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Abstract 

 Over the past three decades, many scholars have examined the prevalence, 

consequences, and official sanctions of sexual violence. The following study builds on 

past research by quantitatively examining police and crime analyst discretion in sexual 

assault claims. Using recently accessed data from the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police 

Department from 2008 through 2010 and utilizing labeling theory, rape myth literature, 

and the theoretical perspectives of justice processing outcomes, I assess the extent to 

which police officers and crime analysts are influenced by extralegal variables like victim 

and offender’s race, victim’s age, the location of assault, incident characteristics, and 

victim’s background. I use binary logistic regression to explore the use of formal and 

bounded rationality in case attrition by police officers and crime analysts for sexual 

assault claims. Specifically, I examine the extent to which socially constructed 

stereotypes about what constitutes ‘real’ rape and ‘real’ rape victims influenced whether 

or not a sexual assault claim was deemed founded, or legitimate, by the police and 

whether or not the case was reported to the Uniform Crime Report (UCR) as a rape or 

attempted rape. Results indicate that police officers and crime analysts employ bounded 

rationality while determining if a claim should be founded or reported to the UCR. In this 

analysis, victim’s age, the victim offender relationship, incident characteristics, victim’s 

behavior before and after the offense, and the victim’s background all influenced the 

likelihood of claims being deemed founded, as well as being reported to the UCR as rape 

or attempted rape incidents. Many of the variables found to significantly impact the 

dependent variables are also associated with rape myths, generating additional questions 

about the objectivity and/or motivations of members of the criminal justice system. 
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Though initial results imply the significance of culturally constructed notions of ‘real’ 

rape in determining the legitimacy of sexual assault claims, I am reluctant to claim that 

the observed bounded rationality is due to rape myth acceptance by key members of the 

criminal justice system.  Instead, I suggest that police officers and crime analysts may 

place bureaucratic needs of the criminal justice system over victim needs, a process I call 

“hyper-rationality.” Finally, I discuss both the theoretical and political implications of 

this research. 
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Chapter 1 

INTRODUCTION 

 While it has been a concern for women throughout history, sexual violence only 

recently moved to the forefront of the public agenda. Before the 1970s, the criminal 

justice system was reluctant to treat many incidents of sexual assault as a crime. Rape 

claims commonly remained silent; they were not discussed, not brought to trial, and not 

calculated in official crime statistics (Bevacqua 2000). In the United States, sexual assault 

moved into the political spotlight with the beginning of the women’s movement (Garland 

2009). Postmodern society has experienced substantial changes in the way sexual assault 

is understood, portrayed, and reported; however, inconsistencies do still occur within the 

justice system in regard to sexual crime.  

 Several criminological studies have examined the process of “attrition” (Goff 1997; 

Griffiths and Verdum-Jones 1994; Clark and Lewis 1977; Gunn and Minch 1988; Minch, 

Linden and Johnson 1987). Attrition is the selective process of dismissing reported cases, 

and it occurs at varying different stages in the criminal justice system. Research confirms 

high attrition rates for sexual assault cases in the U.S. (Chandler and Torney 1981; Galvin 

and Polk 1983; LaFree 1980; Myers and LaFree 1982; Polk 1985). The decision to 

investigate or prosecute a case is determined by key members of the criminal justice 

system. Both police and prosecutors guard the ‘gateway’ to justice (Kerstetter 1990; 

Spohn, Beichner and Davis-Frenzel 2001; Soulliere 2005) and are responsible for case 

attrition. Police, however, are more likely to filter out sexual assault cases than any other 

officials (LaFree 1981).  
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 The goal of this research is to examine both sexual assault attrition as well as official 

Uniform Crime Reporting (UCR). When a victim reports a sexual assault, the police 

officer who takes the report creates a narrative that is used to help determine whether or 

not the assault is legitimate, or founded. Additionally, the report narrative is also given to 

the police department’s crime analysts, who label the crime with an official UCR statute. 

By examining the literature on how police determine whether or not a claim is founded or 

if a claim fits the UCR definition of sexual assault, I will construct a case for both the 

formal rationality and bounded rationality perspectives. The following paper offers a 

theoretical explanation for attrition in sexual assault claims due to police discretion. I 

posit that justice in these cases is constrained by bounded rationality, and that variables 

associated with rape myths and victim credibility influence police and analyst discretion 

in sexual assault claims and cases. In consequence, police do not pursue rape cases as 

aggressively as they would other, less social-constructively ‘tainted’ crimes; as a result, 

the official sexual assault data, which is used to analyze crime trends and create policy, is 

under reported. 

 To test hypotheses generated from this theory, I use quantitative data analysis to 

determine whether police are influenced by bounded rationality. First, I examine the 

extent to which factors associated with rape myths influence police decisions to 

determine the extent to which reported sexual assault claims are founded. Next, I 

examine the extent to which the same factors influence whether or not the sexual assault 

claim is listed as a sexual assault in the crime report sent to the UCR. Finally, I compare 

the two models to gain a better understanding of the factors that influence police 

discretion. Before discussing my methodology in detail, I review the prevalence of sexual 
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assault; the types, or categorizations, most used for sexual assault; incident 

characteristics; and typologies of offenders and victims. 

PREVALENCE OF SEXUAL ASSAULT 

 According to the World Health Organization, between 12 and 25 percent of women 

around the world are victims of sexual assault (2000). Research funded by The National 

Institute of Justice and Centers for Disease Control and Prevention found that 1 out of 

every 6 American women is the victim of a completed (14.8 percent) or attempted (2.8 

percent) rape in her lifetime, equating to 17.7 million American women (Tjaden and 

Thoennes 1998). Often overlooked, men constitute 10 percent of the total population of 

sexual assault victims, equaling 2.78 million men (Rand and Catalano 2007).The U.S. 

Department of Justice estimates that 7 percent of rapists are related to their victims, 28 

percent are in intimate relationships, and 38 percent are friends or acquaintances (Rand 

and Catalano 2007). Thus, 73 percent (two-thirds) of sexual assaults are committed by 

someone known to the victim. 

 Data shows that sexual assault is more likely to occur at certain times of the day, 

week, and year. For example, sexual assault occurs most frequently during the summer 

months of July and August and is regionally most common in the South (Greenfield 

1997). The 1998 National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) found that sexual assault 

is more likely to occur on weekends than on weekdays. Furthermore, one-third of sexual 

assaults occur between the hours of 6:00 AM and 12:00 AM (Tjaden and Thoennes 

1998). Almost 50 percent of sexual assaults occur at or near the victim’s home, 20 

percent occur in commercial buildings or on school property, and 10 percent occur in 

public spaces like parks, alleys, and parking lots. Rape by a stranger is more likely to 



4 

 

occur in public areas than rape by an acquaintance, and it occurs more often in 

neighborhoods with high unemployment and low family income (Miethe and Meier 

1994).  

Sources of Sexual Assault Data 

 The definition used to describe sexual assault directly influences how many women 

label their experience as rape. Because there are no standardized definitions of sexual 

assault used in research, and because each study relies on different samples, the actual 

prevalence rates of sexual assault vary. In fact, these estimates vary from 15 to 51 percent 

in community samples (Masho, Odor, and Adera 2005; Ullman and Siegel 1993; Elliott, 

Mok, and Briere 2004; Randall and Haskell 1995) and from 21 to 42 percent in studies 

that sample college students (Combs-Lane and Smith 2002; Easton et al. 1997; Fisher, 

Cullen, and Turner 2000; Gross et al. 2006; Kalof 2000; Nasta et al. 2005; Synovitz and 

Byrne 1998; Krebs et al. 2007). The implication of this inconsistency in sexual assault 

rates is that scholars can only estimate the true prevalence of sexual assault.  

Estimates of sexual assault prevalence come from three sources: official reports 

(police), surveys of national probability samples, and surveys specific to populations (like 

college students). Because much of the empirical research on sexual assault is conducted 

on/with college students and not with the officially recognized sexual assault data 

sources, these findings may not be generalized to the population. In addition, the policies 

and programs that are created and implemented on the basis of research with college 

students may not be as effective when applied to the general population.  
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Since this discussion will refer to a number of different victimization studies as well as 

official data, the following list of survey data sources and their associated acronyms and 

features may be useful throughout the rest of this paper:  

 Uniform Crime Reports (UCR)  

- Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), annual 1930 to present 

 National Incident Based Reporting System (NIBRS) 

- Federal Bureau of Investigation (FBI), annual 1989 to present 

 National Crime Survey (NCS) 

- Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS), annual 1972 to 1992 

 National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) 

- Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS), annual 1992 to present 

 Sexual Experiences Survey (SES) [sometimes called the Ms. Study] 

- National Institute of Mental Health (NIMH), Koss 1988 

 National Women’s Survey (NWS) and Replication (NWS-R) 

- National Victim Center et al. 1992; National Institute of Justice (NIJ), Kilpatrick, 

and McCauley 2009 

 National Health and Social Life Survey (NHSLS) 

- National Institute for Child Health and Human Development (NICHD) et al. 1994 

 National Violence Against Women Survey (NVAWS) 

- Centers for Disease Control (CDC), Tjaden, and Thoennes 1998 

 National College Women Sexual Victimization Survey (SCWSV)  

- National Institute of Justice (NIJ) et al. 1998; Fisher et al. 2003 

Uniform Crime Report (UCR) 
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Of all the sexual assault data sources, the UCR is the most listed. The UCR is a national 

list of all the reported crimes in the United States. It is managed by the Federal Bureau of 

Investigation (FBI). However, not all reported sexual assaults are included in the UCR; 

the report only lists the top offense in each criminal report. Cases in which rape leads to 

murder are not listed in the UCR data, and sometimes kidnapping and/or robbery are 

listed before sexual assault; thus, the sexual assault is omitted. In addition, the UCR only 

counts sexual assault on females; assaults against males are not recorded (Barnett-Ryan 

2007). In 2004, the UCR listed that there were 94,635 female rapes and attempted rapes. 

In 2008, the number of reported rapes and attempted plummeted to 89,000 (FBI 2004; 

2008). 

National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS) 

The NCVS is designed by the Bureau of Justice Statistics (BJS). This survey uses a 

national probability sample and asks respondents to self-report criminal victimization. 

Unlike the UCR, the NCVS includes male victims of sexual assault; however, the NCVS 

does not record victimization of individuals 12 years of age or younger (Bachman 2000). 

The methodological differences between the UCR and NCVS render comparisons of 

sexual assault data problematic. In 2004, the NCVS found that 200,780 individuals were 

victims of rape, attempted rape, and other forms of sexual assault victimization. Rape and 

attempted rape accounted for 115,570 cases (Catalano 2005). Of these cases, 90 percent 

of the victims were women. In 2006, only 41 percent of those who reported rape or 

sexual assault in the NCVS said they had reported the crime to the police. 

 If the 41 percent of victims did actually report their sexual victimization to the police, 

that would suggest that about 68,000 rape and attempted rape cases would have been 
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reported; however, this number (68,000) is far less than the UCR’s finding of over 90,000 

rapes and attempted rapes. Thus, a clear divergence between official reports and what 

victims indicate that they report exists, with official reporting exceeding self-report 

victimization studies (Addington 2007). Blumstein, Cohen, and Resenfeld (1991) note 

that discrepancy when comparing official data and self-report studies for other crimes is a 

common occurrence. One cause for this divergence is the different ways the UCR and 

NCVS label victims (UCR only identifies women, while the NCVS includes men and 

women over the age of 12). Even this difference in measurement, however, cannot 

account for all of the divergence (Catalano 2007).  

Data from either the UCR or NCVS estimate that the annual likelihood of rape for 

women in the U.S. is below 1 percent. However, this estimate sharply contradicts other 

national and subpopulation data. For example, Russell (1982) found that in a sample of 

1,000 women in San Francisco, the one-year victimization rate was more than 3 percent, 

and the lifetime prevalence totaled more than 30 percent. The following section will 

discuss other data sources that are often cited in sexual assault research and why these 

sources offer very different numbers for sexual assault prevalence. 

Other Sources of Sexual Assault Data (SES)  

The SES, sometimes called the Ms. Study, is an examination of sexual victimization 

among college women, sponsored by the National Institute of Mental Health. Surveying 

3,187 females across 30 institutions, the Ms. Study estimated a much higher prevalence 

of sexual assault victimization. The SES initially reported a one-in-four lifetime 

victimization rate for rape and attempted rape among college women (Warshaw 1988).  
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After publication, the SES became clouded in controversy. The indicators used to 

measure sexual assault victimization were disputed by the academic community (Gylys 

and McNamara 1996). The Ms. Study measured sexual victimization by presenting 

several different questions. Question 4 asked, “Have you had a man attempt sexual 

intercourse (get on top of you, attempt to insert his penis) when you didn’t want to by 

threatening or using some degree of force (twisting your arm, holding you down, etc.), 

but intercourse did not occur?” Question 5 read, “Have you had a man attempt sexual 

intercourse (get on top of you, attempt to insert his penis) when you didn’t want to by 

giving you alcohol or drugs, but intercourse did not occur?” (Koss, Gidycz and 

Wisniewski 1987:167). Both questions were repeated with the change “but intercourse 

did occur” in Questions 7 and 8. Questions 5 and 8 (which measured attempted and 

completed sexual assault when given alcohol or drugs), were argued to be invalid (Gilbert 

1991; Shoenberg and Roe 1993). Though Questions 5 and 8 met the legal definition of 

rape and attempted rape, some scholars believed the questions were misleading and did 

not measure ‘real’ sexual assault (Shoenberg and Roe 1993). Koss (2005) released a new 

lifetime victimization rate based off the survey data. After removing Questions 5 and 8, 

Koss (2005) found a lifetime completed sexual assault victimization rate of one in nine 

and an attempted rate of one in five.  

The National Health and Social Life Survey (NHSLS) conducted a nationally 

representative sample of adults aged from 18 to 59.  The final sample included 3,432 

respondents with an 80 percent response rate. Asking women, “Have you ever been 

forced by a man to do anything sexually that you did not want to do?” the NHSLS found 

that 32.8 percent of their sample answered, “Yes” (Laumann et al. 1994). 
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In 1992, the National Women’s Survey (NWS) conducted a national probability 

sample using random digit dialing (RDD). The final sample included 4,008 women. Of 

this sample, the NWS estimates an annual victimization rate for women of 6.9 per 1,000 

and a lifetime victimization rate of 13 percent (Kilpatrick, Demunds, and Seymour 1992). 

In 2006, the NWS repeated this study (NWS-R) and found a 5.2-per-1,000 women annual 

victimization rate. The lifetime victimization rate was calculated as 14.6 percent, 

representing one in seven women (Kilpatrick et al. 2007).  

The National Violence Against Women Survey (NVAWS) surveyed 8,000 women in 

a national probability sample using RDD. The annual rate for the NVAWS was estimated 

to be less than 1 percent. The lifetime rate for women totaled 17 percent, or one out of six 

(Tjaden and Thoennes 2006). While less than the Russell’s San Francisco study and the 

Ms. Study, the NHSLS, NWS, and NVAWS still report higher levels of sexual assault 

than the NCVS or UCR.  

Data Divergence 

 The differences between each of these studies can be partially explained by the 

methods used to collect the data. First, the population used to collect the data influences 

prevalence rates. Subpopulations of college students show higher rates of sexual 

victimization than national samples (Koss, Gidycz, and Wisniewski 1987; Muehlenhard 

and Linton 1987; DeKeserdy and Kelly 1993; Fisher et al. 2000).  

The operational definition of rape used in each study also influences prevalence rates. 

For example, the NCWSV uses 12 different categories to measure sexual assault: 

completed rape, attempted rape, completed sexual coercion, attempted sexual coercion, 

completed sexual contact with force or threat of force, completed sexual contact without 
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force or threat of force, attempted sexual contact with force or threat of force, attempted 

sexual contact without force or threat of force, threat of rape, threat of contact with force 

or threat of force, threat of penetration without force, and threat of contact without force 

(Fischer et al. 2000). 

