comparing it to a standard with a
pre-assigned score of 1. ’

The ratings were transformed logarithmically before

analysis. It was found that perceived differences f; seriousness

i

111
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can be @eaaured empirically Support for four of flve hypotheses-

was prov1ded Vlgnettes 1nvolv1ng 3 year old v1ct1ms were rated
hlgher than those 1nvolv1ng 13 year old v1ct1ms, but this effectf

¥

was only present w1th acts 1nvolv1ng 1ntercourse.*Intercourse
® i KL
RF
was con51dered more serious than fondllng and exposure / Acts

1nvolv1ng v1ct1m objectlon recelved higher rat;ngs than those -
w1thout F1nally, 1noldents 1nvolv1ng fathers and teachers were
generaljy-rated as more serioue than those invoiving strangersr
Sex and age'of_respondent had no effect on ratings of
:serioushees. A'éubStantial number of subjects, both male nd
'female, reported.having been abused as ch%ldreng‘This Q‘gfor;

however, alse did not influence ratings.

The impl&cations and limitations of the study were
idiacusséd} includind the need “for a more Comprehensive folloyiup,
study tVWas suggestedfthat information from'such.a study dould
prov1de valuable feedback to the mental health and cr1m1na1

justlce systems.

»
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\attent1on 1n recent years both from the 'public and the ’_;;v

_. T Tfotussing.-on prevalence rates \Flnkelhor & Hotal1ng, 1984

INTRODUCT 10N

e

The topic of ch1ld sexual abuse has recelved eon31derable~w7%zf

sc1ent1f1c co;jyar\zi An abundance of research haS resulted ¢

-~

Pa1nter; 1986; Russel, 1983), ep1dem10log1cal “issues (De Jong,

~ Hervada, & Emmett, .1983; Shah, Holloway, &:ValkilJ 1982)' ictim B

and offender characteristics (Pettisv&"Huéhes, 1985; WOlfe,‘

-

1985), and the short— and long term effects of abuse on 1ts

B
I

victims (Alter—Reid, Glbbs}‘Lachenmeyer, Slgal, & Masscth; 1986;

Briere & Runtz, 1987; Browne § Finkelhor, 1986). Prevalence i

Uf1gures rang1ng from 6 to 62 percent and outcome studies

\ sug@est1wg that v1ct1m1 ggch1ldren exper1ence more subsequent
' A

i

;‘" -

psycholog1cal d1sturbance than ‘non- victims, have ‘led tora

general acceptance that child sexual abuse is a w1despread and

potentially harmful phenomenon However an 1mportant 1ssue that‘w9

.\.‘1,_

has not been given adequate attention is the publ1c s perceptlon’
of the severity of child sexual abuse events. This topic is the

focus of the present study, and has 1mp11cat1ons for - sexual

"abuse research, mental health professions, and the cr1m1nal

-justice system.

, Much of the research dealing with child sexual abuse has
lacked a clear definition of the concept (Finklehor, 1986). This
situation reflects alneglect of the impdrtance of

operatidnalization in the social sciences. Referring to the more

’
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general topic of child abuse and neglect, Martin'(citedrjnrl, T

Giovannoni aﬁd Beccara, 1979) suggested¥that:,
The issue of deflnlng abuse and neglect is one .of E
central 1mportance and logically precedes any discussion
of incidence, etiology, or treatment. The vagueness and
~ambiguities that surround the definition of this
partlcular social problem touch every aspect of the
‘field - "reporting system, treatment program, research
and’ pOllCY planging. (p. 1)

J

" 'Martin's comments can be applled ea51ly to the more specific , \

area of sexual abuse, Her view 11Lustrates that definitional
issues surrounding child sexual abuse are not something that

merelyfsﬁould be researched more thoroughly but rather, as
> N . N . 4

Giovanneni and Beccara (l979)\pdint out, ftbey must be, before

we can adequately deal with the problem" (p. 5).

A clear definftion of Qhat"is_being investigatedéis
necessary to allow effective communication among researchers}aqd"
between :researchers and heaith care‘wbrkers.’fhe’lack&of N
agreement on a definition has been a problem‘ih the'past,vas
varying.definitions of chiid sexual abuse have made the
comparison of different . studiee difficult (F1nk1ehor 1986).

Moreover, many studies have not .even attempted to operationalize

the term (e.qg., Fritz, Stoll & Wagner, 1981; Landls,.l956; ﬁ*

Walters, 1975). This latter situation is due in part, as

Reppucci (1987) has pointed out, to an untested assumption that

\

there is general agreement among laypersons, social scientists, -

and health care workers about what constitutes sexual abuse. One
B,

purpose of this study is to contribute to'the testing of this L

premature assumption: Is there uniform agreement in the public

&




A .

cn what types of sexual acts involving children are abusive? For .

éxample, do all individuals feel that exhibitionism is a serious -
e S L

act? Is this more_oP“TEés serious when it involves a father as

compared to a school teacher? By investigating what thé'public'

‘perceives as serious, and what factors (e.g., victim age, use of

—

force) influence its decisiOns, a definition of child sexual

abuse could.be bonstragged.

LN

In addition to facilitating communication, an index of
public opinion can assist researchers by providing a

quantitative measure of sexual abuse in outcome studies. In the

=paét, outcome studies have tended to grdUp»types_of abuse
togq;her'and have differentiated between acts only on the basis
~of type fi.e; fondling, intercourse, etc.. See Browne &
Finkelhor, 1986, for a review). Withfknowledge of what 1is
considered more and less seriéus, victims could be

‘,aifferentiated o;(the dimensioﬁ of abUse_séfiousnésS; The
influencé of seriousness on éhort-/and long-term psychological
effects coulditheh,be evaluated. It seems possfble, for‘example,
that more sefious{typegpoﬁioffenses'have a more profound effect

on “future coping or‘géﬁéréi functioning. Study.of such a

dimension would not only aid researchers; if outaome studjes

showed differential effects between . victims grouped on this .

basis, ment;l health resources could be more efficiently

-

allocated.
o 2

1

Public perception of seriousness also has implications for

the criminal justice system:



An accurate measure of the seriousness with which
society views a broad range of criminal events would be
helpful to lawmakers and policymakers. It could; for »
example, provide a measure of the appropriateness of o e
sentencing practices and assist in the allocation of . -
scarce criminal justice resources. (Bureau of Justice .
Statistics, cited in Hoffman & Hardyman, 1986, p. 1)
Despite such recognition of the importance of public input,
little work has been done by crimindblogists and/or forensic
psychologists on perceptions of child sexual abuse. Nonetheless,
. ‘S ’ R . . A”
it is conceivable that a public index of perceived seriousness
could eveﬁtually provide valuable information about.-a specific -
subgroup.of offenses. The applications might include court
dispositions and treatment considerations for offenders. A less
obwious implication might bé to hélp explain reporting rates for
various offenses. Finklehor (1984) has noted that public
| perceptiorm might reflect how people react to events. It is .
possible therefore, thét certain acts considered to be illegal
(e.g., indecent exposure) may be under—repdrted—if they are
considered less serious. ‘Again, this point is not only relevant e
to the criminal justice system; report rates are of interesf to
all who are]concerned'about the prevalence of sexual abuse. A
~greater-understanding of factors influencing these rates (e.g.,
offense seriousness) may help-to explain the considerable

discrepancies bétween reported incidence figures in the

literature (Finkelhor, 1986; Painter, 1986).

A study measuring public pérceptions of the seriousness of
child sexual abuse should be dééignéd following a consideration v

of four general areas in the literature. These areas are (a)



x | U /‘\

studies addressing crime seriousness in general, (b)

. ‘ 3 3 : - . é" '
surrounding procedures for scaking social variables, (c) the
question of defining seriousness, and (d).previous‘attempts to ”
measure public opinion of child Eexual abuse. Each will be dealg

“ with in turn in the following review.

9

Crime Seriousness: A Modei

‘There is an gxtensive literature on crime seriousness that
has érovided a precedent for scaling child sexual abuse. The
foliowing is a selective review of this area.

The study\bf/pﬁblic perceptions of crime sefioﬁsness was a
reaétion to inadeQuate criminal“statistigs in North America
(Riedel, 1975). Stétdsticél systems, such as,the»Uniform»Crime‘
Reports in the United ‘States and the Canadian Uniform Reporting ~
System were not designed to measure delinguency - an esséntialiy
qualitative'phenoméno%;- in qUapfitative_terms. These systems

were dependent onn legal descriptions of crimiﬁal of fenses and

recorded crimes only in terms of‘numbef and type (Akman & -

. §

Normandeau, 1967).

Sellin & Woifgang (1964) made the first comprehensive effort
to improve the state bj criminal statistics with their
well-known work, The Measurement of.Delinguency. The authors

%

attempted to develop an empirical measure of crime seriousness

which could assist criminologists in assessing changes 1in

criminal behavior over time. They propgsed that the data for

5
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constructing a measurement gﬁstrument must come from the public:

The criteria for determining degrees of serlousness must
ultimately be determined by someone's or somé group's.
subjectlve interpretation. If weights were assigned by a
few criminologists engaged in the task of constructing a
mathematical model, we should regard this as an .
arbitrary. model. But if judgments were elicited from
theoretically meaningful and_ large social groups, _
_consensus might produce a serles of weighted values tget
..4,would have valldlty (p.237).

f,Tgé authors' strat}fiéd sample consisted of 251 studéhts
f:bm twoiPhiladelphia»universities,'286 §Qlicé officefs, and 38
juvenile'court judges. A total of 141 criminal event
descriptions, rangiﬁg from property to violent offenses, were
presented. Subjects were required to attach a rating of

seriousness toO each event. - ",

Thé fesearchers used two tYpes of procedures to fecord_
subjects' ratings. The first was an 11-point category scale
commonly used to measure atﬁjpudes (Stevens, 1975),'that ranged
from "least" to "most" serious. The second was a ratio-scaling-
technique adopteé from traditional psychophysics (Stevens &

Galanter, 1957) that required individuals to compare a crime

vignette to another sfandard vignette with a pre-assigned score.