Meanwhile, the operational definition of rape for the UCR is “the carnal knowledge 

of a female forcibly and against her will” (FBI 2006:27). The NHSLS asks if the 

respondent has ever been forced to do something sexual against their will (Laumann et al. 

1994). Finally, the NCVS asks the respondents if they were forced or coerced to engage 

in unwanted sexual assault. The NCVS follows this question with a list of incident 

questions that measure rape, attempted rape, and sexual assault (Catalano 2005).  

An additional reason for the official and self-report sexual victimization divergence is 

acknowledgment of sexual victimization. Some victims’ experiences meet the legal 

definition of sexual victimization (or the operational definition set forth by the study), yet 

these fail to identify themselves as victims (Botta and Pingree 1997; Bondurant 2001; 

Fisher et al. 2003). For example, the Ms. Study found that only 27 percent of women who 

responded affirmatively to the rape and attempted rape questions acknowledged or 

labeled their experience as rape or attempted rape (Guttman 1991; Roiphe 1993). The fact 

that many women who are sexually assaulted do not label their experience as such may 

be a product of our culture and society’s internalization of rape myths.  

The next section of this chapter will review the literature on sexual assault. 

Specifically, I will discuss the types of sexual assault and characteristics of sexual 

assaults, victims, and offenders. 

TYPES OF SEXUAL ASSAULT 
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Scholars have outlined seven types of sexual assault: statutory rape, rape by fraud, 

stranger rape, intimate/date rape, spousal rape, gang/group rape, and drug-facilitated 

sexual assault. It is important to note that the distinctions made between these types of 

sexual assault are made mostly by scholars and not necessarily the criminal justice 

system.  

Drug-Facilitated Sexual Assault (DFSA) 

Drug-facilitated sexual assault occurs when a person is raped while their cognitive or 

motor skills are impaired due to a substance given to them by the offender (Negrusz, 

Juhascik, and Gaensslen 2005). The drugs, often called “date rape drugs,” include 

ketamine, gamma-hydroxybutrate (GHB), and rohyphnol. These drugs cause 

unconsciousness, memory loss, and poor decision-making (Negrusz et al. 2005). 

Research has shown that only 2 percent of reported DFSAs are, in fact, DFSAs (Benyon 

et al. 2008). This data, however, is limited because date rape drugs do not stay in one’s 

system for longer than eight hours. Furthermore, victims of DFSA may not report the 

crime due to memory loss and self-blame. 

According to Girard and Senn (2008), alcohol is the most commonly used substance 

to facilitate sexual assault. They estimate that 40 percent of sexual assault victims have 

alcohol in their systems. Hanser (2009) notes that because alcohol is often voluntarily 

consumed by the victim, the crime is not reported as a DFSA, the victim experiences 

higher levels of guilt, and society is more likely to hold the victim responsible.  

The findings from research examining links between sexual assault and alcohol are 

inconsistent. Brecklin and Ullman (2002) found that the likelihood of committing a 

sexual assault increased with alcohol consumption. Other research suggests that 
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completed sexual assault (with intercourse) was less likely to occur if the perpetrator was 

intoxicated (Martin and Bachman 1998; Testa, VanZile-Tamsen, and Livingston 2004). 

In Abbey et al.’s (2004) review of the literature on sexual assault and alcohol, the authors 

argue that the relationship between these variables may be caused by a spurious variable. 

Specifically, men who witness parental violence or who have narcissist tendencies are 

more likely to both drink alcohol and commit sexual assault. Thus, life experience and 

personality characteristics may a more accurate predictor of sexual assault than alcohol 

use.  

Studies that examine victims of sexual assault and alcohol also have mixed results. 

Scholars have demonstrated a correlation between alcohol consumption and passive 

response to sexual advances (Davis, George, and Norris 2004; Harrington and Leitenberg 

1994; Loiselle and Fuqua 2007). Harrington and Leitenberg (1994) found that women 

who defined their state during victimization as “intoxicated” reported higher levels of 

consensual sexual activity before the assault. Furthermore, they also reported lower levels 

of resistance. In a two-year longitudinal study using data obtained from the National 

Women’s Study, Kilpatrick et al. (1997) found that increased substance abuse (not 

alcohol) before the study began amplified the odds of sexual assault during the study. 

These findings are easily linked to the previously discussed environmental theories. The 

physical spaces where perpetrators of sexual assaults and potential victims interact tend 

to be places where people have a higher likelihood of consuming alcohol or other drugs.  

Rape by Fraud 

According to Hanser (2009), rape by fraud “occurs when the perpetrator employs 

actual deliberate misrepresentation or concealment to gain access to sexual activity with 
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the victim” (36). Examples include a man falsely presenting himself as the husband of the 

victim or tricking the victim into thinking they are legally married in order to 

consummate the false marriage. Rape by fraud also occurs when a clergy member has 

intercourse with someone under the guise of spiritual enlightenment. The final example 

of rape by fraud occurs in areas with legal or decriminalized prostitution. In these areas, 

rape by fraud occurs when a prostitute has intercourse with a customer who refuses to 

pay afterward. In each of these examples, consent is given; however, “it is not ‘informed’ 

consent in the true sense of the word” (Hanser 2009:36).  

Statutory Rape 

MacDonald and Michaud (1995) define statutory rape as sexual intercourse between 

consenting individuals where one person is under the legal age to give consent. The age 

of consent varies from state to state. In Nevada, the legal age is 16 for heterosexual acts 

and 18 for homosexual acts. Statutory rape is unlike other forms of rape because consent 

is given; however, it is still a crime (Boumil, Hicks, and Friedman 1992). Furthermore, 

not knowing the age of the consenting minor is not an acceptable excuse. In these 

situations, the legal-aged participant is still guilty of statutory rape. Boumil et al. (1992) 

note that the adult can be charged with child abuse or child molestation and statutory rape 

if the child is under the legal age and does not give consent.  

Group/Gang Rape 

Where the previously discussed forms of sexual assault are categorized by the 

victim/offender relationship and incident characteristics, group/gang rape is determined 

by the number of perpetrators (Hanser 2009). Group/gang rape occurs if two or more 

perpetrators assault a victim (Hanser 2009). In group sexual assault, the act of rape 
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becomes a bonding tool that reinforces a masculine social connection among the 

offenders (Brownmiller 1975). Public perception holds that this type of sexual assault is 

most often conducted by gang members. MacDonald (1995) and Schwartz and 

Dekeseredy (1997) note that though gang rape does occur, group rape at the college level, 

perpetrated by fraternities and sports team, is much more abundant.  

Stranger Rape 

When people hear the word “rape,” stranger rape is usually what they think of 

(Friedman, Boumil, and Taylor 1992). Hanser (2009) defines stranger rape as 

“nonconsensual, forced sex, on a person who does not know their attacker” (37). Both 

common law and the later adapted definitions for sexual assault refer to stranger rape. It 

is recognized by most people as rape, sometimes even called ‘real’ rape, and the victims 

of stranger rape often receive more empathy than those who have suffered other forms of 

rape (Hanser 2009). Stranger rape is usually presented as occurring in a dark alley at 

night, but as Friedman et al. (1992) note, in can occur anywhere, including the victim’s 

home or car, at any time of day. According to the 1997 Uniform Crime Report, young 

women and African Americans are more likely to be victims of stranger rape. Amir 

(1971) found that those with low socio-economic status and the unemployed are also 

more likely to be victims of stranger rape.  

Spousal/Intimate Partner Rape 

Throughout history, rape has been considered a crime against the father or husband of 

the person/woman raped (Brownmiller 1975; Wiehe and Richards 1995). Historically, it 

was considered an economic crime because women were viewed the property of their 

fathers until marriage, at which time they became the property of their husbands (Yalom 
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2002). Because women were considered to be property, owned by their husbands, rape 

could not possibly occur within the realm of marriage (Bowker 1983). It was believed 

that the act of marriage contracted the woman to perform all marital duties, including sex. 

Thus, married women could not legally refuse their husbands sexual intercourse; in fact, 

such refusal on any grounds was considered improper, and husbands had the right to 

force themselves on their wives (Hanser 2009). According to Wiehe and Richards (1995), 

spousal rape occurs when one is sexual assaulted through vaginal, anal, or oral 

penetration by their legally married partner. Since the women’s movement in the 1970s, 

spousal rape has moved to the forefront of the political system (Bevacqua 2000). 

Currently, men can be found guilty for spousal rape in all 50 states (Hanser 2009).  

Finkelhor and Yllo (1985) created a classification system for marital sexual assault. 

Force-only sexual assault refers to offenders who force their partners into sexual 

intercourse if refused sex. Victims of force-only sexual assault often do not label their 

experience as rape (Laufersweiler-Dwyer and Dwyer 2009). Battering offenders commit 

sexual assault as an extension of their battering. The assault either occurs as part of the 

initial battering or after the battering as a way to make up or shows their love. 

Sadistic/obsessive offenders enjoy physical violence and torturing their partner. In 1998, 

Langhinrichsen-Rohling and Monson added to Finkelhor and Yllo’s classification 

system, noting an additional category for the sexually obsessive batterer. This batterer is 

similar to the battering offender but does not commit other types of physical assault 

(Langhinrichsen-Rohling and Monson 1998). 

Bowker (1983) found that marital rapists often have a history of family violence, 

marital dysfunction, jealousy toward their partner, and substance abuse issues. Russell 
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(1990) noted that African American women are more likely to be victimized by marital 

rape than Caucasian women and that the younger the woman is when she enters the 

relationship, the more likely she is to experience marital sexual assault. Other findings 

indicate that spousal rape can occur at all socio-economic levels and is not influenced by 

the length of the marriage (Laufersweiler-Dwyer and Dwyer 2009). 

Acquaintance and Date Rape 

Acquaintance and date rape are the most common forms of sexual assault (Hanser 

2009). Though acquaintance rape and date rape are used interchangeably in much of the 

literature, they actually have different meanings. Parrot and Bechhofer (1991) define 

acquaintance rape as nonconsensual or forced sex between those of a legal age who know 

each other, while Hanser (2009) defines date rape as nonconsensual intercourse between 

people who are on a date or are dating. Thus, date rape is a form of acquaintance rape. 

Parrot and Bechofer (1991) found that no weapons are used in most acquaintance and 

date rapes. Furthermore, the victim has usually talked to the offender, voluntarily, before 

the crime occurred. This leaves police with the difficult task of determining consent and 

coercion (Parrot and Bechofer 1991). 

Academics have found several personality characteristics specific to date rapists. 

These rapists are aggressive and have hostile attitudes toward women. They tend to 

condone rape and violence and support traditional gender roles. Finally, date rapists tend 

to have large collections of pornography and are more likely to use alcohol (Rapaport and 

Burkhart 1984; Johnson and Sigler 1997). Shotland (1992) created categories for date 

rape based off victim/offender previous sexual activity and length of relationship: 

beginning date rape, early date rape, relational date rape (in a relationship but not 
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sexually active), rape between sexually active couples, and rape between sexually active 

couples who have previously dated (Shotland 1992). 

Incident Characteristics 

Data shows that sexual assault is more likely to occur at certain times of the day, 

week, and year. The Uniform Crime Report showed that sexual assault is most frequent 

during the summer, specifically the months of July and August, and regionally, it is most 

common in the South (FBI 1997). Some scholars use these findings as evidence for the 

‘Subculture of Violence’ and Hyper-masculinity Theories (Laufersweiler-Dwyer and 

Dwyer 2009). The 1998 National Crime Victimization survey found that sexual assault is 

more likely to occur on the weekend than on weekdays. Furthermore, one-third of sexual 

assaults occur between the hours of 6:00 PM and 12:00 AM (NCVS 1998). Almost 50 

percent of sexual assaults occur at or near the victim’s home, 20 percent occur in 

commercial buildings or on school property, and 10 percent occur in public spaces like 

parks, alleys, and parking lots. Stranger rape is more likely to occur in public areas than 

acquaintance rape, and its rate of occurrence is also higher in neighborhoods with high 

unemployment and low family income (Miethe and Meier 1994).  

Victims 

 Though anyone can become a victim of sexual assault, certain characteristics make 

victimization more likely. Karmen (2009) found that women who are young, 

unemployed, unmarried, and living in a large city are at the highest risk. Garland (2009) 

notes a lack of relationship between race and overall sexual assault likelihood; however, 

African Americans are more likely to be victims of stranger rape (Russell 1984), while 

Caucasians are more likely to be victims of acquaintance rape (Belknap 2001).  
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 The effects of sexual assault on victims include physical, emotional, and mental 

harm. This emotional and mental harm, including symptoms such as anxiety, depression, 

and/or drug and alcohol abuse, often extends long after the initial incident (Marx and 

Soler-Baillo 2005). Additionally, sexual assault victims report a feeling of stigmatization 

from family, friends, and society as a whole (Nagel et al 2005). Post et al. (2002) estimate 

that when considering the medical expenses, loss of economic productivity, criminal 

justice expenses, and psychological toll  of victimization, the total cost of one sexual 

assault is over $94,000. Clearly, sexual assault has both tangible and intangible 

consequences. 

Offenders 

 The available information on sexual assault offenders is limited because the data is 

only gathered from those who are arrested and/or convicted. According to the Bureau of 

Justice Statistics (2006), half of those arrested for sexual assault are never convicted. The 

1995 NCVS found that only 32 percent of rapes listed in the survey were reported to the 

police (Laufersweiler-Dwyer and Dwyer 2009); thus, statistics compiled from convicted 

offenders are not fully reliable, due to the fact that many offenders are never convicted; 

the offenders who are convicted do not reflect the majority of offenders.  

 According to Greenfield (1997), 99 percent of sexual assault offenders are male, and 

most are under the age of 25. Although 60 percent of sexual assault offenders are 

Caucasian, African Americans are more likely to be arrested and convicted for sexual 

assault. Caucasian men who commit sexual assault are less likely to be charged because 

they rape they commit is usually acquaintance rape (Belknap 2001). Social class may also 

play a role in the relationship between committing sexual assault and being criminally 
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charged with the crime. For example, Bartol (1998) found that as social class improves, 

the offender’s likelihood of conviction decreases.  

 Using data from the 1994 National Incident Based Reporting System (NIBRS), 

Greenfield (1997) found that in 35.8 percent of reported sexual assaults, the victim did 

not know the offender. Furthermore, of the 64.2 percent of reported sexual assaults in 

which the victim did know the offender, 33.1 percent of offenders said they knew the 

victim very well. Most rapists do not plan their attacks, especially in the case of 

acquaintance rape (Miethe and McCorkle 1998), and most convicted sexual assault 

offenders do not have previous records for nonviolent sex crimes (Laufersweiler-Dwyer 

and Dwyer 2009). 



20 

 

Chapter 2 

THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES ON DEVIANCE AND SEXUAL ASSAULT 

Understanding crime and deviance has been an aspect of philosophy for centuries. It 

was not until the mid-eighteenth century that philosophers started to create theories that 

specifically applied to reducing crime. It took more than another two centuries for 

theorists to focus on explaining and reducing violent crimes against women. The 

following discusses a brief history of criminology, the major theories in modern 

criminology, and theoretical perspectives pertinent to the study of sexual assault, as well 

as theoretical perspectives explaining police discretion.  