This procedure then asks the subject to attach a score to the
first event based on its gé}iousness relative to the standard.
The authors feported consfﬁeggble agreement between £hese two
measures aﬁd therefore ch;se only the ratio, or magnitude,
scoresvfor'subseduent analysis. A detailed.discussion of these
two procedures, and the rationale for éhoosing one over the

other, is provided later in this review, | -



Sellin and Welfgang faund that respondents were ablertqrmakgﬁw

ratings quickly and easily. As well, they noted considerable
agreement between subgroups (i.e., police, judges, stuaenfs)'
both about the relative ordering of dffenséé, and aBout tbe“
scores attached’td them. Thus,’Sellin and w&Ifgang were‘able to
construct anrindex 6f criminality bésed on the percéived
sdriousness ratings'of'the subjects. Th?/authoré‘ success at
ehpirically,measuring public consensus, and at demonStrating the
applicability of a $eriéusness indéx to the criminal justice
system, led to a large number of replication aftémpts“(Bridges &

Lisagor, 1975; Wellford & Wiatrowski, 1975).

The earliest replication of Sellin and Wolfgang's work was a

study by Normandeau (1966) based on a Montreal sample. In this

 study,\232 French Canadian students scaled fifteen of Sellin and

Wolfgang's original 14t offenses. Normandeau's goal was to help
establish the'reliébiiity of Sellin and Wolfgang's index.im a
different cultural setting. General agreement was found between

the ratings in the Canadian and American‘samples.

Normandeau's 1966 studf serveavas a pilot for a!more
comprehensive project.by Akman and Normandeau (1967). These
fesearchers study used a'sample consisting of 3 groups of French
<Canadién, and 10 groups of En?lish Canadian university students.
Akman and Normandeau uséd a magnitude scaling procedure
identical to the oﬁe descéibed‘invNormandeau‘s study. Ohlyllq

offenses were presented. The data showed a very similar

distribution to that of the same 14 events in‘Sellin and




b}

Wolfgang's study;'correlatiohs.between scores from the two

etuaies were all above .90. As well, wheh.the scores of the two
studies‘wefe plotted agaihst’onefanother} the slopes of the
lines all clustered afouno 1. The authors conclﬁded that the
..Sellln and Wolfgang 1ndex was hlghly rel1able in a Canadlan
~context. Th1s study was also noteworthy for the care that was

taken to select a diverse sample represent1ng all Canadian ~~

provinces.

‘Velez-Diaz and Megargee (1971) conducted a replication/in.
Puerto—Rico This study compared the percept1ons of del1nquent
youths to those of a group of youths enrolled in a 30b tra1n1ng .
program. The researchers administered all' 141 of theVSellln and
' Wolfgang vignettes. Rather'than using'the magnitude scalingp
prooedure; however, tﬁe authors chose to record category soale
scores. Of tge 141 offenses, -only 10 showed'signiflcant'
ldifferences between the mean ratings of the two groups. The
correlatiop between the groups for all of the‘offeﬁses was .84.
The authors also reported cohsideraple concordance between
scores of the Puerto Rican youths and the Philadelphia sample.
The researchers concluded that their study‘provided’support.for
Sellin and Wolfgang's predictioﬁ.that therevwouldkbe<
considerable agreementracross subgroups and cultures on the

o

perceived seriousness of crime.

. 2
A study in Taiwan by Hsu (1973) provided further support for

the reliability of Sellin and Wolfgang's index. The author used

a-slightly modified list of offenses adjusted for language,



\
' .

economic and lega& differences between the Chinese and American

cnltures.'HSu preserited ‘a list of 14 offenses suggested for use

» . !

in replication studies by Sellin and Wolfgang. The offenses were

rated by groups of male and female students, police officers,&ﬁg

.

and judges. In total, there were 547 raters. Hsu reported a e

correlation'of .95-between the Chinese and American scores on
the offenses. ‘However, a'comparison of the slopes of the two"
samples was a ratio of only .60, 1nd1cat1ng that while there was
agreement about the ordering of offenses, a cultural difference
"may have existed in the rat; of seriousness 1nc5§ase across
offenses. It was noted by Hsu that the Canadian group 1n the
Normandeau and Akman study/did nOt show this difference.‘As
well, moderate differences'between?sexes were reported.
Con51derableqagreement was found between other subgroups,
however, adding further support to Sellin and wOlfgang s,.‘

prediction. .

Rossi, Waite, Bose, and Berk (1974) investigated the degree

.0of consensus between blacks,lﬁhites, males, females,’high school
graduates and high school non—graduates They used a stratified
sample of 200 adults 1n:Balt1more, Maryland ~The stratification
\ :
was de51gned tc ensure ‘that a representative sample was chosen
with respect to race and income. Each subject was required to’“
A'sort 80 of 140 cards describing crimes and place them into 9

slots labelled from "least serious to "most serious”

* . .
Correlations between all of the subgroups ranged from .61 to

.94. Unfortunately, the offense descriptions in this study were

1!: 3



not the same as in the Sellin and Wolfgang studj, so direct

Y

-

v . =

comparison of the two could not bevmade. Nonetheless, the

authors reported that their findings "indicate that norms'

concerning crime seriousness are widely diffused throughout

subgroups of our SOCletyru_l!

3There have been a number of - other Cross- cultural surveys
(e. g., Evans & Scott 1984; Newman 1976) and studies,
investigating subgroup d1fferences (Boydell & Grindstaff 1974-

Thomas, Cage & Foster, 1976). In suin, strong support is found in

~the literature for the ndtion that perception of crime

seriousness is a concept generalizable across culture'%hace, and

L

socio-economic status. The Hsu study 1nd1cated that there may be

sex differences in ratings, but this difference was not found in

‘North American studies (Sellin & wOlfgang, 1964; R0551, et al.,

1974). Moreover, the replications of Sellin and Wolfgang s work
clearly demonstrate that the procedures used by those |
inveStigators are extremely reliable in a variety of settings:
fhese conclusions'are‘important in tno ways. First, it 1is clear
that public consensus!of/crime'seriousness can be systematically
measured. Second, the procedures used by Sellin and Wolfgang

could be useful for the study of public perceptions of the

seriousness of child sexual abuse; the Sellin and Wolfgang model

is simple, reliable, and ideally suited to the topic of

seriousness.

By .using Sellin and Wolfgang's methodology, a study on

perceptions of sexual abuse could contribute information about a

10
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~specific subgroup of offenses to an already extenslve 11terature

base on crime seriousness, R0551 and Henry (1980) have noted
that a much neglected area of research is that,addre551ng;
serieusness ratingsvonkoffenses presumably close together in,
severity.?They point g:t that mest of the~studies'to date have
examined wide ranges ef of fenses (e.g., property offenses‘vs.
murdefl' subgroups of offenses, such as the sexual abuse of.

children,- have not been 1nvestigated

i

Scaling Technigues

The science of sensory psychophysics has provided a,nunber
of teehniqueswthat ean be applied to the scaling of offense
seriousness. The principle objective‘of psychophysics is:to -
elucidate relationships begween*physical stimpwli and human |
pereeptions of those stimuli. A number of laws have been l/
established during the past century that have added much to our R
knowledge about the relationship between phy51cal and “
psychological continua. The well-khown Weber andrFechner laws

are two examples of contributions from thisafield;

The documentation of conSistent‘psychophygical relationships
incited a number of efforts to‘applf the principles of
psychophysics.to social variables;fFinnieiand.Luce (cited in‘ »1 .
Stevens, 1975) with their scaling of attitudes, and Ekman (1956,
1959) with his attempts to scale a varlety of soc1al variables, . L

were among the pioneers of thlS research Stevens (1975) noted

1



that these effo:fs pfovéd‘fruitful evenlthgugh many as$erted
th?t sensory pgfchbthSics enjoys a large édvaniage'overitg-
social counterpart because physical stimuli;gan be measured -
‘métrically. Social vé:iables, on the other hand, are;generally
non—métric, or qualitative. Sellin and Wolfgang's verbal" |
hescriptions of crime events are-an example. Stevehs maintained, -
however, that_stimdli-neéd not‘ge inherenglybmqtric for
psychophysical'tecpniques to be applied. He suggested that -as
long‘ésAEhere exists a,ﬁay of discriminating one %timulus»from
anOtheg; éuch that the requirements Qf a nominal SCéle a;g'met,
one can proceéd to scaie whatever perceived stimulus attribute
"he wishes; In this wéy,'Stevens (1975) concluded thét "ratio
.scalés of opinion require for their creation no underlying
stimulus metric. A.social psjéhophysics‘éan therefofe be made a
reality"” (p.22§)..The.scaling}of crime seriousness is an exémpie

ofs this sociaf.psxéhophysics. - : .

~Three basic techniques, all of which have appeared ‘in the
crime seriousness literature, have‘beén used to scale perception

of both metric and non-metric stimuli (c.f. Bridges & Lisagor,
& . ) N .