CLASSICAL SCHOOL OF CRIMINOLOGY 

Historically, the field of criminology was dominated by two perspectives, classical 

and positivist. The first perspective, classical criminology, was a product of the 

Enlightenment. Thomas Hobbes ushered in the Enlightenment with his book, Leviathan 

(1651). He set forth a view of man as a selfish, individualistic creature who is constantly 

at war with other men. John Locke (1847) extended Hobbes’s philosophical ideas by 

suggesting that all men are in pursuit of self-interest but engage in a social contract which 

allows society to function. The notions of free will, rationality, and manipulability were 

also significant aspects of the Enlightenment. Because all individuals are motivated first 

by self-interest, behavior was viewed as both predictable and controllable. Classical 

philosophers used these ideas to help them understand criminal behavior, and crime 

began to be viewed as a rational choice made by individuals (Kubrin, Stucky, and Krohn 

2008; Akers and Sellers 2009).  
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The most influential classical criminologist was Cesare Beccaria. In his book, On 

Crimes and Punishments (1764), Beccaria notes that crime is a rational choice individuals 

make, and the only way to deter it is by reforming the laws and punishments. Beccaria 

suggested a threefold solution to stopping crime, a solution based on Enlightenment 

principles: celerity, certainty, and severity. It was Beccaria’s contention that reforming 

the criminal justice system to make crime an unattractive choice was the best way to 

deter crime in general. It was this focus on the criminal justice system, and not on the 

individual, that was the foundation of the classical school of criminology (Kubrin et al. 

2008; Akers and Sellers 2009).  

POSITIVIST SCHOOL OF CRIMINOLOGY 

The positivist school of criminology differed from the classical school in that it 

focused on the individual. Positivist criminologists disagree with the notion that all 

individuals have the capability to be criminals. Instead, they looked for elements that all 

criminals have in common, believing that crime is caused, not a choice (Lilly, Cullen, and 

Ball 2007). Auguste Comte, a founder of the positivist school of thought (Kubrin et al. 

2008), argued that all understanding should come from the scientific method, not reason 

and contemplation (Comte 1868).  

Positivist criminology was led by the Italian physician Lombroso. Lombroso 

suggested that criminals are not ‘biologically’ evolved; rather, that they are genetically 

different from non-criminals (Lombroso 1868). The Lombrosoian tradition asks: “What 

makes some individuals criminals?” This perspective dominated the field of criminology 

through the early twentieth century. Positivist criminologists studied heterogeneity, 

biological, and/or psychological defects to which they attributed criminality. This 
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approach to criminology, looking for the ‘criminal man,’ fell out of fashion with the rise 

of American criminology (Kubrin et al. 2008; Lilly et al. 2007). 

AMERICAN CRIMINOLOGY 

To understand American criminology, we must first describe the rise of the Chicago 

School of Sociology. The Chicago School of Sociology, the birth of Symbolic 

Interactionism, began at the University of Chicago in the dawn of the twentieth century. 

Before this time, social policy was based on philosophical ideas that did not transcend to 

the public needs. Several sociologists at the University of Chicago during that time began 

to shift the sociological paradigm to include a rigorous qualitative methodology, a focus 

on group interaction (and how it shapes the self), and centered the research on important 

issues like deviance, ethnicity, and the family within the city of Chicago. The major 

Chicago School theorists were Albion Small, William Thomas, Robert Park, Ernest 

Burgess, and George Herbert Mead, and it is from the Chicago School that American 

criminology emerged.  

American criminology began with the Chicago School, put forth by Shaw and McKay 

(Kubrin et al. 2008; Akers and Sellers 2008). Shaw and McKay posited a criminal theory 

based on social factors, specifically social disorganization. They argued that informal 

social controls disappear in disorganized communities (Shaw and McKay 1969). This 

lack of ‘collective efficacy’ allows a criminal culture to emerge. Shaw and McKay’s 

attention to social factors laid the groundwork for modern criminological theories like 

Differential Association/Social Learning Theory and Control Theory (Kubrin et al. 2008). 

Sutherland and Cressey (1947) built off the Chicago School of thought with their 

theory of Differential Association. Differential Association, also called Social Learning 
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Theory, posits that individuals who learn definitions favorable to crime are more likely to 

commit that crime. These definitions are learned from peers and/or criminal subcultures. 

Furthermore, if criminal actions are positively reinforced, those actions may be repeated 

(Sutherland and Cressey 1947).  

Where Differential Association focuses on why people commit crime, Control Theory 

asks: “Why don’t people commit crime?” (Kubrin et al. 2008). According to Reckless’s 

(1961) Containment Theory, everyone experiences pushes and pulls toward crime; 

however, some individuals have social controls, or containments, that help block these 

pushes and pulls. Similarly, Hirschi (1969) argues that all individuals are selfish and 

therefore criminally prone, but relationships, bonds with others, keep many people from 

being deviant. Hirschi expanded this idea with Gottfredson (1990) and noted that along 

with the outer controls, individuals also develop different levels of self-control that keep 

them away from crime.  

The third type of criminological theory that has dominated the modern tradition is 

Strain Theory. Merton’s Strain Theory (1938) posits that deviance occurs as an outcome 

from contradicting societal goals and opportunities. Individuals who are blocked from 

reaching societal goals, like financial stability or success, feel strain and are more likely 

to commit crime. Cloward and Ohlin (1960) built off of Merton’s idea by suggesting that 

deviance is the result of strain from status frustration. Agnew’s (1997) General Strain 

Theory differs from Merton, Cloward, and Ohlin’s in that it recognizes that strain can 

come from multiple sources. Strain can occur from having blocked goals, but it can also 

occur from noxious stimuli or losing something of value. These alternative forms of 

strain can also lead someone into deviant behavior (Agnew 1997). 
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THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES OF SEXUAL ASSAULT 

Strain, Control, and Differential Association/Social Learning Theories have 

dominated modern criminology. In the study of sexual assault, scholars have drawn from 

these traditional criminological theories, as well as from alternative theories. The 

following section will discuss some of the theories used in sexual assault research, 

specifically Environmental, Sociobiology, Labeling, Social Learning, and Feminist 

theories. Please note, however, that the following is only a discussion of theoretical ideas. 

Empirical support of each theory will be addressed later in this paper.  

Environmental 

The history of Environmental Theories stem from the Classical School of 

Criminology. The Classical School believed that all people are selfish and are therefore 

compelled to deviance and that committing a crime is a rational choice. Environmental 

Theories are based off of these ideas and look at how space and the routines of everyday 

life convert criminal proclivity into accomplishment (Kubrin et al. 2009). 

Environmental Theories differ from the previously discussed theories in that they 

focus on crime, not criminals. Environmental Theories do not try to explain an 

individual’s motivation to commit crime. Instead, these theories focus on the 

environment in which the crime takes place. Environment Theories note that for a crime 

to occur, there must be both an offender and an opportunity to offend. The opportunity to 

offend shapes when, where, and what type of crime occurs. Routine Activity Theory, a 

type of Environmental Theory created by Cohen and Felson (1979), notes that for a crime 

to take place, there must be an offender, target, and a lack of capable guardians. Capable 

guardians are individuals (, or sometimes objects like video-cameras, that can stop an 
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offender from committing a crime. Environmental Theories focus on changing the 

environment in the hopes of deterring crime.  

In sexual assault research, Environmental Theories can be practically applied to help 

police officers with sexual assault prevention. Environmental Theories are also used to 

describe macro-trends in sexual assault (Fisher et al. 1998; Messner and Blau1987). On 

the basis of Environmental Theories, it may seem that a good way to reduce sexual 

assault is to keep women out of places where sexual assault is ‘likely’ to occur (Schwartz 

et al. 2001). This train of thought, however, can lead to victim-blaming and overlooks the 

underlying issues regarding why sexual assault occurs.  

Sociobiology 

Sociobiology draws its influence from the Positivist School of Criminology, which 

looked at biological traits that explained the criminal man. The premise of Sociobiology 

is that behavior adapts to successfully propagate the species. Wilson (1975) suggests that 

some behaviors are partially inherited and are therefore affected by natural selection. 

According to Sociobiologists, female mammals have inherited traits that make them more 

likely to nurture their young, while male mammals have inherited traits that make them 

more likely to pursue many sexual partners to ensure the continuation of their lineage 

(Quinsey and Lalumière 1995). As Ellis (1989) notes, theories based on evolution suggest 

that “males have a stronger tendency for evolving traits (behavioral and otherwise) that 

increase their chances of inseminating large numbers of females, rather than fastidiously 

taking care of a few offspring” (p. 15). In this context, rape is viewed as an extreme 

response to the process of natural selection (Travis 2003).  
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Sociobiologists maintain that all humans are motivated to produce offspring and that 

rape is conducive to this motivation in certain circumstances (Allison and Wrightsman 

1993). For men who lack the social status and/or social skills that are helpful in creating, 

building, and/or maintaining social relationships, rape becomes a last resort (Symons 

1979).  Spivak (2011) notes that the ultimate goal of rape from this perspective is 

procreation, and therefore ‘sex’ is considered the prominent motivation for sexual assault 

within Sociobiology.  

Sociobiology has received harsh criticism, especially from Feminist Theorists, and it 

lacks the support of strong empirical evidence. From a Sociobiological perspective, 

researchers would expect rapists to be poor and without sexual partners, and rape victims 

would not be males or females who are unable to become pregnant (the too old or too 

young) (Thornhill, Thornhill, and Dizinno 1986). Research shows that sexual assault is 

not gender or age specific.  

Labeling 

Labeling Theory derives from the symbolic interactionist tradition created by Cooley, 

Thomas, Mead, and Blumer at the University of Chicago (Becker 1974). On the most 

basic level, Labeling Theory is a symbolic interactionist theory of power that examines 

how someone becomes identified as a deviant and the consequences of that label (Aker 

1999). Labeling Theory focuses on the social construction of deviance (Kubrin et al. 

2008). Becker argues that an act is not considered deviant unless someone labels it as 

such and others accept that label (Fine 1993). Labeling Theory, also called Societal 

Reaction Theory, concentrates on the behaviors of those who label, react to, and seek to 

control offenders. As Tannenbaum (1938) notes: 
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The process of making the criminal…is a process of tagging, identifying, segregating, 

describing, emphasizing, making conscious and self-conscious; it becomes a way of 

stimulating, suggesting, emphasizing, and evoking the very traits that are complained 

of…The person becomes the thing he is described as being. (p. 19). 

 

Because these labels are social constructions, they often change through time (Akers and 

Sellers 2009). For example, not that long ago, a rapist was someone who forced sexual 

intercourse upon a stranger. Today, rape is no longer determined by the victim/offender 

relationship but by the use of coercion (Estrich 1987). Therefore, husbands who forced 

sex on their wives thirty years ago were not considered rapists, while they would be 

considered rapists in most modern societies. 

Social Learning 

Like Labeling Theory, Social Learning Theories also developed from the Chicago 

School of Sociology, and thus American criminology. Sutherland and Cressey’s 

Differential Association (1947), or Social Learning Theory, offers an interesting lens for 

viewing sexual assault. Social Learning Theory draws from Shay and McKay’s American 

School of Criminology. The premise of Social Learning Theory is that individuals learn 

how to be deviant from others. It basically suggests that individuals learn attitudes that 

either support following the law or support breaking the law. Deviance is learned in 

groups through interaction in a process of communication. Individuals learn the 

techniques of committing the crime (which may be simple or complex), as well as the 

motives, rationalizations, and attitudes that reconstruct the deviant act as either ‘not’ 

deviant or deviant but acceptable in the current situation (Sutherland and Cressey 1947).  

Social Learning Theorists posit that social and cultural learnings, favorable to male 

sexual aggression and domination of females cause rape. As Ellis (1989) notes, 
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“Aggression is learned primarily through imitation (modeling) and thereafter sustained 

largely through various forms of intermittent reinforcement” (p. 12). In the context of 

sexual aggression, rape is learned through the observation of sexually aggressive 

behavior in both the media and real-life situations (Allison and Wrightsman 1993).  

 By linking physical aggression, sexuality, and masculinity together through the 

construction of sex role scripts, society teaches individuals attitudes favorable to sexual 

violence. Thus, the process of gender socialization teaches men that acts of sexual 

dominance over women are part of being a man (Simon and Gagnon 1986).  

It is society’s teachings of attitudes favorable to sexual domination that causes rape. 

Rape itself is an exaggeration of the traditional male gender role. Scully (1994) found 

that many rapists view the act of forcing sex as legitimate and normal behavior. 

Furthermore, they believed their victim brought the sexual assault upon herself. These 

findings lend some empirical support for Social Learning Theory, in that they 

demonstrate how rapists have internalized the act of rape as normal behavior and have 

learned attitudes that support victim-blaming.  

Labeling Theory set the groundwork for critical criminology (Sykes 1974). Though 

not used much today, critical criminology is similar to Labeling Theory in that it looks at 

who is labeled a deviant by whom. However, critical criminology attempts to move 

beyond the micro-sociological lens used by Labeling Theorists, and examine the macro-

sociological influences, specifically how social institutions as a whole, as well as in 

correspondence with each other, maintain power and influence the construction of 

deviance (Melossi 1985). Thus, for critical criminologists, crime is not an object to study; 

rather, it is a byproduct of structural forces (Hulsman 1986). Critical criminology in 
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America is often overlooked as significant, and scholars have suggested that it represents 

a return back to the interactionist roots (Melossi 1985; Hulsman 1986). Perhaps the 

critical perspective’s largest contribution to American criminology is that it set the 

foundation for a feminist perspective on criminology. 

On a basic level, the application of Social Learning Theory to sexual assault seems 

very similar to Feminist Theories explaining sexual assault. However, it is important to 

note that these two theories differ in their view of sexual assault motivation. Allison and 

Wrightsman (1993) note that Social Learning Theorists see the motivation for sexual 

assault to be based on learned ideas about power, dominance, and the need to humiliate 

their victim, which is similar to feminist perspectives; however, Social Learning 

Theorists also recognize the sexual element to sexual assault, that the pursuit of sexual 

pleasure by the offender is also a motivation. Meanwhile, Feminist Theories stress the 

importance of the political and economic systems, which they purport keep women at a 

disadvantage. Feminist Theories agree that gender inequality is learned, but they move 

beyond that understanding by examining how patriarchy is embedded in the American 

social structure. 

Feminist  

Feminist Theory is an extension of the critical paradigm set forth by Marx that 

resurfaced in the 1960s. As noted above, feminist criminology evolved from critical 

criminology, which developed as a critique of the interactionist/labeling perspective. 

Thus, feminist criminology examines the influence of social structures and how these 

structures distribute power, often focusing on the role of women in the political and 

economic system (Donovan 1992). Traditionally, women have maintained no power, 
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which led them to become dependent and subservient to men (Brownmiller 1975). Their 

dependency on men led women to be viewed as property (Yalom 2002), a role that 

women accepted because it ensured a certain level of protection from other men 

(Brownmiller 1975). In today’s society, women are no longer viewed as property in the 

traditional sense; nevertheless, females are continuously objectified, and their bodies and 

sexuality are treated as commodities (Stratton 1996). Thus, in some ways, women are still 

viewed as property, as they are treated as objects intended for male sexual pleasure.  

Feminist Theory focuses on gender inequality and suggests that rape is an instrument 

of social control in patriarchal societies (Edwards 1987). Brownmiller (1975) describes 

rape as “nothing more or less than a conscious process of intimidation by which all men 

keep all women in a state of fear” (p. 5). This theory links rape and fear of rape with 

gender stratification and the development of traditional masculine traits of aggression and 

dominance that are prevalent in male gender-role identities (Burt 1980; Check and 

Malamuth 1983) and are similar to the ideas present in Social Learning Theory. Though 

not all feminist theorists agree on the motivations behind sexual assault, feminist theory 

is often credited with the ‘no sex’ perspective. The ‘no sex’ perspective of rape maintains 

that the motivation for all rape is patriarchal violence, humiliation, and domination of 

women by men–not for sex pleasure (Spivak 2011).  