Y

1975; Galanter & Messick, 1961; Stevens & Galanter, 1957; Tien,

1983). Thé first anb most popular technique developed, category

-y =

scaling, requires the observer to assign to a stimulus a

category such as strong, medium, or weak. These scales have

4 -

often been a continuum of numbers,-such as the scale from 1 to

11 used in the Sellin and Wolfgang sfudy.



The second type of measure is essentially derived from the

category technigue._It 1nvolves marking off steps of equal
variability, or confu51on along a/category scale. This
technique has been variously termad\? p01k111t1c scale
(Stevens, 1975) or, more. 51mply, a "processed- category scale"'

(Galanter & Messick, 1961). The procedure ignores the mean

. . : - . o L .
category ratings of stimuli and instead processes the confusions .

.or overlap around the category judgements; that is, the measure
: e ' . ' :
reflects the variability of the ratings around an item. The
. . - ' ] ) j - N N
scale values, therefore, are adjusted such that homogeneity of -

variance around the values exists. - f

Magnitude estimation is the third type of scaling method.
This technique directly measures the subjectivevmagnitude of
perceived differences between stimuli;ZThe magnitude, or ratio
procedure requires the subject to attach a number to one‘
stimulus after comparing it to another stimulus or}a series of

stimuli. The procedure was used alongside the category scaling

‘technique in the Sellin and Wolfgang study.

‘ Any of the three techniques can be used to scale attitudes,
and therefore any would be suitable for‘the scaling of

\ perceptions of child sexual abuse sejiousness. In facty the
choice of scale is in some ways the privilege of the
experimenter for the‘scalesfhave consistently been shown to .be
.related to each other'(Bagdges & Lisagor, 1975;75ellin &
Wolfgang, 1964; Stevens & Galanter, 1957). The relationship

between the category and poikilitic measures has already been

Lv/_;/;’f ‘ 13
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described; the latter ig 51mply derlved from the former. The

relatlonshlp between the category and magn1tude scales (when\,

-~

magnltude scores are converted Iogarlthmlcally) is concave
upward Flnally, there is a linear relationship between
processed category scores and the logarithms of magnltude scores

(Stevens, 1975).

I1f any scale uillvdo, how should a measure of. child sexual
abuse perceptions be chosen? The*iiterature points to the
magnitude scaling prgcedure’?or a number of,reaeons. First,
Galanter and Messick (1961) and Luce and Galanter 11963)'haye
argued that mean category %cores do not constitute an acceptable
scale. They p01nted out that the numbers used to make ratings
are qu1te arbltrary; any numbers, or letters, could be-ehosen in‘
their place. There;is no reaSony therefore, to assume, as the
category technigue does, equa; spacing betueen categories.
Second, while Sellin and Wolfgang have pointed out that the
proce§§ed category values are a better indicator'of the -
subjects' perceptions, this technique is procedurallyland
conceptuallyAmore complicated than direct magnitude scaling.
Third, magnitude scores, unlike category values, are the orodUCt
of the rater,‘not-the experimenter. This returns to the point

made by Galanter and Messick concerning the arbitrariness of

categery values. It seems logical'that'if one wishes the public

""to define a measure such as offense seriousness, one should

allow the public to determine the boundaries of the ratzhgs.'

Finally, magnitude'techniques do not have a.restricted range

A
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problem Subjects are free to attach any number they wish. This

e e s

vtassures that there is no- celllng effect, a problem w1th the few
studies that have. attempted to scale chilad abuse and’neqlect
seriousness (see later sub/sectlon). W1th magnltude technlques,‘
the maximum amoqpt offinformation about raters'%perceptjogs is
recorded}'These arguments suggest-that a convenient and .
appropriate method for_scallng per;elved seriousness of Chlld<
" sexual abuse would be the magnltude—' or ratio-scaling

technique.

Defining Seriousness

- There has been some controversy in the literature over how
people interpret the term seriousness in a criminal context.
Slnce v1rtually all of the studies in crime seriousness have not

defined the term, it is extremely difficult to determine how

decisions-about ratings are made. For example, have individuals,wmﬂ;;,

reported their owrn opinion, or have they reported what they

percelved to be societal or legal norms? As well, there could be

a number of other cognitive processee involved: Do individuals

make judgements on the basis of perceived intent on-behalf'of’
the offender, moral indignation, or op perceptions oﬁ harm to
the victim? All of these considerations‘likely repreéent

© components ln the process of deois{on making‘about seriousness.
The important question is what efifect these'factors have on.

individual and group)ratings.



lThere.Has been. very litfle research'éddressingrconcefns
about varying definitions of seriousness. Thé’studieé'thét'hAQéﬂﬂ 7777777
Leen canducfed,‘however, indicate that when definitions—of thé“r
term are manipplated, thé”variousiéonditions have little impacp 
- on ratfngsl For example, Reidel (1975)'afgued that_more detailed
knpwledge‘of'offénse citfcumstances would alter sgbject
perceptioﬁs‘of intent on behalf of theboffender. Reidel varied’
such factors as "threat to the offender", "victim
‘pfecipitétisn", and "hosﬁile attitude of the perpetrator" (p.
205) . He concluded that while subjects had little trouble .
inferring varying degr;es of intent, these inferences did not
feflect seriousness scores. The findings sgggeézed that even if —
individuals va;y in the dégree to’which they use intent‘to :

determine seriousness, this_should not produce largely different

scores.,

A sﬁudy by Travis,. Cullen, Link, and’Wwozniak (1986)
contributed {ndirectly to the qndérstanding‘of this problem.

These researchers manipulated instruction conditions such that

3

items Qére variously referred to as "crimes, deviant behaviors,
or behaviors" (p. 433). It it possible that these'different
;dnditions‘could produce different interpretations of the .

concept of seriousness. Travis et al. reported, however, ,that

instructional bias had no effect on respondent scale scores.

Needleman (cited in Rossi & Henry, 1980) made an attempt to
directly manipulate the definition of seriousness. He asked half

his subjects to indicate a score of seriocusness, and half to

[r4



give ratings according to the more specific criteria of
wrongfulness. It was concluded that this manipulation-did not’
,,srgnlflcantly affect ratlngs ‘as correlatlons between .8 angd . .9
were found between wrongfulness and serlousness on all the

items. : ’ -

»

- . . . B

‘Another useful. f1nd1ng w1th respect to thlS issue is the
consistent relatlonshlp in the llterature between subgroups
ratings of offenses (e.g., R0351 et al., 1974; Sellin &
.Wolféapg, 1964). If demodraphic and cultural differences
contribute to different definitions of seriousness, it is ciear
that theee differences do not'significapt}y affect seriouSne}s_
ratings. Researchers should nonethéless’remainLcautioUs. Much
more work needs to be done to elucidate the coghitive factors
Acontributing to‘indiQiddal definitions of seriousnessf Stddies
eQeluating pubiic perceptions of‘seriocsnesé'should agtempt
therefore to use random selection procedures, and shouid-prdvide
instrucrions that reduce the ambiguity of the term seriodsﬁess.

Attempts to Scale Child Sexual Abuse

It was mehgioned that research on perceptions of seriousness

in subgroups of crimes has been spérse. Only three studies were
found that included any investigation of child sexual abuse. Two
of these studies examined perceptions—of,child Seﬁual abuse

within the more general context of child abuse and neglect

(Garrett & Rossi,'l978; Giovannoni &,Becerra) 1979). The third




1984).

" study -was a comprehen51ve 1nvest1gat10n of how the publlc

defines the specific concept of child sexual abuse (Flnkelhor,

The prlmary objectlve of. the Garrett and R0551 (1978) study
was to clarlfy the types of acts 1nvolv1ng children that the
'publlc consfdered abusive. As well, they attempted .to determlne

the effects that certain features of events (e.g. victim

characteristics) have on seriousness ratings. To do this, the

- -

authors presented vignettes that varied according to type of

act, consequences of the act, child characteristics, and

guardian characteristics. The researchers also examined the

effect of respondent variables on ratings. Only four of 64
v1gnettes could be construed as involving ‘sexual abuse. Subjects
were a_stratified s;mple of 301 adults selected from Ros Angeles
hpuseholds. The results 1nd1tates that (a) acts 1nvdiiing o
physical harm were considered more serious, (b) sex of child
made no difference. in ratings; (c) acts invdlving younger
victims)were given higher scores, (d) females generally rated

offenses more seriously than did males, and (e) education levels

were negatively correlated with seriousness ratings. Analyses on

subgroups of vignettes were not conducted, and therefore it was
difficult to determine the effect that sexual abuse had on
ratings, Garrett and Rossi only commented;that7 in general, acts
involving sexual contact were considered very serious. Given

that the average rating was 6.7 on a 9-point category scale,

‘however, it can be assumed that sexual abuse vignettes were

L
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scored guite highly. For example, the authors mentioned that the ;

mean score for a vignette involving sexual intercourse between

' i
i

o

parent énd child was 8.6. -

&
A similar study was conducted by Giovanﬁohi ana Becerra
(1979);fThese researchers modelled fhe}f éu;yey on the work of

Sellin and Wolfgang. Théy‘developed a set of 78 vignettes’ h
depicting éll types of Child'abuse and neglect. Ihg}uaed wéréga
vigﬁettes describing,inceétpous sexual abuse. These ;an§ed*frdm
penetration to showing §6rnographic photographs to éuchildflfhe
samplé cghsisted of 1,065'Los Ange}es»ciﬁizen§, 71 léwyefs,n113
“sociall workers, 79 pediatricians. and 50 police officefs.'The
ratings were madé‘dn a 9-point scale. Results showed Yhat,
knowledge of consequenceé,ﬁand desctiptions of younée ‘¢hildren
were related to higher seriousness scores. In general, publié
ratings were higher thanlthOSe of the professionals. The sexual
abuse vignettes had a mean.rétiqg of 6.95;'the ratings ranged
from 5.1 (fon@ling genitais) toi8.33 (sexual intercourse). There
rwas general agreement between ali subgroups about thé reiative'
seribﬁsﬁess rankings of the sexual abuse offenses, but poliée
officers and social workers tended to rate sex abuse events .
higher thanlthe doctors and lawyers. Female ratings‘were notably
higher than those of tpe males on 28 of the478 vignettes. Only

two of these vignettes - sexual intercourse and suggestions to

have sexual relationships - involved sexual abuse.

The Garrett and Rossi’and ®iovannoni and Becerra studies

were the first attempts to measiire how the public views the

T
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seriousness of child abuse events. However, because these

studies were focussed on the more general topic of}child abuse

and neglect, detailed analysis of child sexual abuse seriousness:

were not made. The only comprehens1ve effort to specxflcally

address child sexual abuse seriousness was a study by Flnkelhorb

(1984)

Finkelhor's sample consisted o£’521 parents of children aded

6 to 14 in the Boston metropolitan area. Female respoRdents

~outnumbered males by approximately two to one. Finkelhor

constructed abuse vignettes by manipulating 9 variables: age of -

victim, age of perpetrator, relationship between victim and
perpetratorp sex of victim, séx of perpetrator, Sexual act,
consent, consequence, and sex of respondeht._Thefe‘we;e a total
of 6,838 Vignettes. Each sabject received a booklet of twenty;
Rather than using tae more common procedure that asks subjects
to give a seriousness rating (c.f., Sellin and"Woifgang, 1964),

Finkelhor required subjects_to~indicate on a ten-point category

"scale whether they saw each vignette as "definitely sexual

abuse", "definitely not sexual abuse", or something in between.

-

Sixty percent of all responses ranged from 8 to 10 on the scale.
The meah score for all vignettes was 7.5, with a modal score of
10. On average, female respondents rated offenses higher than
men. Their respective mean ratings were 7.55 and 7.29. A
regression on the 9 independent‘variables indicated thae the two
variables accounting for the most variance in the ratings were -

age of perpetrator and type of act; it was found that acts

20



involving teenage perpetrators and acts involving physical °

£

conﬁaét, such as intercourse and fondling received higher’/
ratings. Four other variables - consenﬁ, victiﬁ age; -
relationship between victfm and bffender, and consequéhceuwere
statistically significant, bUt.did not e#plain a practically
useful amount of variance in the regression equation.

The Finkelhor study remains avsignificant contribution
because of its uniqueﬂéss‘in foqussing specifically on public
perceptions 6f child sexual abuse, and because of its attempt to
isolate the effects ofkseveral variables on'subjécté' ratings.
There wefe,zthough, some probiems that resulted fr%m the'
procedures used by'Finkélhor. Firét,rthe biased sample used in
the study limited the gene?%lizability of the findings; a grogg
of parenté of children aged 6 to f4 is notlrepresehtative of the

public..Second, the category scaling techﬁique used in the séudy
produced what Finkelhfr himself termed a ceiling effect on the
ratings (i.e. a mean-rating of 7.5). Tﬁe skewed distribution of
Athe data placed a restriction on the:anélyses that could be
made. It should be noted that this effect also seemed to be .
present in the Garrett and Roséi and the Giovannoni and Becerra,‘
studies; the sexual abuse vignettes in these surveys were also
rated very high. These results illustrate the restriction of
range problems resulting from the use of category scéling
technigues. The prbblem suggests that future studig§ of public

opinion of child sexual abuse should use more flexible rating

procedures, such as the magnitude scaling technigue.

21
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The ceiling effect in Finkelhor's study was likely
~exacerbated by the wording of the instructio:éx;The approaCh’of.

asklng subjects to 1nd1cate wvhether or not an act was def1n1tely

sexual abuse could have created a d1chotomous cho1ce for the

rei§%ndent. This might'expla1n the modal score of 10.1n

FinKelhor's study as subjects tended to see many acts as

definitely abuse, and not as points on a continuum. If the study

had instead esked.for a seriousness rating, a more normal
distribution might have resulted and it may ﬁave beepreasier to
differentiate events on the basis of public perception. This
issue points again to thelpotential usefulness of the Sellinfend
Wolfgang procedures for measuring perceptions of the seriousness
of child sexual abuse.

e

The Present Study

Based on the review of the literature, the present study was
designed ae follows: o |
'. The basic procedures used in‘this“study are modelled after

the work ofASellin and Wolfgang (1964). Their technique of

scallng crime seriousness, which involves the presentatlon
of a series of offense v1onettes, has proven to be reliable
in a wide range of settings, The’procedures can also be
logically extended to the measurement of perceptions of

child sexual abuse.

2. The magnitude scaling techniq&e was chosen ‘for use in this



study because it avoids the problems of restricted range in

seriousness ratings. As well, scores resulting from this -

procedure can be coéonsidered the product of the subject, not

the experimenter. k

To reduce the éhbiguity of therterm seriousness,

inétfuctions were modified to iﬁdicate that raters should
base'their'scoreg on their own impréséion of the abuse acts.

and not according to pefceiyed legal of societal norms.: v;{
The:vignettes presented to raters were adopted from the
Finkelhor (1984) study. The studf provided clear and precise
definitions that were conveniently suiteé'for‘this o
investigation. Four of the Finkelhor vignette Jgriables were
‘chosen for manipulation in the design: victim objection (a
nmone\appropriate iabelAfor_Finkelhor“s variable, "conéent"L,

nature of act, the identity of the perpetrator, and victim .

‘age., As well, it was decided to investigate th%&effect of

the subjeEt variable: sex of respondent, on seridusness ,‘ R
ratings. These variables, along with four others used by
Finkelhor, were originally chosen because of their
appeafénce in debates about norms surrounding child sexual
abuse (Finkelhor, 1984). The number of variables was reduce&
from nine to five primarily for economic reasons; the number
éf subjects needed, and time required for a more
cpmpfehensive study were not éyailable. A review of the
literature, however; Qas also helpﬁul for deciding which
variables might be of interest in the context of .seriousness

ratings. For example, child sexual abuse outcome studies
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suggest that the types of abuse that aré most damaging to

victims involve force, genital contact, and father»figurégf'

(Browne & Finkelhor, 1986; Groth, 1978; MacFarlane, 1978).

-

As well, age of victim has been a significant factor in some ™

6utcomg'studies (Cohftéis, 1979;’Mei5glman, 1978) and turned
out‘to affect sériouSness.ratings in ih both the.GiovbnnOni
and Becerra and Garrett.and'Rossi studies. Sex of respéhdént_
has also been seen to-affect ra;ings in a number of studies
(e.g., Hsu, 1973; Garrett & Rossi, 1978; Finkelhor, 1984).
All of the variables chosen were statistically significant

in the Finkelhor (1984) study.

Hypotheées

The principle aim of this study was to investigate.whether
‘or not perceived seriousness of child sexuai abuse could be
measured. As well, the following hy;gtheses’were made about theA
effects that cértain‘vignette ahd subjéct factbrs would have on

seriousness ratings.

Vignette Factors

1. Vignettes describing victim objegtion‘will be rated as more
serious than those without such a description. This variable
was also significant in the Finkelhor (1984) study.

2. Acts involving intercourse will be rated higher than tﬁbse
involving fondliﬁg of genitals. Both of these categories. )

will be seen as more serious than exposure. This effect was

24
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'also descrlbed in the Flnkelhor s (1984) results.”

3. Based on- l1terature dlscu551ng the existence of the 1ncest

jtaboo (e.g. Court01s, 1980 Henderson, 1983} Llndberg &Y
Distad, 1985), 1t was pred1cted that offﬁnses 1nvolv1ng the
child's natural father w1ll be v1ewed'és mOre'Serlous than
abuSe with other. perpetrators.> ‘4 |

4, 'Incidents 1nvolv1ng younger v1ct1ms w1ll be rated as more

‘SeFIOUS than 1nc1dentS'1nvolv1ng older victims (cf.,

" ‘Finkelhor, 1984; Garrett & Rossi, 1978}. ' ‘“)1< .

‘Subject Factors . » ' o |
- Eémale géspohdents will rate‘offenses highef than male
<respondents.’Thié éfédiction is ¢6ﬁgi$tent with the;HsuT
(1973), GioQénnoni & Becarra‘(1979),'Garret;,§nd,Rossi

(1978), and Finkelhor (1984) studies.

*
It was decided that information about the respondents' age

and experience with.child sexual abuse should be collected to =
determine if these factors influence seriousness ratings. These
variables are not discussed in the literature, however, S0 Nno

specific hypotheses were made about their effects. .-

RS
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Subjects

Sub]ects were 365, male and 421 femafé undergraduate students in
the Faculty of Arts at Simon Fraser Unlver51ty, Burnaby, B.C..
TAges ranged from- 16 to 68 years,‘with a mean of 2% years. Al
total of 801 questionnaires were distributed but 15 recipients
(6 male, 9'female) either did not cohpiete‘or did not return

their questionnaires.