Feminists also examine the political construct that allows for the prevalence of sexual 

assault. Morgan (1977) writes that rape is “the perfected act of male sexuality in a 

patriarchal culture—it is the ultimate metaphor for domination, violence, subjugation, 

and possession” (p. 163-164). Ellis (1989) extended on this idea by noting that rape is the 

“use of sexuality to establish or maintain dominance and control of women by men” (p. 
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11). Thus, for feminist researchers, rape is not only an act of sexual violence, but it also 

has political roots and implications (Edwards 1987).  

Rape is viewed as political in three ways. First, due the prevalence of sexual assault, 

women always need protection. Women cannot progress socially or politically without a 

male shepherd due the pragmatic reality of sexual assault (Brownmiller 1975). From this 

perspective, rape is not individualistic. Feminists note that when a rape occurs, it is a rape 

against an entire social class (women) and not just against an individual. The act of rape 

proves man’s physical dominance and that women are unable to protect themselves and 

are therefore subject to both man’s power and protection. Thus, the pervasiveness of rape 

keeps women from gaining true equality in society (Cahill 2001).  

The second way in which rape is used as a political tool is to show power and 

dominance to others. Traditionally, rape is conducted in times of war (Stiglmayer 1994; 

Yalom 2002). When this occurs, women are used as objects to prove a point to other 

men. Women become material goods, similar to land or cattle. In these cases, women’s 

bodies are used as an outlet for men to show hate toward and dominance over each other 

(Cahill 2001).  

Finally, Jagger (1987) notes that violence can occur in multiple ways (physical, 

emotional, sexual, etc.), and it is through our political system that violence becomes 

sexual violence. The political system focuses on the importance of genitals and how 

genitals create an ascribed status full of expected gender roles; this leads to gendered 

sexual violence. Thus, men do not rape because they have penises; rather, they rape 

because our political system values the penis.  
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Feminist scholars argue that sexual assault is also promoted through many of 

society’s institutions (Brownmiller 1975; Cahill 2001; Valenti 2009). Specifically, 

cultural institutions glorify male aggression and female subservience through the media 

(Stratton 1996). Patriarchal social institutions encourage female dependency on males 

(Donovan 1992), which leads to violence. The criminal justice system minimizes the 

appearance of violence against women (Valenti 2009). Finally, the legal system is 

resistant to policy changes that offer more protection for women (Cahill 2001).  

Some Feminist Theories link rape to pornography. According to Morgan (1980), 

pornography offers a theory and outline for rape. This theory is based on the assumptions 

that pornography dehumanizes women by eroticizing their fragmented body parts. 

Sexism and male dominance are celebrated in pornography, and female sexual coercion 

is prevalent (Dworkin 1985; MacKinnon 1984; Morgan 1980). Currently, no scientific 

evidence supports a connection between rape and nonviolent pornography (Zillman and 

Bryant 1989), but the relationship between sexual assault and violent pornography is still 

unknown (Jensen 2007).  

Feminist scholars have also discussed how identity politics shape the understanding 

of sexual assault, specifically, the focus on intersectional identity and the consequence for 

minorities when it is ignored. Crenshaw (1991) argued the need for an intersectionality 

approach to examine the experiences of sexual assaults among black women. The author 

states that other discourses tend to focus on one or the other, either the experiences of 

women or the experiences of color, which marginalizes the experiences of women of 

color. Thus, it is important for sexual assault literature to be aware of identity politics and 

account for the ways that race and gender intersect in the representations of violence 
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against women of color. Though not all Feminist Theorists are in agreement on the 

causes of sexual assault, the feminist movement itself is responsible for both bringing 

sexual assault to the attention of the public and criminal justice system over 40 years ago, 

as well as keeping the sexual assault on the political agenda. One of the current feminist 

agendas on sexual assault is to deconstruct the notion of victimhood by highlighting 

society’s reliance on rape myths when determining the legitimacy of sexual assault 

claims. 

Theoretical Empirical Evidence 

Empirical research on the etiology of sexual assault tends to come from the 

psychopathology and most often examines attitudes and personality characteristics. I will 

first discuss these empirical findings and link some of them to sociological theories on 

sexual assault. I will then discuss Baron and Strauss’s groundbreaking sociological text, 

Four Theories of Rape in American Society (1989). 

In 1980, Burt created the Rape Myth Acceptance (RMA) scale. Though other scholars 

have modified his scale, arguing that it measures hostility toward women more than Rape 

Myth Acceptance (Suarez and Gadalla 2010), Burt’s original scale continues to be the 

most used. Burt’s scale is a 19-item, 7-point Likert scale that asks respondents the extent 

to which they agree or disagree with particular rape myths. For example, the RMA asks if 

respondents believe that women make false rape reports to gain attention, if women have 

a secret desire to be raped, and if rape victims bring the assault on themselves through 

their actions (Burt 1980). Several studies have examined the relationship between Rape 

Myth Acceptance and factors associated with sexual assault. Suarez and Gadalla (2010) 

completed a meta-analysis that examined 37 studies on RMA, 28 of which used Burt’s 
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scale. In almost all of the studies, they found that men were more likely to accept rape 

myths than women and that the RMA is correlated with sexual aggression, hostile 

attitudes and/or aggressive behavior toward women, as well as sexism, racism, classism, 

and religious intolerance. The effect of rape myths on police decisions in sexual assault 

cases is discussed in more detail later in this paper.  

Scholars have found that certain attitudes are linked to rape proclivity. For instance, 

male community and college samples show higher levels of rape myth acceptance and 

believe that victims bring sexual assault upon themselves; this is related to rape proclivity 

(Sundberg, Babaree, and Marshall 1991). These studies rely on Burt’s (1980) Rape Myth 

Acceptance scale, a likelihood-to-rape (LR) scale (a one- or two-question scale that 

measures one’s likelihood to rape if they would not be caught), Malamuth’s (1989) 

Attraction to Sexual Aggression scale (which is similar to the LR, but contains 14 items), 

or Koss and Oros’s (1982) Sexual Experience scale (a ten-item scale measuring different 

levels of sexual aggression from forced kissing to completed rape). Rape Myth 

Acceptance is correlated with most likelihood-to-rape scales, the Attraction to Sexual 

Aggression scale, and the Sexual Experience scale (Muehlenhard and Falcon 1990; 

Walker, Rowe, and Quinsey 1993; Malamuth 1986; Greendlinger and Byrne 1987; 

Malamuth 1989). In addition, Pollard’s (1994) review discusses 10 other studies that link 

Burt’s (1980) Rape Myth Acceptance scale with self-reported rape proclivity through the 

above-mentioned scales.  

Maintaining a macho attitude is also linked to rape proclivity, an attitude defined as 

viewing masculinity as power, toughness, aggression, and competitiveness. Macho 

Attitude scales often consist of three smaller scales that measure calloused sexual 
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attitudes, violence as manly, and danger as exciting. In a study of male college students, 

Mosher and Anderson (1986) found that macho attitudes predicted self-report use of 

force during sexual encounters. However, the same macho attitude did not predict sexual 

arousal while listening to sexual assault scenarios.  

Similar to the Macho Attitude scale is the Altemeyer (1988) Right Wing 

Authoritarianism scale. This scale measures aggressiveness to outsiders (refugees, 

handicapped, homosexuals, etc.), conventionalism, and attitudes toward submission to 

authority. Walker, Rowe, and Quinsey (1993) found that Right Wing Authoritarianism 

predicted self-reported sexual assault in male community and college samples. 

Malamuth, Sockloskie, Koss, and Tanaka’s (1991) confluence model of sexual assault 

uses a multivariate model for sexual and nonsexual coerciveness against women. In 

regard to rape proclivity, this model examines two paths. The first, hostile masculinity, 

measures hostility toward women, macho attitude, and other cognitive and attitudinal 

variables. The second path, sexual promiscuity, suggests that a violent home life in one’s 

youth leads to delinquency; this, in turn, leads to sexual promiscuity. Malamuth et al. 

(1991) found that men with higher levels of sexual promiscuity and hostile masculinity 

are more prone to commit sexual assault.  

Studies conducted on convicted offenders do not show little variation among 

convicted rapists, nonviolent criminals, and the general community. Feild (1978) 

compared rapists’ attitudes with police, citizens, and rape counselors. Only counselors 

showed a strong difference across all categories. Rapists, police, and citizens all held 

generally similar attitudes, except for the fact that the rapists believed the crime should be 

punished less and that women should not resist. Segal and Stermac (1984) found rapists, 
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nonviolent criminals, and citizens of the same economic class to hold similar attitudes 

toward women. While comparing the Rape Myth Acceptance scale with the Sex-Role 

Stereotyping scale, Overholser and Beck (1986) found no difference among rapists, other 

offenders, citizens on the low socio-economic level, and men who reported a low 

frequency of dating. However, Hall, Howard, and Boezio (1986) found that rapists, other 

violent criminals, and nonviolent criminals hold more rape-supportive attitudes than men 

in the general community. Rape-supportive attitudes among rapists is also found in 

Scully and Marolla’s (1984, 1985) work. Scully and Marolla conducted interviews with 

114 convicted rapists. They cite several examples of rape-supportive attitudes from the 

transcripts (1984). However, they found no statistical difference between the interviewed 

rapists and other offenders when testing Burt’s (1980) Acceptance of Interpersonal 

Violence scale (Scully and Marolla 1985). 

Perceptions of social interaction are also linked to rape proclivity. Studies conducted 

with rapists and general citizens demonstrate a relationship between rape proclivity and 

the misinterpretation of women’s behavior (Murphy, Coleman and Haynes 1986; Koss 

and Oros 1982; Lipton, McDonel and McFall 1987; McDonel and McFall 1991). 

Malamuth and Brown (1994) found that among convicted rapists and non-convicted men 

who self-reported an incidence of sexual assault friendliness is mistakenly constructed as 

seductive and assertiveness is believed to be hostile. All of the above mentioned findings 

can be used as evidence for social learning theories. Thus, men who learn and internalize 

supportive definitions for sexual assault and/or particular constructions of masculinity are 

more likely to commit sexual assault or view it as the victims fault.  
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As noted above, feminist argue that rape is about patriarchy, power, and controlling 

women. There is not much empirical support linking sexual assault to power and the 

control of women. However, I will discuss a possible link between patriarchy and sexual 

assault later. During interviews with convicted rapists Groth and Birnbaum (1979) found 

that to dominate the victim was a reoccurring theme. Pryor and Stoller (1994) found that 

power and sex are more closely associated among men who commit sexual harassment 

than among men who do not. Thus, it is argued that, similarly, the conceptualization of 

power and sex may also be used by men who commit sexual assault (Drieschner and 

Lange 1999). This idea also shadows social learning theories. Bargh et al. (1995) 

conducted two experiments with student samples and found a power/sex association 

among men who were high in rape proclivity. Furthermore, they found that sexual 

attraction to a woman was dependent on power-related concepts among men who had 

high levels of rape proclivity in a self-report survey. These finding show some support 

for the feminist perspective on sexual assault.  

To understand sexual assault, cultural theorists examine the meaning, making, and 

interpretations of texts, media, and messages on sexual assault. This perspective draws 

from the Chicago School of Symbolic Interactionism, Feminism, and Critical theory. 

Theorists who use this approach may study how sexual assault is represented in the media 

or how victims make meaning of their own sexual assault experience (in this way, it is 

similar to labeling theory). To better understand how women who experienced sexual 

assault labeled their experience (victims or survivors), Wood and Rennie (1994) 

conducted interviews. Studies on the media suggest that among women, repeated 

exposure to sexually explicit materials and violence causes emotional desensitization and 
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lower levels of concern for sexual assault victims (Krafka et al. 1997). Kahlor and 

Morrison (2007) found that among female college students, more television viewing is 

linked to more accepting attitudes toward rape myths.  

Environmental theories, specifically Routines Activity Theory, are often used by 

scholars who study victimization (Boetig 2006). Felson (1998) noted that college females 

are more likely to be victims of sexual assault because they participate in higher-risk 

behaviors such as drinking, drug use, and partying. Thus, a way to lower the rate of 

victimization among this group using a routines activity approach would be to suggest 

not participating in high-risk activities or to have more capable guardians in the areas 

where these events occur (Tewksbury, Mustain, and Stegel 2008). An additional study 

suggested that telling women specifically where sexual assaults occur may reduce 

victimization. For example, instead of releasing a press statement that sexual assault has 

occurred on a given campus, provide the specific location on that campus where the 

incident occurred (i.e. in the parking garage by the library) (Tewksbury et al. 2008). This 

will decrease the likelihood of some women to venture into that area, but it also increases 

the level of fear of sexual assault. 

The fact that younger women are more likely to be victims of sexual assault is used 

by theorists in different ways. Evolutionary theorists argue that this is because young 

women are more fertile. However, other scholars have pointed out that fertility is not a 

factor when perpetrators look for victims, because victims who are unable to have 

children (the old and young) are still sexually assaulted. Brownmiller (1975) suggests 

that younger women have higher victimization rates because they are more likely to be in 

the same physical spaces as rapists. Brownmiller’s assertion that young women are more 
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likely to be raped because they are close in age to the young men who are more likely to 

commit rape is part of Routines Activity Theory. Though not discussed in this paper, the 

fact that young men are more likely to commit sexual assault than older men is a 

reflection of Life Course Theory and the general crime curve.  

Using data from the National Crime Survey, South and Felson (1990) found that rape 

is more likely to be intra--racial, meaning rapists tend to assault someone of the same 

race. However, interracial rape does occur.  In these instances, interracial rape tends to be 

a product of opportunity theory. Thus, the more opportunity for social interaction 

between men and women of different races within the community, the higher the 

likelihood of interracial sexual assault (South and Felson 1990). 

In 1989, Baron and Straus published Four Theories of Rape in American Society. 

Using UCR data on rape and each state as the unit of analysis, Baron and Straus tested 

four theories. The first two theories stemmed from the feminist paradigm. The authors 

examined the influence of gender inequality and porn circulation on reported sexual 

assault rates. They also tested social disorganization theory, a theory of anomie that was 

introduced by the Chicago School. The final theory they tested was cultural legitimacy of 

violence, a social learning theory. The authors found that UCR reported higher rates of 

rape in states with more gender inequality, social disorganization, and higher circulation 

of pornography. Baron and Straus (1989) also constructed a path-model that suggested 

rape to be directly influenced by pornography and social disorganization and indirectly 

influenced by legitimate violence and social disorganization through their effects on 

gender inequality.  
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The authors found that 83 percent of variance in stat rape rates is reflected by this path-

model. However, this is only one interpretation of the data. Though gender inequality 

appears to be a significant predictor of rape rates, and the authors conclude that “gender 

inequality contributes to a social climate that is conducive to violence against women” 

(185), gender inequality was not related to rape in a simple bivariate model. Gender 

inequality only became significant when including additional variables. Furthermore, in 

the path-model, social disorganization and legitimate violence affects gender inequality 

and influences rape rates, but gender inequality could actually be an antecedent of social 

disorganization and legitimate violence. Finally, because Baron and Straus did not 

control for other types of violent crime, it is unknown if their findings show actual 

support for gender-motivated crimes or violent crime in general.  

RAPE MYTHS AND THE SOCIAL CONSTRUCTION OF VICTIMIZATION 

 Rape myths are commonly held beliefs about sexual assault that naturalize male 

sexual aggression toward women (Lonsway and Fitzgerald 1994). According to Burt 

(1980), rape myths are “prejudicial, stereotyped, or false beliefs about rape, rape victims, 

and rapists” (p. 217), based on culturally held stereotypes of appropriate masculine, 

feminine, and heterosexual roles (Brownmiller 1975). Furthermore, these myths create a 

‘rape-supportive’ culture that constructs only some women as victims (usually those 

assaulted through stranger rape) and considers other women responsible for their sexual 

assault (those assaulted through acquaintance and date rape) (Russell 1982).  