Questionnaires and Design

Vignettes

Each subject was given one of 36 questionnaires, each containing
two vignettes depicting'child sexual abuse eVents.‘The first |
vignette was a standard that appeared on all the questionnaires.
It described a 35 year old male taking nude pictures of hi§ 13

year old daughtewn. The aecond.vignette varied according to

combinations of four fﬁdﬁfendent variables. These varlables were

victim objectlon @bjected, dld not object), nature of act
(intercourse, fondling, exposure), identity of perpetrator
(father, teacher, stranger), and age of victim (3 years old, 13
years old). The combination of these factors yielded 36

differen. ianettes (see Appendix A).
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Subjecrt Information ‘ : ‘

-

In order to dlfferentlate between’male and female o
respondents, two colors of quest10nna1res (yellow and whlte)
were used. W1th thlS factor 1ncluded the-overall-between-groups

design was 2 x 3 x 3 x 2 x 2 (72 cells).
s i

Each subject was also asked to provide nés;or her birthdéte;i;
and‘thfee questions addressingithe particinants’ persoral
experiences wifh_nhild sexual abusé were‘presented. Snbjects
were asked to indicate whéther\Of not (a) they had been abused, : B
(b) a family member had been abused, énd (c) a friend or
acquaintance had been abused. Tne British Columbia Ministry'of
Human Résource's definition of child sexual abuse was included

(Ministry of Human Resources, 1985). A sample Buestionnaire is

presented in Appendix B. | ) a

Procedure v o ' e
e —— o

The students were adaressed at the end of course lectures and
tutorials. They were told that the study was an evaluation of
public perceptions of the serigusneés of child se#ual abuse. The
nature of the QUestionnaire was also described and all were |
informed that participationlwas strictly voluntary and

anonymous. Questionnaires were then distributed to those WIShln;-

to take part. Individuals not participating were permitted to

leave the room. ’ ‘ , - ]
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— . The following instructions appeared on all the. ﬁa,ﬁf;m;w”

L

questionnaires: : ' _ .

L3 .
This page describes two sexual abuse violations. The
first violation has been given a score ¢ 1. Use this
violation as a standard to judge how serious you think
the second act is. For example, if the second violation
seems twice as bad as the first, wri{e down a score of .
2. If it is 10 times as serious write a score of 10, If
it is only half as serious write a score of 1/2, You may
use any number in your rating as long as it is greater

~than 0. Remember, your task is to show how serious you

think ‘the violation is, not what the law says or what
you think society in general would say.

The questionnaires were distributed randomly. The collection

of data vas compléteiwhen at least 10~males and 10 females had

responded to each of the 36 vignettes. This was achieved with

maximum efficiency by distributing' the questionnaires in sets of

36.-All questionnaires in a set were administered before the

next set was circulated. As well, any questionnaires that were

spoiled or not returned wvere replabed.

)

The-femalevstudents in the claSses outnumbered the male

students. Thus the required number of female respondents was

reached before that of the males. At this point, it was decided

to continue administering questionnaires to females while"

completing the data collqﬂf&on for male subjects. This affected

the design by placing approximately 12 femaleé in each cell as

compared to (no less than) 10:males..The eleventh and twelfth

questionnaires for both sexes were marked, however, so that the

first 10 subjects in each cell could be identified.

28



- The subjects were asked to fold the questiqnnaiﬁesmin”half

upon completion and return them to the experlmenter. As the

subjects were 1eav1ng, 1nfdrmatlon about communlty resources -
dealing with child sexual abuse was made avallable, This was

. done because of the sensitive nature of the questlonnalre

materlal and the p0551b111ty that it could provoke dlscomfort

or unpleasant memories for the participants. The stqdents were

also given the name and office number of the experimenter.

) -
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RESULTS '\

The magnitude Sseriousness rétings réﬁged from .10 to !
billion, Howéver,-most of the scores (98%) wererbétweehll and
1000. Thé seven ratihgs that exceeded 1000 were @esignated as
outliers and excluded from data analysis because of the .
dlsproporglonate effect ‘that they would have on’ group mean
scores. The remaining 779 ratings were transformed
logarithmically (base e) to normalize the distribution of scores
and tgrhomogeniie the group vq:ianceg. The distributions of raw
maghitudé/scores and transfofmed scores'arevdisplayed in Fiqure

!

1. The mean log score was 1.72 with a standard deviation.of

1.22, The scores‘}anged from —3;91 to 4.61. The transformed

score for the standard vignette was O.

'

3

Vignetté‘Ratian ' t . o=

Th% mean ratings for the 36 vignettes aré presented’ in Table
1. Tabﬁe 2 listé the vignettes in order of mean,perceived
seriousness, The lowest mean rating (M = 0.35) was gi&en to the
description of a strénger exposing himsélf to.-a 13 year-old éirl
with no victim objection; the highest mean scofe was given t6

the vignette describing intercourse with .an objecting 3 year-old

(M = 3.20). In general, vignettes involving intercourse were

considered most serious and acts involving exposure received the

lowest ratings. The mean scores for the vignettes were

distributed normally.
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Figure 1. Distributions of Raw and Transformed Ratings’
/ : .
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Table 1

Mean\Rétings (1n) for Vignette Combinations

Victim Age

7Rating

Perpetrator Act Objection
0. Father Nude Pictures No 13 years In(1)=0
1. Father Intercourse Yes 3 years ©3.20
2. Father Intercourse Yes 13 years ©2.57
3.  Father ‘Intercourse No 3 years 2,67
4.- Father Intercourse No 13 years 2.66
5. Father Fondling Yes 3 years 1.59
6. Father Fondling Yes . 13 years 1.51
7. Father Fondling No 3 years 1.32
8. Father ‘Fondling No 13 years 1.39
9. Father Exposure Yes 3 years 1,69
10. Father Exposure Yes 13 years 1.81
11. Father Exposure No 3 years .76
12. Father . Exposure - No 13 years 1.18
13. Teacher Intercourse Yes , 3 years 2.84
14. Teacher Intercourse " Yes 13 years — 2.42
15, Teacher Intercourse- No 3 years 2.55
16. Teacher Intercourse No 13 years 1.49
17. Teacher 'Fondling Yes 3 years 2,10
18, Teacher Fondling Yes 13 years 1.66
19. Teacher Fondling” No 3 years 1.63
20, .Teacher Fondling . No 13 years 1.66
21. Teacher = Exposure. Yes 3 years 1.67
22. Teacher Exposure Yes 13 years - 1.35
23, Teacher Exposure - No 3 years o 1.24
24, Tedcher Exposure No 13 years ~ 1.08
25, Stranger Intercourse Yes 3 years 2.78
26. Stranger Intercourse '/ Yes 13 years 2.49
27. Stranger Intercourse @ _No 3 years 2.63
28. Stranger Intercourse ~No 13 years 1.88
29. Stranger  Fondling Yes 3 years 1.60
30. Stranger. Fondling Yes 13 years 1.74
31, Stranger Fondling No 3 years 1.45
32. Stranger Fondling No * 13 years 1.41
33. Stranger Exposure Yes +3 years 1.12
34.. Stranger Exposure: Yes 13 years .86
35. Stranger Exposure No 3'years .89
36. Stranger Exposure No 13 years .35

~
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Table 2

3

Ordered Ratings (ln) for Vignette Combinations

-

Perpetrator Act. Objection Victim Age Rating

36.. Stranger Exposure No 13 years .35
11, Father Exposure No 3 years .76
. 34, Stranger Exposure Yes 13 years .86
35. Stranger Exposure No 3 years .89
24, Teacher Exposure No ' 13 years 1.08
33. Stranger Exposure Yes 3 years 1,12
12, Father Exposure No 13 years 1,18
23, Teacher Exposure No 3 'years 1.24
7. Father Fondling No 3 years P32
22, Teacher - Exposure Yes 13 years 1,35
8. Father Fondling - No 13 years 1.39
32. Stranger Fondling No 13 years 1.41
31. 'Stranger Fondling No 3 years 1.45
16, Teacher Intercourse No 13 years 1.49
6. Father Fondling . Yes 13 years 1.517
5. Father Fondling Yes' 3 years 1.59
29. Stranger Fondling- Yes 3 years 1.60.
1S, Teacher Fondling No 3 years- 1.63
18. Teacher Fondling " Yes- 13 years 1.66
20. Teacher Fondling No 13 years 1.66
21, Teacher Exposure Yes 3 years 1.67
9. Father Exposure Yes 3 years 1.69
30. Stranger Fondling Yes 13 years 1.74
10, Father Exposure Yes 13 years 1.81
28. Stranger Intercourse No 13 years 1.88
17. Teacher Fondling Yes 3 years 2.10
14. Teacher Intercourse Yes 13 years 2.42
26. Stranger Intercourse ' Yes 13 years 2.49
. '5, Teacher Intercourse No 3 years 2.55
2. PFather Intercourse Yes 13 years 2.57
27. Stranger ‘Intercourse No 3 years . 2.63
4, Father Intercourse No | 13- years 2.66
3. Father Intercourse No- 3 years 2.67
25. Stranger ° Intercourse Yes 3 years "2.78
13. Teacher Intercourse Yes 3 years 2.84
1. Father Intercourse Yes 3 years 3.20
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Vignette Factors Influencing Ratings’

A 5—way'enalysis of variance was performed to fletermine fhe'
-effects og the»fo;lowing'factors on seriousness rat ngs: victim-
objection, nature of act, perpetraeor identity, victim age, end
sex of respondent. The ANOVA summary statistics are given in
Table 3. The effect of sex of respondent is discussed in the
sub-section entitled'*Subject Factors Inflpencing,Ratings".
Table‘4 includes the mean ratiﬁgs for the levels of all 5

variables.
Victim Objection

As hypothesized, vignettes involving victim objection (M =

1.96) were rated as more serious than those without (M = 1,57),

F(1,707) = 21.43, p < .001,
Nature of Act

The predicted effect of nature of act was observed. Although

h

this variable was involved ih’two interactions described‘}afer
in this section, the main effect was not obscured. The mean

" ratings for acts involving intercourse, fondling, and exposure
were 2.52, 1.59, and 1.17 respectively. This relationship was

highly significant statistically, F (2,707) = 95.44, p < .001.