 Though many rape myths exist, Doherty and Anderson narrowed down the five most 

common (1998):  
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“(1) Women precipitate rape by their behavior or appearance; (2) rape is not 

damaging because, after all, it is only sex; (3) real rape victims have signs of injury to 

prove it because you can’t be raped against your will; (4) women often lie about rape 

because they are malicious and deceitful; and (5) real rapists are psychopathic 

individuals.” (p. 583). 

 

 Rape myths are used to construct real victims of sexual assault from non-victims. 

Society’s internalization of rape myths becomes apparent when one “hear (s) people 

blaming victims, questioning their credibility, implying they deserved to be raped, say 

they enjoyed it, or when they trivialize someone’s rape experience” (Anderson 2007:2). 

Rape myths are central to the application of power and control over women and promote 

sexual violence and male sexual aggression. Accepting rape myths as truths has serious 

consequences, as Anderson (2007) notes: “It allows perpetrators to deny and excuse their 

violence, it grants permission to not be held accountable, it allows for a system of social 

and economic control, it fosters opportunities to dehumanize whole groups of people, and 

it ultimately produces an environment where witnesses and bystanders get to remain 

neutral and disengaged” (p. 2). 

Learning Rape Myths 

 Scholars have argued that rape myths become internalized through American media 

culture, arguing that America is, in fact, a ‘rape culture.’ The concept of rape culture 

derives from Brownmiller’s (1975) book, Against Our Will. In that book, Brownmiller 

uses numerous media examples to illustrate how sexual violence is part of American 

culture. Some scholars argue that ‘rape culture’ is an exaggeration. Sanday (2003) 

distinguishes between rape-prone and rape-free cultures (noting how the same culture can 

have some institutions that are rape prone and others that are rape free). This distinction 

aside, both Social Learning and Feminist Theorists have demonstrated that culture 
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influences the prevalence of sexual assault. Though there is currently no statistical 

evidence maintaining that America is, in fact, a rape culture, many theoretical essays cite 

the representation of sexual assault in the media as evidence of rape culture. The 

following section discusses the depiction of rape in American culture.  

 One way America creates a culture prone to rape is by offering inaccurate images of 

sexual assault in the media (Freidmand and Valenti 2008; Valenti 2009). For example, 

rapists are not a few ‘sick’ individuals that hide in the bushes waiting to pounce on 

unsuspecting women (Gilbert 1992). Constructing rapists this way allows individuals to 

distance themselves from the act; men do not identify with this rapist. In addition, the 

media portrayal of rape victims as unescorted women out late at night, often 

promiscuous, allows for women to distance themselves from rape victims; it becomes 

that victim’s fault for her attack (Buchwald, Fletcher, and Roth 1995). Rapists are “the 

product of a culture that glorifies and sexualizes male power/dominance and at the same 

time glorifies and sexualizes female subservience and submission” (Katz 2006:150). The 

consequence of linking masculinity to aggression and femininity to sexuality is that any 

man can become a rapist and any woman can become a victim because rape represents 

the extreme end of the masculine/feminine continuum (Herman 1984). Baker (1997) 

suggests that rape is not culturally deviant, but instead culturally dictated. The failure to 

reflect on how society constructs what is and is not ‘real rape’ perpetuates sexual assault 

(Estrich 1987).  

 One way to demonstrate how American culture influences sexual assault is through 

the cultural studies approach to the understanding of identity (Who am I?) and ideology 

(How do I fit into the world?). As Hall (2006) notes, we know ourselves when we see 
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ourselves represented. In today’s society, we are most likely to see ourselves represented 

in the media, which teaches and transmits our cultural values (Katz 2006). Through the 

media, people both shape and comprehend their identities. The normalization of sexual 

violence by media culture occurs by linking femininity with sexuality and masculinity to 

power and entitlement (Wolf 1991; Benedict 1993).  

 The connection between femininity and sexuality is constructed by the media and 

shown to be inherent, but the connection is only a social construction (Seidman 2003). By 

associating the female gender role with sexuality, society creates a sexual dichotomy of 

pure and promiscuous (Simon and Gagnon 1986; Gagnon and Simon 2005), or virgins 

and whores (Benedict 1993; Valenti 2009). Girls learn early on that their only value is in 

their sexuality; therefore, they must be sexy and desired by boys. From this perspective, a 

girl’s self-worth comes from a boy’s response to her body (Wolf 1991). Meanwhile, 

because sex is their only value, girls need to be careful about showing or giving away too 

much (Valenti 2009). They need to be sexy but not too sexy, and what it means to be a 

woman, one’s femininity, becomes indistinguishable from a man’s use of their body 

(Katz 2006).  

 American culture normalizes sexual violence also by linking masculinity to power 

and entitlement, especially over women’s bodies (Katz 2006). The sexually aggressive 

and often violent male is portrayed as a cultural norm, even desirable. The media 

representation of sexiness often blurs with mistreatment (Jensen 2007). In turn, boys 

grow up learning that mistreatment of women is sexy, and girls learn that allowing such 

mistreatment is sexy. Messerschimdt (1995) notes that the model of masculinity that boys 

learn is a hegemonic masculinity, a masculinity that views females as subordinate; thus, 
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manliness involves aggression, authority, control of others, heterosexism, capacity for 

violence, and uncontrollable sexuality. These representations of femininity and 

masculinity exist not only in the media (TV, movies, music, radio, talk shows, and 

Internet) but also in real life (sexual assault cases like that of Kobe Bryant or Roman 

Polanski); thus, a society’s construction of masculinity and femininity shapes the 

understanding of identity and ideology of its people (Benedict 1993). 

Constructing Victims 

 Though Labeling Theory is most often used in conjunction with criminality, LaFree 

(1989) notes that it can also be used to understand victimhood. The notion of being a 

victim is socially constructed by the victim, their friends and family, the police, lawyers, 

and the entire criminal justice system (Feldman-Summers and Palmer 1980). The fact 

that victim credibility is often an issue concerning sexual assault cases suggests that the 

construction of victimhood is as equally important as the construction of a rapist in these 

cases (LaFree 1989); thus, Labeling Theory can be used to help us understand how 

victimhood is constructed, shaped, and defined by outside forces. When determining 

whether or not a sexual assault claim is founded, it is the job of the police to decide if the 

accusing party is actually a victim.  

Guarding the Gateway: Police Decisions 

 Police are faced with the difficult task of labeling which sexual assault claims are true 

and which are false. False allegations are usually made for three reasons: alibi, sympathy, 

and revenge. Most often, the accuser uses rape as an alibi (for example, a pregnant 

woman may claim rape instead of admitting she has been sexually active). Another 

reason for false rape claims is the desire for sympathy and revenge. For example, a 
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revenge accusation may occur when a prostitute is not paid for her services (Kreisel 

2009). Researchers found that police estimate 60 percent of sexual assault claims to be 

false (Feldman-Summers and Palmer 1980), but in actuality, false reports make up only 3 

percent of sexual assault claims (Hursh 1977). 

 In sexual assault cases, the police have three initial tasks: protect the victim, interview 

the victim, and finally support the victim (Wood 2001). Many police officers, however, 

find it difficult to support the victim while maintaining objectiveness (Burgess and 

Holmstrom 1978). Typically, police initially become involved in a sexual assault case 

when it is first reported, often by the victim (Kreisel 2009). The most readily available 

patrol officer is typically the one who handles the case (Battelle Law and Justice Study 

Center 1978). Kreisel (2009) notes that behavioral-oriented interviews are most often 

used by police to gather information from a victim of sexual assault. The goal of the 

behavioral-oriented interview is to collect evidence and attempt to identify the type of 

rapist who committed the crime (Merrill 1995). In behavioral-oriented interviews, police 

ask questions about force, control, and resistance in order to gain an understanding of 

what type of rapist committed the assault (Hazelwood and Burgess 1987). Studies show 

that the more detailed the police interview is, the more likely the success of the 

prosecution (Bryden and Lengnick 1997). 

 After the initial interview, the responding officer must decide if the sexual assault 

claim is founded (LaFree 1989; Kreisel 2009). Ideally, for a claim to be founded, the 

police look for proof of penetration and proof of force. Proof of force includes physical 

markings on the victim and/or a statement from the victim that force did occur (Battelle 
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Law and Justice Study Center 1978). Further discussion of founding of sexual assault 

claims will be provided in the next section. 

Several studies have been conducted on the reasons that police may consider a case 

unfounded. Using participant observation and interviews in Chicago, Kerstetter (1990) 

examined these reasons. LaFree (1989) also used a qualitative approach (interviews and 

participant observation) in Indianapolis to understand why some cases are determined 

founded versus unfounded (1989). Both of these studies found that willingness to 

prosecute, presence of a weapon, level of resistance, and age of complainant all played a 

role in determining the founding of a case. The research shows that these decisions are 

often subjective in nature. Common reasons for determining a case to be unfounded are: 

1. The victim was drinking or doing drugs. 

2. The victim is/was a sex worker or prostitute. 

3. The victim is believed to be promiscuous. 

4. Inconsistencies exist in the victim’s story. 

5. No visible injuries appear on the victim’s sex organs. 

6. The victim is a runaway. 

7. The victim has a prior criminal record. 

8. The victim failed a polygraph test. 

9. The victim did not report the crime immediately. 

10. The victim is deemed unattractive. 

11. The victim knew the offender. 

12. The victim had a previous sexual relationship with the offender. 

13. The victim is married to the offender. 
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14. The victim has a history of mental illness.  

15. The victim does not appear upset at the initial interview. 

16. The victim voluntarily accompanied the offender to the place of attack.  

17. The victim voluntarily participated in some sexual contact before the assault. 

18. The victim does not want to press charges, is uncooperative, or cannot be 

located. 

19. The victim and offender are close in age. 

20. The offender has no previous record. 

21. The police do not want to influence department statistics. 

22. The police want to close the case because it seems too difficult. 

23. The offender cannot be identified. (Kerstetter 1990; LaFree 1989; Kingsnorth, 

MacIntosh, and Wentworth 1999; Spohn and Holleran 2001; Spohn and 

Spears 1996; McCahill, Meyer, and Fischman, 1979; LaFree 1981; Feild and 

Bienen 1980; Feldman-Summers and Lindner 1976; Reskin and Visher 1986). 

 After a sexual assault claim is labeled as founded, investigation into that case begins; 

that investigation typically lasts one day or less.  The investigation length for sexual 

assault is similar to the length of investigation for other violent crimes (Greenwood, 

Chaiken, and Petersilia 1975). An investigation is more likely to end in an arrest if the 

victim can identify the offender, the victim is willing to prosecute, and proof of 

penetration or physical force exists (LaFree 1981; Bryden and Lengnick 1997; Battelle 

Law and Justice Study Center 1978).  

Police and Rape Myths 
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 Acceptance of rape myths can also influence the founding of a sexual assault claim 

and the arrest of an offender. Carrington and Watson (1996) note that some police 

officers have negative attitudes toward rape victims and participate in victim-blaming due 

to the internalization of rape myths. A national study conducted by LeDoux and 

Hazelwood (1985) found that police tend to show lack of concern and suspicion toward 

rape victims. Other studies show that police think women either provoke sexual assault or 

lie about the incident (Campbell and Johnson 1997; Campbell et al. 2001). Female 

victims of sexual assault have reported uneasiness in their encounters with the police and 

fear they are not believed, which becomes a form of secondary victimization (Carrington 

and Watson 1996). Secondary victimization also occurs when police do not follow up on 

a case or rule a legitimate claim unfounded; this tells victims that either they are not 

believed or that their assault is not important enough to warrant police involvement or 

further investigation.  

 As seen above, there are many factors that can influence police officers’ decision to 

determine a claim unfounded. Most of the listed reasons, however, focus on victim 

characteristics/credibility. Though credibility seems like a legally relevant factor, other 

variables that should be deemed irrelevant often determine victim credibility. For 

example, if a victim knew the suspect or had a prior relationship with that suspect, they 

appear to be less credible; this is associated with the previously discussed rape myths. A 

prior criminal record on the part of the victim may also encourage police to determine the 

claim as unfounded due to credibility. The idea that women with criminal records are 

untrustworthy and may lie about sexual assault is also linked to both rape myths and 

victim credibility. Even though credibility of the witness is a relevant variable, it is 
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possible that police use ideas about what constitutes ‘real rape’ and ‘real victims,’ 

(Estrich 1987) when determining the credibility of a victim. Sexual assaults that are 

consistent with rape myths, in which police and analysts do not have a reason to question 

victim credibility, constitute real rape. On the contrary, victims whose sexual assault fits 

the legal definition of rape, but is consistent with factors associated with rape myths (like 

victims who knew or had past relationships with the offender) are considered not ‘real’ 

victims.  

UCR Reporting 

 As discussed previously, the UCR is a national system of police records (Brownstein 

2000). Though the UCR itself is standardized (Block and Block 1980), the process in 

which police jurisdictions send crime statistics to the UCR is not. Though many states 

have mandatory UCR reporting laws, Lynch and Jarvis (2008) note that “the quality of 

participation is voluntary and there is no evidence that failure to report in states with 

mandatory reporting laws has ever resulted in sanctions” (p.71). The lack of State and 

National sanctions in UCR reporting creates uncertainty about the validity and reliability 

of the official data and causes the prevalence of missing data to often go unnoticed 

(Gove, Hughes, and Geerken 1985).    

 When determining which cases to report to the UCR, crime analysts are expected to 

compare the official police report with the UCR guidelines. As Brownstein (2000) notes, 

“the analysis of official crime statistics then becomes a conceptual problem about the 

constructed nature of the meaning and measure of crime” (p. 76). Thus, crime analysts 

must interpret police narratives and match each crime with a UCR statue. Crimes that do 

not match a UCR statue are omitted and become missing data. Though little research has 
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been dedicated to the process by which police reports become official statistics, scholars 

have noted the importance of local crime analysts, local politics, national and state level 

politics, and police perception in determining whether or not a case is filed to the UCR 

(Block and Block 1982; Grove et al. 1985; Brownstein 2000; Lynch and Jarvis 2008). 

 The foundation of the American criminal justice system is grounded in the principle 

of formal rationality. Formal rationality assumes that  only legally revenant variables 

influence criminal case processing, and therefore variables like race, gender, and social 

class, as well as characteristics associated with rape myths, should not influence whether 

or not a sexual assault claim is founded by the police or reported to the UCR. The 

following section discusses the notion of formal rationality, and how it applies to the 

American criminal justice system.  

FORMAL RATIONALITY 

 The criminological literature offers two basic theoretical perspectives that explain 

disposition outcomes in criminal cases: formal and bounded rationality. The formal 

rationality perspective maintains that case outcomes in the criminal justice system are 

determined by only the legally relevant factors in each case. Formal rationality extends 

from Weber’s (1994) work on rationalization and bureaucracy. The criminal justice 

system is an example of rational-legal authority (Ritzer 2004). Authority is held by 

legally recognized impersonal orders and is granted to people only by virtue of the offices 

they hold. The bureaucratic nature of the criminal justice system is founded on the 

principles of rationality outlined by Weber, principles such as calculability, predictability, 

efficiency, control over uncertainties, and an increasing reliance on nonhuman 

technology.  
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 The process of rationalization is constituted in all aspects of the criminal justice 

system, from the political elections of court officials, to the interworking of a police 

station, to sentencing and prosecution decisions. However, because people (police, 

prosecutors, and jurors) determine the legitimacy of cases, what is legally ‘relevant’ is 

often subjective; thus, the criminal justice system may be based on rational-legal 

principles. That said, currently the extent of rationalization in the criminal justice system 

may not be fully realized.  