F
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Table 3

Summary of Analysis

of Variance

SUM OF MEAN SIGNIF

SOURCE OF VARIATION SQUARES DF SQUARE F COF ¥

’ D '

MAIN EFFECTS - 300 832 7 42 976 33.004 0.000 *
SEX 1 438 1 1 438 1 104 0 294
PERP 9.829 2 4 915 3.774 0.023 »
ACT . 248 561 2 124280 95 444 0.000 *
OBJECT - 27 899 1. 27 .899 21,426 0.000 *
VICTAGE 10.684 1 10.684 8.205 0.004 =

2-WAY - INTERACTIONS 40. 103 19 2,111 1.621 0.046 *
SEX PERP 1.055 2 0.527 = 0.405 0 667
SEX ACT 0.560 2 0.250 0.192 0.825
SEX OBUECT 1.340° 1 1.340 1.029 0.311
SEX VICTAGE 0.176 1 0. 176 0.135 0.713
PERP ACT 20 738 4 5. 184 3 981 0.003 =
PERP OBJECT 0.203 2 0 104 0 078 © 925
PERP VICTAGE 4.928 2 2464 1 892 0. 151
ACT OBJECT 2.621 2 1.310 1 006 0 366
ACT VICTAGE 8.753 2 4.376 3 361 "0.035 «
OBJECT,  VICTAGE 0 021 1 0.021 0.0te 0 899

3-WAY INTERACTIONS B 26744 25 1.070 0.822 0 716

4-WAY INTERACTIONS 22 .917 16 1 432 T 1 100 0.351

S5-WAY INTERACTIONS 5.590 4 1 398 1.073 0 369

EXPLAINED 396 . 186 71 5.580 4.285 0.0

RESIDUAL 920.604 707 1302

TOTAL 1316 791 778 1.693

- Y
*p < .05
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Table 4

Mean Ratings for Levels of ANOVA Variables

o

Variable ‘ ‘ Levels
Victim objection ‘ - Objected Did not object
1.96 1.57
. Nature of act " Intercourse Fondling Exposure
< 2,52 1.59 1.17
Identity of Perpetrator Father Teacher ‘' Stranger
/ 1.88 | 1.81 1.61°
Victim Age 3 years 13 years
1.89 1.64
Sex of respondent ' ~ ‘Male Female
1.81 1.72
P4
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Identity of Perpetrator

ey

There was a significant interaction between identity"of
perpetratof and nature of act, F(4,707) = 3.98, p < .003. This
reiationship is presentgé in Figure 2; Analysis of simple main
effects, controlling for levels of nature of act;'indicated that
the identity 6f perpetratof influence was only significaﬁt with -
vignettes involQing intercouirse, F(2,707) = 3.85, p < .025, and
exposure, F(2,707) = 6.04, p .01. The effect wésrnot prés.nt

with acts involving fondling.

At thé levels where simple main effectslwere %ound to .be
significant, simple contrasts were conducted hetween individual
means,. Thus, two sets of orthogonal contrasts were made: each
set was evaluated using a corrected alpha 1e;e1 .016 for
individual contrasts..At the intercourse level of Aature of act,
contrasts indicated that the only significant difference was
between acts involving fathers (M = 2.78) and acts involving
teachers (M = 2.32), F(1,707) = 7.12, p < .01. The second set of
contrasts, perforhed at the exposuré-level, showed significant
differences between father (M = 1.36) and stranger (M = .806),
F(1,707) = 10.26, p < .01, and between teacher (M = 1.33) and
‘stranger,'§(1,707) = 8.95, p < .01. Thus, this interaction
indicated that while intercourse involving the fathér was
considered more serious than intercourse involving the teacher
or stranger, acts invélving exposure a?e perceived as equally
serious 1if perpetrated‘by fathers and teachers, but not ag

serious if the perpetrator is a stranger (see Figure 2).
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Figure 2. Identity of
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Therefore, théahypothe51zed effect. that acts 1nvolv1ng the
father would always be con51dered most serlous, was only

observed for vignettes depicting intercourse.

Victim Age

A significant interecrionrwae found between viotim‘age'and
nature of act, F(2,707) = 3.36, p < .035. This relationship is
" shown in Figure 3. Analysisuof simple main effects ipd}cated
that one level of mature of act, intercourse, was entirely‘
responsible for this fnteraction. At this level, incidents
involving 3 year-old‘victims received a mean ratiog of 2.79;‘the
mean\rating for intercourse with 13 year-old victiﬁs was 2.25,
F(1,707) = 14,53, p < .001. There were virtoally no difierences
between groups of v1ct1m age at the other two levels of - nature‘
of act. Therefore,.tﬁé predlcted effect that acts 1nVOIV1ng
younger victims would be viewed as more serious than those)
involVing.older children only occurred with vignettes describing

intercourse.

K
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., Subject Factors Influencing Ratings

3

Sex of Respondent \;) _
’ ' C N

It was predicted that females would rate vignettes higher, "
in general, than males. However, the,difference between the mean
score of the females (1.72) and the mean score of the males

(1.81) was not statistically significant.”
Age of Respondent

Age of respondent was not related to seriousness ratings.

The correlation between these variables was only ,003.

13

Effect of Sexual Abuse

’ Respondents were asked to indicate if (a) they had been

abused as a child, (b) a family member had been abused, and (c)
a friend or acquaintance had been abused. All 786 respondents
were used in analysis of this information and the percentages of
respondents reporting éxpériencé with abuse are given in the
next section. To evaluate the effect of these variables on°
seriousness ratings, three t-tests were conduéted using the
sexual abuse categories (yes, nb) to group subjects. All of the
results were sfatistically insignificant, indicating that
experience with child sexual abuse dées not systematicallyi

influence ratings.
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Sexual Abuse Statistics .

A large number of;éubjécts indfcated that”thef had had some

rrexperiencerwith child sexualuébﬁse; As well, ﬁhere were sbme

differences betweenvthe“numbéré of;males and females requting

such experienceéj_The figuresAareMés'fqllowst

1. A total of 100 respondents, or 12.7% of the sémple,.reported
having been sexually abused-ésra child. Most of these ‘
ﬁparticipants were‘fémale, however, as 17;6% of ﬁhe females
and 7.1% of the males reported havidg beenvv{Ctims. This
difference was also statistically significaﬁt, xé(1;g = 786) 
=-18.31, p < .001. The percentages of reported abuse are
presented in Figure 4;\ ’ N\\\

2. Eight percent of the respondents (n=63) indicate;\fﬁét.a‘

family member had been sexually abused as a child. The

e

percentage of males and females thata?epbrted this were19%
(n=33) and 7.1% (n=30)<respectively. The chi—squafe for thiss
relationship was not statistically significant.

3. Thirty-six percent (n=284) of the respondents. reported that
a friend or acquaintance had been the victim of child sexual
abuse. There was a étatistically significant differencer

between sexes, as 32E£§/@f the males (n=117) and 39.7% of

the females (n=167) indicated that abuse had occurred, x2(1,

* N = 786) = 4.85, p < .03.
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DISCUSSION

The Measurement of Child Sexual Abuse

v A

Few would argue that differences in seriousness do not exist’
' ' <

between Various types Of:Child sexual abuse. However,rby

agﬁrgrouplng all sexual abuse acts together, current deflnltlongcof

-

’Chlld sexual abuse do not account for these dlfferencesu @hqs as
LT k‘
b N

due in part to the lack of a procedure in the p st for rellably L;\

—

measurrng percelved differences in seriousness. primary f:e
objective‘of this study was to determine whether or not such L
differences can be measured using procedures adopted from
tradltlonal .crime serlousness research The range of mean
vserlousness scores shown in Tables 1 and 2, and t e 51gn1f1cant
effects‘of a number of vignette variables on rathgs, suggest
that perceived seriousness of child aexuai abuse can be

measured. It is clear that all acts are not considered equally
sericué, and that differences in scores make abgood deal of

logical and intuitive sense,

*

An important limitation to this study is that wide
categories of variables (e.g. intercourse, fondling, exposure)

were chosen to construct the vignettes. Thus, while it is

demonstrated that perceived difféerences can be measured between

these wide categories, the study was not designed to determine
. . . . \
whether or not more subtle differences can be detected. It could

be argued, for example; that the measurement procedure used

o
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would be less effective at distinguishing betweeh an act
involving a ten year‘old yictim, and an act“involving an eleven
year- 0ld victim. An issue in psy¢hiatric diagnqsis pro&ides an
aﬁelogy to this pfoblem: It is far easier, forjexample, to
distinguish reliably between a diagnosis of sehizophrenia andr
panic disorder, than to distinguish betweeh schizophrenia and
schizotypal pe:sonality. Sensitivity of meesurementlie'extremelyv
important'if.the'"fine line" between what is and is not |
considered abusive is te be‘determihed; Therefore, more

J

research, using finer variable category gradations, needs to be

o

conducted to address this issue adequately.