 The phrase “justice is blind” bears testimony to the believed formal rationality of the 

criminal justice system. The formal rationality perspective argues that sentencing 

outcomes in criminal cases are determined by legal rules that are universally applied to 

everyone. It is presumed that formal rationality is applied throughout the criminal justice 

process, not merely in sentencing. Police and prosecutors are expected to make decisions 

based on universally applied, legally relevant rules. Therefore, race, class, and gender 

should not play a significant role in decisions (Dixon 1995). Empirical support exists for 

the formal rationality perspective in criminal court decisions (Clarke and Koch 1977; 

Chiricos and Waldo 1975); however, scholars also note the prevalence of bounded 

rationality.  

BOUNDED RATIONALITY 

 The bounded rationality perspective maintains that sentencing outcomes are 

determined by the interplay between both legally relevant and legally irrelevant factors. 

Several theories are grouped under the bounded rationality perspective; these include the 

Substantive Political Theory, Attribution Theories, and the Organization Maintenance 

Theory. Substantive Political Theory argues that legally relevant and social status 
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variables like gender, race, age, and class determine sentencing outcomes (Garfinkel 

1949; Spohn, Gruhl, and Welch 1982; Thomson and Zingraff 1981). Albonetti (1987) 

notes that court officials are required to make rational judgments with incomplete 

knowledge. In order to make these judgments, officials need to rely on stereotypes to help 

aid their decisions. Like all stereotypes, these ideologies can be formed from past 

experiences and/or the media (Perkins 1979). Attribution Theories, which stem from the 

bounded rationality perspective, suggest that judgments about one’s attitude and 

motivation are considered when determining sentences (Bridges and Steen 1998); 

whereas Organizational Maintenance Theory suggests that legal factors and processing 

procedures for reducing sentences (like plea bargains) determine sentence length 

(Brereton and Casper 1982; Nardulli 1979; Bern- stein, Kelly, and Doyle 1977). Though 

each theory within the bounded rationality perspective offers a different account of why 

criminal justice inequality exists, these theories share the belief that both legally relevant 

and legally irrelevant factors influence sentencing outcomes.  

 The theoretical purpose of this research is to offer a new theory of bounded rationality 

that applies to cases of sexual assault. Instead of examining court verdicts, I will focus on 

the police narratives created when the victim first files the report. These narratives follow 

two different paths in the criminal justice system. First, the initial police narrative is used 

is to help detectives determine the legitimacy of a case, whether or not it is founded or 

unfounded. After the report is made, the narrative is given to the police department crime 

analysts, who read the report and label it with an official UCR statute. 

 Interestingly, the UCR statute is not influenced by the criminal investigation; rather, it 

is based solely on the narrative constructed by the police officer that took in the initial 
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report. Whereas officers taking the initial report have contextual factors from their 

interaction with the victim that may influence their opinion on the legitimacy of a sexual 

assault claim, the crime analysts for the police department are not influenced by the same 

factors. Crime analysts must discern from the police report whether or not the crime fits 

the UCR statute for rape or attempted rape. For this research, I examine the extent to 

which police officers and crime analysts are guided by formal rationality. Furthermore, I 

attempt to gauge the extent to which socially constructed stereotypes on what constitutes 

a real rape victim influence whether or not a case is determined to be founded by the 

police or if the case is labeled as a rape or attempted rape in the report sent to the UCR. 

Generally, I postulate that police discretion in determining the legitimacy of a sexual 

assault claim will be influenced by the principles of bounded rationality—more 

specifically, attributes related to rape myths and victim credibility. In addition, I 

hypothesize that a relationship exists between the factors associated with rape 

myths/victim credibility and the likelihood of a case to be labeled a rape or attempted 

rape to the UCR. In theory, crime analysts are objective members of the criminal justice 

system that are not influenced from victim testimony, prosecutors, or potential jury 

members. However, crime analysts are equally influenced by the stereotypes regarding 

‘real’ rape as the rest of society, and the narratives that analysts use to determine whether 

or not a sexual assault occurred may already include a bias against the victim. Thus, I 

expect factors associated with rape myths and victim credibility to influence whether or 

not a case is reported to the UCR. I hypothesize that factors associated with rape myths 

and victim credibility are used to establish whether or not a sexual assault is founded by 

the police and reported to the UCR as a rape or attempted rape.  
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HYPOTHESES 

1. Victim age and race, as well as suspect race, and the victim/offender relationship 

will influence the likelihood of a case to be determined founded by the police.  

2. The location of the sexual assault will influence the likelihood of a case to be 

determined founded by the police.  

3. Event characteristics that demonstrate overt force will influence the likelihood of 

a case to be determined founded by the police. The likelihood of a case to be 

determined founded increases when overt force is present in the assault.  

4. Victim behavior before and after the assault will influence the likelihood of a case 

to be determined founded by the police. Specifically, claims made by victims 

whose behaviors are associated with rape myths, or who are viewed as non-

credible due to their actions before or after the assault, will be less likely to be 

determined founded.  

5. Victim history with police will influence the likelihood of a case to be determined 

founded by the police. Specifically, claims made by victims who have had past 

experience with the police such as a prior criminal record, reported previous 

sexual assaults, or is/was a runaway will be less likely to be determined founded. 

6. Victim age and race, as well as suspect race, and the victim/offender relationship 

will influence the likelihood of a case to be officially reported to the UCR as a 

rape or attempted rape. 

7. The location of the sexual assault will influence the likelihood of a case to be 

officially reported to the UCR as a rape or attempted rape. 
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8.  Event characteristics that demonstrate overt force will influence the likelihood of 

a case to be officially reported to the UCR as a rape or attempted rape. The 

likelihood of a case being reported to the UCR as a rape or attempted rape 

increases when overt force is present in the assault 

9. Victim behavior before and after the assault will influence the likelihood of a case 

to be officially reported to the UCR as a rape or attempted rape. Specifically, 

claims made by victims whose behaviors are associated with rape myths, or who 

are viewed as non-credible due to their actions before or after the arrest, will be 

less likely to have their case reported to the UCR as a rape or attempted rape.  

10. Victim history with police will influence the likelihood of a case to be officially 

reported to the UCR as a rape or attempted rape. Specifically, a case with a victim 

who has had past experiences with the police such as a prior criminal record, 

reported previous sexual assaults, or is/was a runaway will be less likely to be 

reported to the UCR as rape or attempted rape.  

11. After controlling for victim age and race, as well as suspect race, and the 

victim/offender relationship, whether or not a claim was determined founded by 

the police will influence the likelihood of a case to be officially reported to the 

UCR as rape or attempted rape.  
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Chapter 3 

METHODOLOGY 

 In order to test these hypotheses, I conducted a secondary data analysis. The data I 

analyzed came from the Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department (LVMPD). My unit 

of analysis for all hypotheses is sexual assault incidents (N=2,027).  As noted above, 

there are many sources of data for researchers interested in examining sexual assault. The 

data I use is unique in that it is community-level data specific to the greater Las Vegas 

area, tracks the event disposition for each individual case of sexual assault, and contains 

quantified information about the sexual assault itself, not just whether or not it occurred. 

Furthermore, this data includes all the sexual assaults reported to the LVMPD during a 

span of just over two years. Data analysis examining sexual assault usually uses UCR, 

NCVS, or NIBRS data (as discussed previously), the official numbers collected though 

these official statistic reporting systems filter out some cases. However, the data I use is 

unique because it contains all of the reported cases; no cases were filtered out. My 

research has the unique ability to quantitatively explore the attrition process in sexual 

assault claims. Thus, the population in this data set is much greater than what would be 

expected after examining the UCR data (or other official statistics) on sexual assault in 

Nevada. By examining all the reported sexual assaults, not just the sexual assaults listed 

in the UCR, my study gain additional validity and reliability for understanding the 

processing outcomes in sexual assault claims.  

ACCESS 

 I was initially brought into to this project by LVMPD Officer Steven Pace. Officer 

Pace expressed interest in working with researchers who were familiar with the sexual 
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assault literature in order to help create new police procedures to lower the prevalence of 

sexual assault in Las Vegas. In order to gain access to this data, I had to complete the Las 

Vegas Metropolitan Police Department volunteer training. After becoming an official Las 

Vegas Metro volunteer, I was given access to the Las Vegas Sexual Assault Dataset 

(LVSAD). This research has also gained IRB approval. 

Metro Data 

 Because the data from the LVMPD is unique and not part of a recognized research 

center or research dataset, I will briefly describe how the data was collected: A database 

was created for entry of information obtained by the coders from incident crime reports. 

The crime analyst of the Crimes Against Youth and Family Bureau of the LVMPD 

provided event numbers for 2,027 police narrative descriptions of reported sexual assault 

incidents in Las Vegas from January 2008 through March 2010. Looking at three 

different aspects of the event (offense, victim, and offender characteristics), this dataset 

contains a total of 55 variables. Coders were required to research information from the 

following sources surrounding the event: Local Records Management System (LRMS), 

Scope Background Checks, and the incident crime report.  

 The Las Vegas Metropolitan Police Department is divided into eight area commands. 

The Area Command Intelligence Officer (ACIO) for each respective area command was 

assigned the incidents that occurred in their geographic during the time period of the 

study, January 2008 through March 2010. Every ACIO received training on how to 

research and pull the required information for each event number from LRMS. Once this 

was complete, all information pertinent to the database was collected and coded using a 

provided codebook. Any other information needed, such as criminal history, was 
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obtained using the SCOPE databases. All identifying information was removed after each 

ACIO completed their portion of the database; the files created by each ACIO was then 

incorporated into a master dataset for the purposes of analysis, and I was granted access 

to this dataset.  

All individual identifiers were removed from the data by Metro Police before the data 

was released for research purposes; therefore, I cannot link any information from the 

dataset to specific individuals. Respondents for this study consist of both men and women 

of all ages who filed a sexual assault complaint with Las Vegas Metropolitian Police 

from January 2008 through March 2010 (N=2,027). Before beginning my analysis, 

however, I excluded all sexual assaults that occurred outside of Las Vegas, Nevada. By 

law, the LVMPD files reports for all sexual assaults, even those that do not occur within 

Las Vegas jurisdiction; therefore, I removed these cases from the data. I also removed 

sexual assault cases in which the victim was 12 years old or younger, as such cases often 

involve pedophila, a different form of sexual assault in that it has different motivations 

and different event characteristics. Victims over the age of 55 were also exculed because 

new research suggests that this is a vulnerable population and that elderly abuse, in some 

ways, is more similar to child sexual abuse than adult sexual assault. Finally, the LVSAD 

includes male victims of sexual assualt. To ensure comparability to the UCR data, I 

removed all the cases involving male victims.  

Dependent Variables 

 The first dependent variable for this analysis is event dispostion
1
. I conceptualize 

event disposition as whether or not the claim was determined founded by the police. To 

                                                 
1
 See Table 1 for a concise breakdown of dependent and independent variable definitions and coding.  
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operationalize the concept ‘founded,’ I recoded the variable ‘event disposition’ in the 

LVSAD. The variable event disposition is a nominal variable with 25 attributes, and it 

measures the status of a sexual assault claim. For the purpose of my study, I have recoded 

the variable into two dummy variables: founded (1) and unfounded (0). Any case with the 

following event disposition fits the criteria of being founded: closed by arrest-adult, 

ongoing investigation, leads exhausted, closed by arrest-juvenile, cannot ID suspect, case 

denied by DA, summons/warrant issued, expired statured of limitations, victim refused to 

prosecute, no contact from the victim, and victim uncooperative. Each of the above-listed 

event dispositions assumes that the police determined the case founded (or legitimate 

enough to continue with their part in the investigation). Cases with the following event 

dispositions were coded as ‘unfounded:’ unfounded, insufficient evidence, wrong charge, 

case civil matter, not applicable or non-criminal incident, suspended, zeroed, closed by 

exception. Each of these dispositions assumes that the victim’s testimony of what 

occurred is incorrect. Under formal rationality, victim’s testimony of the event should be 

enough evidence to proceed with a sexual assault case. Furthermore, wrong charge, case 

civil matter, and not applicable or non-criminal incident assumes that the victim 

incorrectly labeled their experience as a sexual assault. Suspended, zeroed, dismissed, 

and closed by exception are cases that were not investigated, albeit for unknown reasons. 

Though these cases were not officially labeled ‘unfounded,’ contacts through the Las 

Vegas Metropolitan Police Department stated that suspended, zeroed, dismissed, and 

closed by exception cases are considered illegitimate and synonymous with unfounded. 

The event disposition ‘none’ is coded as missing data.  
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 The second dependent variable used in this analysis indicates how the sexual 

assault/attempted sexual assault was reported to the UCR. As discussed previously in 

Chapter One, the Uniform Crime Report (UCR) is maintained by the Federal Bureau of 

Investigation (FBI) and contains all of the reported crimes in the United States. Police 

department crime analysts review the sexual assault report narrative constructed by the 

officer who received the report. Based on the report narrative, the crime analysts choose 

the appropriate UCR statute, or what they believe is the appropriate UCR statute. To fit 

the UCR criteria for rape or attempted rape, use of force or a threat of force must have 

been present, and the victim must be female. As noted above, I filtered out all of the male 

cases before beginning my analysis. The LVSAD contains the UCR reporting statutes for 

all reported sexual assaults in Las Vegas. Originally, the UCR statute variable contained 

21 attributes. For this analysis, I collapsed the 21 attributes into the dummy variable 

‘UCR Report’ (coded as 1). The ‘UCR Report’ variable includes three of the 21 statutes: 

forcible rape-attempts to commit forcible rape, forcible rape-ape by force, and criminal 

homicide-murder and non-negligent homicide
2
. The other 18 statutes, used for the cases 

initially reported by victims as sexual assault, include 5 types of assault, 2 types of 

burglary, larceny, liquor laws, motor vehicle theft, non-UCR event, prostitution, 4 types 

robbery, sex offenses, and unspecified. I collapsed the 18 statutes into ‘No Report’ 

(coded as 0). 

Independent Variables 

                                                 
2
 The UCR is designed in a way that only allows the greatest crime to be reported. Thus, cases of sexual 

assault with homicide are reported as criminal homicide. The LVSAD contains three such cases. Because 

homicide is the correct statute for these cases, I included criminal homicide as part of the ‘UCR Report’ 

variable.  
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 The independent variables used in H1 and H6 measure victim race and age, suspect 

race, and victim/offender relationship. Victim race consists of one dummy-coded variable 

(Caucaisan=1)
3
. Victim age is a nomial dummy-coded variable, including 13-18, 19-29 

(reference), 30-40, and 41 and older. Suspect race is a dummy-coded variable 

(Caucasian=1). Conceptually, victim/offender relationship refers to how the victim and 

offender know eachother. To operationalize victim/offender relationship, I recoded the 

nominal variable ‘victim relationship’ from the LVSAD from 77 attributes to a dummy-

coded variable with acquaintance (reference), past/present intimate partners, friends and 

family, unknown aquaintance/stranger. Victim age and race, suspect race, and 

victim/offender relationship are also controlled for in each hypothesis. 

 H2 and H7 measure the influce of location on the dependent variables. To better 

measure location, I created two variables: localized premises and hypersexualized 

premises. My conceptualization for localized premises refers to the location where the 

sexual assault occurred. To operationalize this variable, I recoded the nominal variable 

‘general premises’ in the LVSAD from 25 attributes to four nominal dummy-coded 

attributes residences (reference), hotels/motels/bars/nightclubs, vehicles/roadways/alleys, 

and other.  

 My conceptualization for hypersexualized premises refers to the broad location where 

the sexual assault occurred. Hypersexualized places refers to locations where sex is used 

as a commodity to increase tourism. Though Vegas in not unique in its commodification 

of sex (sex has become a commodity in all areas of the world), the city is unique in that 

the marketing of sexuality is central to tourism (Brents and Hausbeck 2007). Las Vegas 

                                                 
3
 The initial analysis separated victim race into four dummy-coded variables; however, race was not 

significant in any model when coded this way.  
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relies on slogans such as “What happens in Vegas stays in Vegas,” as a way to market 

sexual fantasies to its 38 million annual tourists (Las Vegas Convention and Visitors 

Authority 2006). For the purpose of this research, the main Las Vegas tourist areas will 

constitute the hypersexualized locations. Though Las Vegas has both casinos and strip 

clubs spread throughout the valley, the largest concentration of these businesses can be 

found on/near the Las Vegas strip and Freemont Street (downtown). Both of these areas 

use sex and commodified female bodies to help bring in business from local and tourists.