Although this study did not directly address the sensitivity
of‘measureme;;#ESsue, the results give some suggestion that -
subtleties between different typs of abuse can be detected.‘qu
example, 1t can5be seen in Table 2 tﬁat all acts involving
intercourse received scores in the top third ©of the vignette
rankings, with the exception of an event invoiving a teacher and
a 13 year old student who did not object to the act. It can be
speculated that participants were attributing some
resﬁonsibility to the victim because of her age and "Coneent".
This subtle distinction may have produced the mean seriousness
ranking that was soﬁe@hat below that of many less intrusive
offenses involving fondling and exposere. Another example of the
apparent sensitivity of measurement is the relatively ﬂigh
rating given to an act involving a father exposing himself to

his 13 yeaf daughter. This rating was considerably above other
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- .
‘acts involving fondling, and could perhaps reflect a reaction to .

the violation of trust on behalf af the father. These examples
give some indication that future fesearéh will‘be'able to
demonstrate that the Sellin and Wolfgang (1964) procedure is
éensitive to sﬁbtle distinctions in perceived seriousness of

child sexual abuse.‘

The Sellin and Wolfgangvprocedure appears to have other
advantages over those used in preVious studies measuring
perceptions of child abuse. As discussed in the Introduction,
the éategory measurement techqiquelcréated a restriction of -
range problem in the Finkelhor (1984), Garrett and Rossi (1978),
and Giovannoni and Becéara (19?9) studies. This result,‘.‘ .
particularly in the Finkelhor'study, réduced the opportunity fo
make meaningfulicompafisons betyeeh offenses. This is an
unfortunate c0ﬁse§ﬂence,for a study designed to ﬁeasure

differences 1in pdblic perceptions. As well, the restriction of

range presented problem§ for statistical analyses. The present

study avoided this situation by making use of the magnitude

rqting technigue. As shown in figure 1, thebresult is a ﬁormal \;ﬂ
distribution‘of the transformed scores that allows relativély
45traightforﬁard comparisons of offenses. As well, it was

possible to evaluate specific hypotheses-agout the effects of

vignette and subject factors using analysis of variance

trechniques that assume underlying normality of scoéres. ) .

-

/
I g



Vignette Factors.

/

All of the'hypotheses about the effects of the vignette
variables ére at least partially supported. Some explanations
for these effects-are offered, though it is likely that there

are a number of equally plausible alternative interpretations.

First, the efféct of victim objection is very strong, aﬁd
this variable does not interact'with any of'the other factors.
This suggests that regardless of the ége.df the victim, the
nature of the act, and the identity of the perbetratbr, an event
is pefceivedrés being less serious if the victim does not -
objéct.‘An interesting finding'is thé lack of interaction
between this variable and victim age. 1t ‘might have been
predicted that individuals would consider the ébjection factor.
less imp;rtant at the 3 year old level; For example, It is
presumably more difficult to_attfibuterresponsibility_to a3
year old than to a 13 year old victim, and less difficult to
place responsibility on_the offender whén the victim is younger;
However, this apparently was not the case, és.a large difference
between therlevels of .victim objectionyis still present with
acts involving 3 year old victims. Nonetheléss, the_largé'main

effect of victim objection indicates that this is a very

important factor in determining seriousness.

The hypothesis about the effect of nature of act - that ls,
that intercourse would be considered the most serious, followed

by fondling and expcsure - is also strongly supported. This
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variable accounts‘fo; by far the most Qariance in theb
seridueness scoreé'(see,Mean Square column of Table 3) and

therefore can be considered the most influential variable
affectingrserioueness ratings. Thus, while the OtherAvariables

in ‘this study have some effect on ratings, they are relatiVeiy N é\,
lessiimpbrtan£ compered to the overwhelming comtribution of )
nature'ef.aet. This effect likely involved a nther of factors
such as proximity to vietim, intrusion on the victims' rights, .
violence and physieal harm inflicted, and the potential
psychological consequences. An interesting observation is that
uQe mean score for aets:involving exposure was‘reletively low,

It can be surmised that exposure approaches the lower bound of

what the public defines as abusive.

The hypothesis that vignettes including father perpetrators
wouid be rated higher than those with teacher and stranger
‘perpetrators is only paftiallyvsupported. For example, events
involvihg the father are only considered most serious for acts
involving ;ntercourse. There are no”/differences between levels
of peipetrator for acts involving €ondling,.and acts involving
father and teacher pefpetratoré afe considered equally segﬁouse
at the exposure level. I£ seems, therefore, that the incest
taboq is present,oﬁlvaith acts involving inFercourse. In ofhe%

words, incest seems to be considered less serious when it

involves less intrusive and serious offenses,

Finally, victim age influenced ratings, but again only at

the intercourse level. It is apparent that the appalling act of
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intercourse with a three year o0ld produced extremely high
‘scofés; in fact, most of the outlier'gcdrés were attached to
this offense. It is interestiné, however, that this effect was
not'f0und at the other levels of nature of act. It is possible
that.a combination of factors is responsible for the result. It
seems pléusible, for example, that fondling and exposure were
seen as not particularly serious with a 3 year old due to the
lack of awareness on behalf of_the‘child and therefore the
unlikelihood of negative psychological consequénces; On the
..other hand, while more respbnsibility might be placed on a '3
- year old'yictim, this factor might be offset by the potentially

harmful psychological effects at that sensitive age.

Subject Factors

None of thg subject factors - sex of respondent, subject kf
age: and sexual abuée experience - had any effect on seriousness B
ratings. The firét of theée findings, the effect of sex of
respondent, 1s contrary to ‘hypotﬁesis that femélegywould
rate vignettes higher ﬁ?an mal;s.'Thué, the pattern found in
some oﬁ the crime ser;ousness literature, and most 1importantly
‘Finkelhorﬂs (1984) investigation, is;not'found in this study. It °
is difficult to explain Ehis inconsist;qcy, for'Finkelhor did
not offer an explanation for the sex differences in his study.

It is worth noting, however, that the effect of sex in the
Finkelﬂor study was not._strong; in fact, .2 significance test was -
not repogted. It is therefore possible that the slightly |

”
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aifferent result‘in.thfé project is simply due to methodologicalrr—~w~7

or sample differences. However, more research is needed to

[}

investigate more adequately the question of sex differences. For.

now, since there is no reason to suspect that there was any
systematic confound between the sexes, it can be concluded that
in this undergraduate sample, there are no difQSrences between

males and females in the perceived seriousness #f child sexual

-a
a

abuse.

The result of age of‘éubject is difficdlt to inte;pret*
because of the skewed distribution of age in the university
sample. The subjécts were primarily in their early twénties
cr%ating a restriction of fange problem'on the age vériable.
This likely created a deceptivély low correlation coefficient.
‘Nonetheless, because there was some range in age (see method
section) and the Pearson correlation coefficient was so low
(r¥.003),‘it is unlikely that a more ndrmally dist;fbuted sample

would show a significant effect for age on seriousness ratings.

While the incidence of reported abuse is consistent with
estimétes in the literature (see Finkelhor, 1984,1986), the
nature of the between-groups design in this study Ximits the
interpretation of the effect of sexual abuse»experiénce on
seriousness ratings. For example, the number of subjeéts in each
cell that had been abused (or knew someoné who Had been abused)
was so low, that this'variable could not be included effeétively

as a'between—groups factor. A more powerful way of evaluating

the effect of this factor would be to include it in a

]

>
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within-subjects design. Nonetheless, the number of subjects in e
the abuse experienée groups were sufficient.tolevaluate these
variables' overall effect on the ratings. Again; the effect is
v{rtually nil. The experience'of seiual abuse, either directly

or indirectly (friends, relétives); does not appéar to.influence

\

seriousness ratings. ' ' -

In suh, the seriousness ratings‘in this sfudy are not
influenced by the individual differences recorded. This finéing
is consistehf»ﬁith the crime seriousness literature indicating
few subgroup and cultural differences (cf. Rossi, et. al., 1974;
Sellin & Wolfgaﬁg; 1964). Tbe‘result 1s encouraging, for in the
coﬁstruction of seriousness norms it is useful to knoy that
individual differences are not‘affeéting scores systematically,
especially when éonsidering studies that cannot control for
these factors. To a small degree, .this apparent lack of subject
influence argues for the external validity of the present study,
which has .the confound of using'an'exclusivély‘student
population} perhaps such subject variables as education level
and student status are insignificant‘as well. Obviously, this

factor needs to be more closely evaluated, but the

insignificance of the other subject variables in this study is.
{
/

.

reassuring.



Future Research

The present study can be conceptualized as a pilot study.
The objectives were largely exploratory, particylarly the
primary goal df determining whether or not sexual abuse

~ seriousness can be measured. The study shows that seriousness
can be measured effectively by ésking the public to rate
perceived seriousness. It’was also demonstrated that several
wvignette variables, representing features of sexual abuse
eventé, significgntly and predictably influence ratings.
Moreover, individual differénces do not affect rating;.‘Thus,
the groundwork has been laid for a more extensive study that éan
comprehensively evaluate'tHe pubiic's perceptiﬁn of child sexual

abuse seriousness.