 To operationalize hypersexualized premises, I recoded the variable ‘event 

jurisdiction’ in the LVSAD. In the dataset, ‘event jursidiction’ is a nominal variable with 

eight attributes: Northwest Area Command (NWAC), Bolden Area Command (BAC), 

Northeast Area Command (NEAC), Southeast Area Command (SEAC), Enterprise Area 

Command (EAC), Convention Center Area Command (CCAC), South Central Area 

Command (SCAC), and Downtown Area Command (DTAC). I have recoded ‘event 

jurisdiction’ into a new nominal level variable, ‘place,’ with two attributes. For one 

attribute, I combined CCAC (the Las Vegas strip) and DTAC (Freemont Street 

Experience); this attribute represents hypersexualized place. Builiding this variable is 

imperfect because there are residences in the CCAC and DTAC and sex is used for 

marketing and to generate tourism in other areas of Las Vegas. For example, casinos and 

strip clubs are scattered throughout the Las Vegas valley. Still, the concentration of 

sexualized businesses on the strip and in the downtown area is much greater than in other 

areas of the city. By combining these two areas, I can compare the prevlaence of reported 

sexual assault in the main tourist destination of Las Vegas with the prevalence of sexual 

assaults that occur in other areas of city.  For the second attribute, less sexualized place, I 
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combined NWAS, BAC, NEAC, SEAC, EAC, and SCAC. Each attribute is dummy 

coded (hypersexualized place=1, less sexualized place=0). 

 H3 and H8 measure the extent to which the use of overt force influences the 

dependent variables. Overt force refers to characteristics specific to a sexual assault 

offense that, according to rape myths, makes the sexual assault claim appear to be more 

legitiamate than other claims. Overt force consists of five dummy-coded nominal 

variables (yes=1, no=0). The varibales that determine if overt force was used in a sexual 

assault are presence of other crimes, multiple offenders, multiple types of penetration, use 

of physical force and use of a weapon.  

 The independent variables used in H4 and H9 measure victim behavior before and 

after the offense. Many rape myths assume that victims are responsible for their assualt 

due to behaviors they participated in before the assault occurred (drinking, partying, etc). 

Another common rape myth concerns how victims act after the assault, the assumption 

being that ‘real’ victims report sexual assualts immediately. The four dummy-coded 

variables (yes=1, no=0) that measure victim behavior are use of alcohol before the 

assault, use of drugs before the assualt, victim met the offender at a nightclub, and the 

victim waited more than 24 hours before filing a report.  

 H5 and H10 measure victim’s background or previous history with law enforcement. 

Conceptually, victim’s background refers to apects of the victim’s history that, according 

to rape myths, would cause the victim to seem less credible than other victims. The three 

nominal dummy-coded (yes=1, no=0) background charateristics used to determine victim 

credibility are criminal priors in victims history, a history of previous sexual assault, and 

victim is/was listed as a runaway. 
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 The independent variable used in H11 is the dependent variable used in H1 through 

H5, ‘founded.’ I did not make any changes in the coding of this variable. Table 1 depicts 

the coding and frequencies for each of the indpendent and dependent variables used in 

this analysis.  

Analysis Plan 

 I received the Las Vegas sexual assault dataset in the form of a Microsoft Excel 

spreadsheet. I uploaded the dataset into a quantitative software program, SAS. After 

cleaning, recoding, and running basic descriptives of the data, I ran Pearson correlation 

coefficents to ensure that no variables were too highly correlated. The descriptive 

statistics of all the variables used are shown in Table 2. In addition, I ran crosstabs and a 

chi-square for each independent variable across both dependent variables. Table 3 depicts 

a correlation matrix for all of the independent variables by the two dependent variables, 

founded and UCR reported. Finally, in order to test each hypothesis, I ran a binary 

logistic regression.  
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Variable Definitions & Frequencies N = 2027 
Variables Definition n/N (%) 

Age 13-18 13-18=1, else=0 530/2027 (26.15%) 
Victim Age Age 19-29 (reference) 19-29=1, else=0 824/2027 (40.65%) 

Age 30-40 30-40=1, else=0 369/2027 (18.20%) 
Age 41+ 41+=1, else=0 304/2027 (15.00%) 

Victim Race Caucasian  Caucasian=1, else=0 1132/2027 (55.85%) 

Suspect Race Caucasian  Caucasian=1, else=0 735/2027 (36.26%) 

Friend, Known to Victim (reference) Friend=1, else=0 199/2027 (9.82%) 

Victim/Offender  Partner/Family/HH 
Past/Present Intimate Partner/  

Family/Household Member=1, else=0 60/2027 (2.96%) 
Relationship Acquaintance, Just Met Acquaintance=1, else=0 1741/2027 (85.89%) 

Stranger Unknown Acquaintance/Stanger=1, else=0 27/2027 (1.33%) 

Environment Hypersexualized Premises Yes=1, No=0 645/2027 (31.82%) 

Residences (reference) Residences=1, else=0 1058/2027 (52.20%) 
Localized Premises Hotels/Motels/Bars/Nightclubs Hotels/Motels/Bars/Nightclubs=1, else=0 406/2027 (20.03%) 

Vehicles/Roadways/Alleys Vehicles/Roadways/Alleys=1, else=0 196/2027 (9.67%) 
Other Other=1, else=0 367/2027 (18.11%) 

Additional Crimes Yes=1, No=0 120/2027 (5.92%) 
Multiple Offenders Yes=1, No=0 230/2027 (11.35%) 

Overt Force Multiple Penetration Yes=1, No=0 368/2027 (18.15%) 
Physical Force Yes=1, No=0 982/2027 (48.45%) 
Weapon Yes=1, No=0 171/2027 (8.44%) 

Used Alcohol Yes=1, No=0 803/2027 (39.62%) 
Behavior Before/ Used Drugs Yes=1, No=0 259/2027 (12.78%) 
After Offense Met Offender at Nightclub Yes=1, No=0 273/2027 (13.47%) 

Waited to Report Yes=1, No=0 798/2027 (39.37%) 

Criminal Priors Yes=1, No=0 559/2027 (27.58%) 
Victim's Background Previous Sexual Assault Yes=1, No=0 153/2027 (7.55%) 

Is/Was Runaway Yes=1, No=0 376/2027 (18.55%) 

Dependent Measures 
Founded Yes=1, No=0 1432/2027 (70.65%) 
UCR Report Yes=1, No=0 1121/2027 (55.30%) 

Table 1 

Variable Categories 
Independent Measures 
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Chapter 4 

RESULTS 

 Table 2 displays descriptive statistics for the 2 dependent variables and 24 

independent variables.The porportions in Table 2 are also accompainied by chi-square 

statistics for both dependent variables, founded and UCR reported. Of the 2,027 sexual 

assaults reported to LVMPD from January 2008 through March 2010, 1,432 of the claims 

were deemed founded by the police (70.65 percent illustrated in Figure 1) and 1,121 were 

reported to the UCR (55.30 percent illustrated in Figure 2). 

 

   Figure 1: Distribution of Founded Sexual Assault Claims to LVMPD from  

   January 2008 through March 2010, N=2,027. 

 

 Measures of victim age, shown in Figure 3, were unevenly distributed but 

consistent with the literature. As seen in Figure 1, victims aged 19-29 represented 40.65 

percent of the population; 13-18 represented 26.15 percent of the population; 30-40 

maintained 18.2 percent; and victims aged 41 and over held the last 15 percent. Victims 

aged 19-29  were significantly overrepresented (at the .01 level) as compared to the other 

age groups in their cases being determined founded. Additionally, victims aged 13-18 
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were also significanlty represented in having their cases determined founded, though just 

barely (at the .10 level). Interestingly, victim age did not significanly influence a case to 

labeled a rape to the UCR. 

 

     Figure 2: Distribution of Sexual Assault Cases Reported to the UCR,  

     N=2,027. 

   

 

    Figure 3: Distribution of Victim’s Ages, N=2,027. 
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 Victim race was almost equally distributed, with Caucasians representing 55.85 

percent of the population. Victim race did not significantly influence a sexual assault to 

be founded by the police. Victim race significantly, though barely, influenced the 

labeling of a sexual assault to the UCR (at the .10 level). Interestingly, 55.85 percent of 

the victims identified as Caucasian, though only 36.26 percent of the suspects were 

Caucasian. Furthermore, suspect race did not influence the founding of a sexual assault or 

the UCR labeling of the assault. Both victim and suspect race race is presented in Figure 

4. 

 Figure 5 illustrates the distribution of victim/offender relationship. In the measure of 

victim/offender relationship, cases where the victim just met the offender (acquaintance 

just met) were overrepresented with with 85.89 percent of the population. Cases where 

the victim knew the offender (friend) were the next highest represented group, with 9.82 

percent of the population; followed by victims who knew the offender through a past or 

present intimate relationship; family or household member which maintained 2.96 
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   Figure 4: Distribution of Victim and Offender Race, N=2,027. 
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percent on the population; and finally, attacks from strangers, which represented 1.33 

percent of the population. A signifciant relationship was found when the victim/offender 

relationship was that of a friend, partner/family/household member, or an acquaintance 

just met and the case to be determined founded by the police (at the .001 level). Cases 

where the victim did not know the offender (stranger) were also significantly related to 

the case being determined founded by the police (at the .01 level). Interestingly, only 

cases where the victim/offender relationship was that of a friend or acquanitance 

significantly influenced a case to be reported to the UCR (at the .05 level). Cases where 

the offender was a stranger or past/present intimate partner or family or household 

member were not significantly represented in UCR reporting.  

 

   Figure 5: Distribution of Victim Offender Relationship, N=2,027. 

 Sexual assaults that occurred in hypersexualized environments, depicted in Figure 6, 

represented 31.82 percent of the population. The likelihood of a case to be determined 

founded or reported to the UCR by police was not influenced by the sexual assault 
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occuring in a hypersexualized premises. Sexual assaults that occurred in residences 

maintained 52.2 percent of the population, followed by assault occuring in hotels, motels, 

bars, and nightclubs, which represented 20.03 percent. Other premises for assaults held 

18.11 percent of the population, and 9.67 percent of the sexaul assaults occurred in 

vehicles, roadways, and alleys. Figure 7 illustrates the distribution for localized premises.  

No significant relationship was found between the localized premises of the assault and 

the case being determined founded by the police.A signficant relationship was found 

between sexual assaults that occurred in hotels, motels, bars, and nightclubs and a case 

being reported to the UCR (at the .01 level). Sexual assaults that occurred in residences 

were also significantly related to a case being reported to the UCR (at the .05 level). Both 

cases where the sexual assault occurred in a vehicle, roadway, or alley and ‘other’ 

locations were not significanly related to the case being labeled an assault for the UCR.  

Hypersexualized 
Environment

31.82

Non-
Hypersexualized 

Environment

68.18%

 

   Figure 6: Distribution of Sexual Assaults that Occurred in a Hypersexualized  

  Environments, such as the Las Vegas Strip or Downtown area, N=2.027. 
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 Figure 7: Distribution of the Localized Premises for Sexual Assault Claims, N=2,027. 

 Figure 8 depicts the five variables that were used to measure overt force. The first, 

additional crimes present at time of the sexual assault, occurred in 5.92 percent of the 

cases. Presence of additional crimes did not significantly influence the likelihood of a 

cliam to be determined by the police. However, a significant relationship was found 

between additional crimes and the case being reported to the UCR (at the .05 level). 

Cases with multiple offenders occurred in 11.35 percent of the population. The presence 

of mulitple offenders did not significanly influence a claim to be determined founded or 

reported to the UCR by police. Sexual assaults with multiple types of penetration were 

represented in 18.15 percent of the population. A signficant relationship was found 

between multiple penetration and a claim to be determined founded (at the .05 level), as 

well as between multiple penetration and a case to be reported to the UCR (at the .001 

level). Use of force by the offender was represented in 48.45 percent of the cases. 

Furthermore, a signficant relationship was found between use of force and both a claim 

being determined founded and it being reported to the UCR (at the .001 level). Finally, 
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the use of a weapon during the sexual assault occurred in 8.44 percent of the cases. A 

signficant relationship was found between the use of a weapon and a claim being 

determined founded by the police (at the.05 level). Additionally, the relationship between 

a case being reported to the UCR and use of a weapon was also significant (at the .01 

level).  

 Four variables were used to asses victim behavior before and after the offense, as 

seen in Figure 9. The first variable, victim’s use of alcohol before the assault, was 

represented in 39.62 percent of the cases. Though no significant relationship was found 

between victim’s use of alcohol and a claim being determined founded by the police, a 

significant relationship was found between the victim’s use of alcohol and the assault 

 

  Figure 8: Distribution of Variables Measuring Overt Force, N=2,027. 

being reported to the UCR (at the .001 level). The use of drugs by a victim before the 

assault occurred in 12.78 percent of the cases and was not significantly related to either of 

the dependent variables. Within the population, 13.47 percent of the victims met the 

offender at a nightclub. Meeting the offender at a nightclub was signifcantly related to a 
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claim being determined founded by the police (though just barely at the .10 level) and to 

the case being reported to the UCR (at the .001 level). Finally, 39.37 percent of the 

victims waited 24 hours or more before reporting their sexual assault to the police. A 

significant relationship between waiting to report and a claim being determined founded 

by the police was found (at the .10 level). However, no relationship was found between a 

victim waiting to report an assault and the assault being reported to the UCR.  

 Figure 10 illustrates the 3 variables that were used to measure the victim’s 

background. In 27.58 percent of the cases, the victim had criminal priors. A significant 

relationship between victims with criminal priors and both the liklihood of a case to be 

founded and reported to the UCR as a sexual assault was found (at the .05 level). Victims 

 

   Figure 9: Distribution of Variables Measuring Victims’ Behavior Before and  

   After the Offense, N=2,027.  

with a previous sexual assault represented 7.55 percent of the population and victims with 

a past or present listing as a runaway maintained 18.55 percent of the population. No 

relationship was found between previous sexual assaults and being listed as a runaway 

with either of the dependent variables.  
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Figure 10: Distribution of Variables Measuring Victims’ Background, N=2,027. 

Bivariate Relationships 

 Pearson correlation coefficients, presented in Table 2, indicate the bivariate 

relationships between the 2 dependent variables and the 24 independent variables. As 

similiarlly reflected in the chi-square results in Table 3, a significant relationship was 

found between victims aged 13-18, victims aged 19-29, all categories of victim/offender 

relationship, multiple penetration, use of force, use of a weapon, the victim meeting the 

offender at a nightclub, victims waiting to report the assault, and the victim having 

criminal priors and the cliam being determined founded by the police. Furthermore, the 

alpha levels between the independent and dependent variables in the Pearson correlation 

coefficients are to the same significant alpha levels found in the chi-square (with the 

exception of victims aged 19-29, where the chi-square alpha is .01 and the Pearson  

coefficient alpha is only .05). 

 Similiarly to the chi-square results presented in Table 3, victim race, victim offender 

relationship, location of the assult, assaults that occurred with additional crimes, had 
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multiple offenders, use of  physical force, use of a weapon, use of alcohol by the victim 

before the assault, victims that met the offended at a nightclub, and victims with criminal 

priors were all significantly related to a case being reported to the UCR. Additionally, I 

included the founding of a sexual assault claim as an independent variable in the Pearson 

coefficient matrix. Claims that were determined founded by police officers were 

significantly related to a case being reported to the UCR (at the .001 level).  