. Futdre research must address the following four issues; (a)
The effeét of using a large number of variables with narrower
category gradations, (b) the.differences'in'ratings,betWeenv\
various subgroups, (c) the definition of seriousness, and (d)
the question of additivity of seriousness scores. The first érea
bds already been-discuSsed; future studies muét use vignettes
depicting abuse acts more similar‘in type. As well, research
should evaluatérthe effect of a number of other variables on
seriousness ratings such as age of perpetrator, sex of
perpetfator, and sex of victim. More levels of each variable
éhOUld also be iné}uded to evaluate the more subtle differences

between types of abuse. Of coursq; there would be a
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‘Cgrresponding need for more subjects with an increase,in the

number of variables.

Second, w'éer sampling‘would be required to,mdre»accﬁrately.
reflect the”éublic perception of seriousness: It would be useful
to éompare subgroups ?f shbjects suc@ as mental health | )
p}ofessionals, law enfofcemen; officers,'varidus ethnic ‘groups,
ahd sexual apuSe‘pefpetrators and victims; If this was .
accomplished the guestion of individual differences céuld

perhaps be addressed more adequately. If such a study was

attempted a within-subjects design would be more effective for

evaluating the subject factors.
’

2Bird, the g;rm seriousness is unguestionably ambiguous.
Future research should vary definitions of seyhousness go
determine whether br not such manipuiagion has /fan effect on
ratings. Of particular interest might be to separate the
components of harm‘to.the»v;ctim and offender culpability to
examine Eheir relag&vé effégts on seriousness scores. As well,
it might be desirable to have par-icipants provide-a written

rationale for their choice of score. This would allow variodus

interpretations of seriousness to be identified.

Finally, .the issue of additivity within the context of child
sexual abuse must be addressed. Ad%}tivity refers to the
question of whether or not seriousness scores of offenses can be

added such that the cumulative score reflects the seriousness of

the total of the offenses. For example, if the fondling of a 3~

™~
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year old is éiven‘a score of 1, should 10 such incidents be
given a score of 10? This issue has been aiscussed af length iﬁ
the crime seriousness literature, and a major criticism of the
Sellin and Wolfgang scale is that serigg;ggii\scbres cannét
simply be addéd to reflect the severity of multiple oéfenses
(Pease, ireson} & Thd;pe, 1974; Rose, 1966). The assumption of
kadditivity was not formally tésted by Sellin and Wolfgang, but
some support for the notion hés been found sussequently (Tien,
1983;’Wellgord & Wiatréwski, 1975). However, the additiyity )
debate is far from settled. As Qeli, the gquestion has never-been,
addressed aé it applies specifically to éhild sexual abusé.
,Futﬁre research, therefore, should test thé additivity

assumptibn by asking participants to score vignettes that

involve more than one incident.

The larger study justified by the present project could
produce data with which a reasonable definition of c¢hild sexual
abuse could be constructed. As weil, an index similar to the one’
| descgﬁbed by Sellin and Wolfgang could be developed. Thus, abuse
seriousness scores could be given to abuse acts and more /T\\\ '
;meaningful and empirically based outcome studies could»be
cgnaucted.-Moréover, lggél'norms could be constructed bésed‘upon
societal norms. This is not an unreasonable prospect; foﬁi |
example, criﬁe seriousness ratings have_p:ovided input to the
U.S. Parole Commission's release gquidelines (Hoffman & Hardyﬁan;

1986).
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In conclusion, the présent study hés verified that a
reliable crime seriOusnéss«scaling'method is applicable énd
practical for measdring child'sexual abuse seriousness.,
Objective measuremgnt}of child sexual abusé seriousness appears
to be possible; The importance of this objectivity cannot bé
underestimated in definfng and quéntifying the seriousness ®f

the emotionally laden topic of child sexual ‘abuse.
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APPENDIX A: CHILD SEXUAL ABUSE VIGNETTES

A 35 year 0ld male had intercourse with his 3 year old
daughter., He did 1t even though the girl objected
strenuously. . , - - : y

A 35'year old male had 1ntercourse with his 13 year old
daughter. He did it even though the glrl objected

- strenuously.

A 35 year old male had intercourse with his 3 year old
daughter. The girl was uncomfortable, but did not object.

A 35 year old male had intercourse with his 13 year old
daughter. The girl was uncomfortable, but did not object.

A 35 year old male fondled the sex organs of his 3 year old
daughter. He did it even~though the girl objected
strenuously

A 35 year old male fondled the sex organs of his 13 year old
daughter. He did it even though the girl objected
strenuously.

A 35 year old male fondled the sex organs of his 3 yeér‘old
daughter. The girl was uncomfortable, but did not object.

A 35 year old male fondled the sex organs of his 13 year o0ld
daughter. The girl was uncomfortable, but did not object

A 35 yeér old male dellberately showed his sex organs to his
3 year old daughter. He did it even though the girl objected
strenuously. B '

A 35 year old male dellberately showed his sex organs to his
13- year old daughter. He did it even though the girl
objected strenuously

A 35 vear old male dellberately showed his sex organs to his
3 year old daughter. The girl was uncomfortable, but did not

object.

A 35 year old male deliberately showed his sex organs to his
13 year old daughter. The girl was uncomfortable, but did
not object.

A 35 year old male preschool teacher had intercourse with a
3 year old female student. He did it even though the girl
objected strenuously.

A
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'  Appendix A (cont.) j o
14, A 35 year old male school teacher had ‘intercourse with a 13
year cld female 'student. He did it even though t girl
ob]ected strenuously.
15. A 35 year old male preschool teacher had intercourse with a

3 year old female student. The glrl was uncomfortable, but
did not object. : : )

16. A 35 year old male school teacher had intercourse with a 13
year o0ld female student.. The girl was uncomfortable, but did
not object. - - -

17. A 35 year old male preschool teacher fondled the sex organs
- of a 3 year old female student. He did it even though the
girl objected strenuously. ‘ . : -

18. A 35 year old male school teacher fondled the sex organs of
a 13 year old female student. He did it even though the girl
objected strenuously. - T

19. A 35 year old male preschool teacher fondled the sex organs
of a 3 year old female student. The girl was uncomfortable,
but did not object. L i

20. A 35 year old male school teacher fondled the sex organs of
a 13 year old female student. The girl was uncomfortable,
but did not object. : '

21. A 35 year old male preschool teacher deliberately showed hlS
sex organs to a 3 year old female student. He did it even
though the girl objected strenuously.

22. A 35 year old male schOol'teacherndeliberately showed his
sex organs to a 13 year old female student. He did it even
though the girl objected strenuously.

23. A 35 year old male preschool teacher deliberately showed his
sex organs to a 3 year old female student. The glrl was was
uncomfortable, but did not object.

24. A 35 year old male school teacher deliberately showed his
_sex organs to - a 13 year old female student. The girl was
uncomfortable, but did not object. .
25. A 35 year old male stranger had intercourse with a '3 year
old girl. He did it even though the girl.objected
strenuously. .
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26.

27.
28.

29.
- 30.
31,

32,

33.
©34.
35.

36.

Appendix A (cont.) v e o

A 35 year old male stranger had intercourse with a 13 year o -
0ld girl, He did it even though the girl objected ‘
strenuously. - : - :

‘A 35 year old male stranger had intercourse with a 3 year
0ld girl. The girl was uncomfortable, but did not object.

A 35 year old male stranger had intercourse with a 13 year
old girl. The girl was uncomfortable, but did not object.

A 35 year old méle'stranger fondled the sex organs of a 3
year old girl. He did it even though the gir} objected
strenuously. ’

A 35 year old male stranger fondled the sex organs of a 13
year old girl. He did it even though the girl objected
strenuously. ‘

*

A 35 year old male .stranger fondled the sex organs of a 3
year old girl. The girl was uncomfortable, but did not

object.

A 35 year old male stranger fondled the sex organs of a 13
year girl. The girl was uncomfortable, but did not object.

organs to a 3 year old girl. Heydid it even though the girl

A 35 year old male stranger deﬁ{berately showed his sex -
objected strenuouslyl

A 35 year old male stranger dellberately showed his sex

organs to a 13 year old girl., He did it even though the girl
objected strenuously. ‘

A 35 year old male stranger deliberately showed his sex
crgans to'a 3 year old glrl The girl was uncomfortable, but

did not object.

A 35 year'old male stranger deliberately showed his sex

organs to a 13 year old girl. The girl was uncomfortable,
but did not object.
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APPENDIX B: SAMPLE QUESTIONNAIRE _
$18

Severity of Sexual Abuse Questionnaire

Birthdate: Y/¥ MN/M  D/D
Sex:

This page describes two sexual abuse violations. The

first violation has been given a score of 1. Use this violation

as a standard to judge how serious you think the second act is.
For example, 1if the second violation seems twice ‘as bad as the
first, write down a score of 2. If it is 10 times as serious
write a score of 10. If it is only half as serious write a score

of 1/2. You may use any number in your rating as long as it 1is_

greater than 0. Remember, your task is to show how serious you
think the violation is, not what the law says or what you think
- society in general would say.

1. A 35 yea% old male ‘took nude pictures of his 13. yeér 0ld

daughter. The girl was uncomfortable, but did not object.

Score= 1

2. A 35 year old male school teacher fondled the sex organs of a
13 year old female student. He did 1t even though the girl
objected strenuously. :

The B.C. Ministry of Human Resources defines sexual abuse as
"any sexual touching, sexual intercourse or sexual exploitation
of a child and may include any sexual behaviour directed . toward
a child". According to this definition, do you believe that:
(check any of the statements that apply to you)

1) You have been the victim of child .sexual abuse?
2) A member of your family has been é\victim?
3) A friend or acguaintance has been a victim?

Please fold this questionnaire in half and return it t® the
investigator. Thank you very much.
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