Table 2 

Pearson Correlation Coefficients for Dependent Variables 

Age 13-18 -0.04 ^ -0.02 

Age 19-29  0.05 * 0.01 

Age 30-40 0 0.01 

Age 41+ -0.02 0.01 

Victim Caucasian  0.02 -0.04 ^ 

Offender Caucasian  0.01 0.01 

Friend  -0.09 *** -0.04 * 

Partner/Family/HH -0.12 *** -0.03 

Acquaintance Just Met 0.16 *** 0.05 * 

Stranger -0.07 ** 0.01 

Hypersexualized Premises 0.03 -0.00 

Residences  -0.02 0.05 * 

Hotels/Motels/Bars/Nightclubs -0.00 -0.06 ** 

Vehicles/Roadways/Alleys 0.02 0 

Other Location 0.01 -0.00 

Additional Crimes 0.01 -0.05 * 

Multiple Offenders 0.02 0.02 

Multiple Penetration 0.05 * 0.12 *** 

Physical Force 0.15 *** 0.31 *** 

Weapon 0.05 * 0.07 ** 

Used Alcohol -0.03 -0.09 *** 

Used Drugs 0.01 -0.03 

Met Offender at Nightclub -0.04 ^ -0.08 *** 

Waited to Report -0.04 ^ 0.01 

Criminal Priors 0.05 * 0.06 * 

Previous Sexual Assault 0.02 -0.00 

Is/Was Runaway -0.01 -0.02 

Founded 1 0.15 *** 

***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05, (^p<.10) 

UCR Report Founded 
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Table 2

Descriptives Table Across Dependent Variables

Overall Founded UCR

N=2027 N=1432 Percentage Among N=1121 Percentage Among

n/N(%) n/N(%) Founded n/N(%) UCR Report

Age 13-18 530/2027 (26.15%) 358/1432 (25.00%) 358/530 (67.55%) 3.32 ^ 283/1121 (25.25%) 283/530 (53.40%) 1.06

Victim Age Age 19-29 (reference) 824/2027 (40.65%) 605/1432 (42.25%) 605/824 (73.42%) 5.16 ** 460/1121 (41.03%) 460/824 (55.83%) 0.15

Age 30-40 369/2027 (18.20%) 261/1432 (18.23%) 261/369 (70.73%) 0.00 207/1121 (18.47%) 207/369 (56.10%) 0.12

Age 41+ 304/2027 (15.00%) 208/1432 (14.53%) 208/304 (68.42%) 0.85 171/1121 (15.25%) 171/304 (56.25%) 0.13

Victim Race Caucasian 1132/2027 (55.85%) 807/1432 (56.35%) 807/1132 (71.29%) 0.51 607/1132 (54.15%) 607/1132 (53.62%) 2.93 ^

Suspect Race Caucasian 735/2027 (36.26%) 525/1432 (36.66%) 525/735 (71.43%) 0.34 413/1121 (36.84%) 413/735 (56.19%) 0.37

Friend (reference) 199/2027 (9.82%) 115/1432 (8.03%) 115/119 (96.64%) 17.59 *** 91/1121 (8.65%) 91/119 (76.47%) 3.84 *

Victim/Offender Partner/Family/HH 60/2027 (2.96%) 23/1432 (1.61%) 23/60 (38.33%) 31.13 *** 28/1121 (2.50%) 28/60 (46.67%) 1.87

Relationship Acquaintance Just Met 1741/2027 (85.89%) 1282/1432 (89.53) 1282/1741 (73.63%) 53.18 *** 980/1121 (87.42%) 980/1741 (56.29%) 4.85 *

Stranger 27/2027 (1.33%) 12/1432 (0.84%) 12/27 (44.44%) 9.06 ** 16/1121 (1.43%) 16/27 (59.26%) 0.17

Environment Hypersexualized Premises 645/2027 (31.82%) 469/1432 (32.75%) 469/645 (72.71%) 1.95 356/1121 (31.76%) 356/645 (55.19%) 0.95

Residences (reference) 1058/2027 (52.20%) 740/1432 (51.68%) 740/1058 (69.94%) 0.53 609/1121 (54.33%) 609/1058 (57.56%) 4.57 *

Localized Premises Hotels/Motels/Bars/Nightclubs 406/2027 (20.03%) 285/1432 (19.90%) 285/406 (70.20%) 0.05 199/1121 (17.75%) 199/406 (49.01%) 8.12 **

Vehicles/Roadways/Alleys 196/2027 (9.67%) 143/1432 (9.99%) 143/196 (72.96%) 0.56 111/1121 (9.90%) 111/196 (56.63%) 0.16

Other 367/2027 (18.11%) 264/1432 (18.44%) 264/367 (71.93%) 0.36 202/1121 (18.02%) 202/367 (55.04%) 0.01

Additional Crimes 120/2027 (5.92%) 88/1432 (6.15%) 88/120 (73.30%) 0.44 54/1121 (4.82%) 54/120 (45.00%) 5.48 *

Multiple Offenders 230/2027 (11.35%) 169/1432 (11.80%) 169/230 (73.48%) 1.00 136/1121 (12.13%) 136/230 (59.13%) 1.54

Overt Force Multiple Penetration 368/2027 (18.15%) 277/1432 (19.34%) 277/368 (75.27%) 4.64 * 250/1121 (22.30%) 250/368 (67.93%) 29.02 ***

Physical Force 982/2027 (48.45%) 763/1432 (53.28%) 763/982 (77.70%) 45.68 *** 700/1121 (62.44%) 700/982 (71.28%) 196.8 ***

Weapon 171/2027 (8.44%) 133/1432 (9.29%) 133/171 (77.77%) 4.58 * 114/1121 (10.17%) 114/171 (66.67%) 9.76 **

Used Alcohol 803/2027 (39.62%) 554/1432 (38.69%) 554/803 (68.99%) 1.76 399/1121 (35.59%) 399/803 (49.69%) 16.96 ***

Behavior Before/ Used Drugs 259/2027 (12.78%) 187/1432 (13.06%) 187/259 (72.20%) 0.35 133/1121 (11.86%) 133/259 (51.35%) 1.88

After Offense Met Offender at Nightclub 273/2027 (13.47%) 181/1432 (12.64%) 181/273 (66.30%) 2.87 ^ 122/1121 (10.88%) 122/273 (44.69%) 14.38 ***

Waited to Report 798/2027 (39.37%) 545/1432 (38.06%) 545/798 (68.30%) 3.51 ^ 445/1121 (39.70%) 445/798 (55.76%) 0.11

Criminal Priors 559/2027 (27.58%) 416/1432 (29.05%) 416/559 (74.42%) 5.30 * 334/1121 (29.79%) 334/559 (59.75%) 6.17 *

Victim's Background Previous Sexual Assault 153/2027 (7.55%) 114/1432 (7.96%) 114/153 (74.51%) 1.19 84/1121 (7.49%) 84/153 (54.90%) 0.01

Is/Was Runaway 376/2027 (18.55%) 261/1432 (18.23%) 261/376 (69.41%) 0.34 202/1121 (18.02%) 202/376 (53.72%) 0.47

***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05, (^p<.10)

Independent Measures

Chi square Chi square



77 

 

Mulitvariate Models: Tests of Hypotheses 

 I used binary logistic regression in each of the multivariate analyses to test 

hypotheses. The first hypotheses (victim age and race, as well as suspect race, and the 

victim/offender relationship will influence the likelihood of a case to be determined 

founded by the police) is depicted in Model 1 of Table 4. Victims aged 13-18 were 22 

percent less likely to have their claims determined founded by the police as compared to 

victims aged 19-29 (significant at the .05 level). Interestingly, this relationship intensified 

in Model 1 when compared to the chi-square depicted in Table 3. A significant 

relationship was found between victims aged 41 and older and their sexual assault claim 

being determined founded by the police. Specifically, victims aged 41 and older were 23 

percent less likely to have their claim determined founded by the police in comparison to 

victims aged 19-29 (at the .10 level). Though the relationship between victims aged 41 

and older and a claim being determined founded by the police was barely significant in 

the multivariate analysis, it was an interesting finding because no significance between 

the two variables was found in the chi-square. 

 Victim/offender relationship also influenced the likelihood of a claim to be founded 

by the police. Victims whose offender was a past or present intimate partner or 

family/household member were 54 percent less likely to have their claim determined 

founded by the police, in comparison to victims who were deemed to be a friend of their 

offender (at the .05 level). In comparison with the findings from the chi-square, the 

significant relationship between victims whose offender was labeled an intimate partner 

or family/household member weakened in the multivariate analysis. In contrast to victims 
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Table 4 

Bivariate Logistic Regression for Founded Sexual Assault. Coefficients (B) and Odds Ratios (Exp B). 

        

  

Model 1 Model 2 

  

B   Exp (B) B   Exp (B) 

 

Age 13-18 -0.25 * 0.78 -0.27 * 0.76 

Victim Age Age 19-29 (reference) ----- 

 

----- ----- 

 

----- 

 

Age 30-40 -0.11 

 

0.90 -0.13 

 

0.88 

 

Age 41+ -0.27 ^ 0.77 -0.31 * 0.73 

        Victim Race Caucasian  0.08 

 

1.08 0.08 

 

1.09 

        Suspect Race Caucasian  0.07 

 

1.07 0.09 

 

1.09 

        

 

Friend (reference) ----- 

 

----- ----- 

 

----- 

Victim/Offender  Partner/Family/HH -0.77 * 0.46 -0.80 ** 0.45 

Relationship Acquaintance Just Met 0.72 *** 2.05 0.71 *** 2.04 

 

Stranger -0.58   0.56 -0.59 

 

0.56 

        Environment Hypersexualized Premises 

  

0.20 

 

1.22 

        

 

Residences (reference) 

   

----- 

 

----- 

Localized Premises Hotels/Motels/Bars/Nightclubs 

  

-0.25 ^ 0.78 

 

Vehicles/Roadways/Alleys 

  

-0.00 

 

1.00 

 

Other 

   

0.03   1.03 

        -2 Log Likelihood 

 

2453.84 

  

2453.84 

  N   2027     2027     

***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05, (^p<.10) 

       who were friends with the offender, victims who were acquaintances or just met the 

offender were 105 percent more likely to have their claims determined founded by police 

(significant at the .001 level). Though a significant relationship between victims whose 

offender was a stranger and their claim being determined founded by the police was 

found in the chi-square, no significant relationship between these variables was found in 

the multivariate analysis. Based on these findings, I find support for my hypothesis that 

age and victim/offender relationship does influence the likelihood of a sexual assault 

claim to be determined founded by the police. However, I was unable to support the 
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hypotheses that victim and/or suspect race affect police discretion in determining the 

legitimacy of a sexual assault claim.  

 Model 2 in Table 4 tests the H2 (the location of sexual assault will influence the 

likelihood of a case to be determined founded by the police). Similar to Model 1, I found 

that both victim age and victim/offender relationship influenced the likelihood of a claim 

to be determined founded by the police. In fact, some of these relationships intensified 

slightly with the inclusion of hyper-sexualized and localized premises. No significant 

relationship was found between hyper-sexualized premises and a claim being determined 

legitimate. Of all the localized premises, only sexual assaults that occurred in hotels, 

motels, bars, and nightclubs significantly (though slightly) influenced the likelihood of a 

claim to be determined founded by the police (at the .10 level). Specifically, sexual 

assaults that occurred in hotels, motels, bars, and nightclubs were 22 percent less likely to 

be determined founded by the police. Taking the low level of significance into account, I 

believe I was unable to find adequate support for H2. 

  Hypothesis 3 (the likelihood of a case to be determined founded increases when overt 

force is present in the assault) is tested in Model 3 on Table 5. As in Models 1 and 2, 

victim age and victim/offender relationship influenced the likelihood of claim to be 

determined founded by the police when taking into account the variables measuring overt 

force. Of the five variables that measured overt force, only use of force significantly 

influenced the likelihood of a claim to be determined founded by the police. Specifically, 

victims who experienced use of force during their assault were 83 percent more likely to 

have their claim determined founded by the police. Though results were mixed, I found 

partial support for H3. 
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Table 5        

Bivariate Logistic Regression for Founded Sexual Assault. Coefficients (B) and Odds Ratios 

(Exp B).   

        

  Model 3 Model 4 

  B   Exp (B) B   Exp (B) 

 Age 13-18 -0.24 ^ 0.78 -0.32 * 0.73 

Victim Age Age 19-29 (reference) -----  ----- -----  ----- 

 Age 30-40 -0.16  0.85 -0.15  0.86 

 Age 41+ -0.31 * 0.73 -0.34 * 0.71 

        

Victim Race Caucasian  0.13  1.14 0.08  1.08 

        

Suspect Race Caucasian  0.09  1.09 0.08  1.08 

        

 Friend (reference) -----  ----- -----  ----- 

Victim/Offender  Partner/Family/HH -0.84 ** 0.43 -0.79 ** 0.45 

Relationship Acquaintance Just Met 0.60 *** 1.81 0.75 *** 2.13 

 Stranger -0.64  0.53 -0.59  0.55 

        

 Additional Crimes 0.20  1.22 -----  ----- 

 Multiple Offenders 0.03   -----  ----- 

Overt Force Multiple Penetration 0.15  1.16 -----  ----- 

 Physical Force 0.60 *** 1.83 -----  ----- 

 Weapon 0.02   1.02 -----  ----- 

        

 Used Alcohol    -0.76  0.93 

Behavior Before/ Used Drugs    0.23  1.25 

After Offense 

Met Offender at 

Nightclub    -0.43 ** 0.65 

 Waited to Report    -0.17   0.85 

        

-2 Log Likelihood  2453.84   2453.84   

N   2027     2027     

***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05, (^p<.10) 
      

 Hypothesis 4 (claims made by victims whose behaviors are associated with rape 

myths will less likely be determined founded) is presented in Model 4 on Table 5. After 

controlling for victim age, victim race, suspect race, and victim/offender relationship, I 

found that one of the four variables measuring victim behavior before or after the offense 

significantly influenced the likelihood of a claim to be determined founded by the police. 

Victims who met their offenders at a nightclub were 35 percent less likely to have their 
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claim determined founded by the police (at the .01 level). Thus, I found partial support 

for H4.   

  Hypothesis 5 (claims made by victims who have had past experience with the 

police such as a prior criminal record, reported previous sexual assaults, or is/was a 

runaway will less likely to be determined founded) is tested in Model 5 on Table 6. After 

controlling for victim age, victims race, suspect race, and victim/offender relationship, I 

found an unexpected outcome for one of the indicators used to measure victim 

background. Victims with criminal priors were 128 percent more likely to have case 

determined founded by the police (at the .05 level). The direction of the relationship  

Table 6     

Bivariate Logistic Regression for Founded Sexual Assault. Coefficients (B) and Odds Ratios (Exp 

B). 

     

  Model 5 

  B   Exp (B) 

 Age 13-18 -0.20  0.82 

Victim Age Age 19-29 (reference) -----  ----- 

 Age 30-40 -0.14  0.87 

 Age 41+ -0.31 ^ 0.74 

     

Victim Race Caucasian  0.70  1.07 

     

Suspect Race Caucasian  0.11  1.12 

     

 Friend (reference) -----  ----- 

Victim/Offender  Partner/Family/HH -0.79 ** 0.46 

Relationship Acquaintance Just Met 0.71 *** 2.03 

 Stranger -0.58  0.56 

     

 Criminal Priors 0.25 * 1.28 

Victim's Background Previous Sexual Assault 0.14  1.15 

 Is/Was Runaway -0.06  0.94 

     

-2 Log Likelihood  2453.84   

N   2027     

***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05, (^p<.10)    
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between criminal priors and the founding of a sexual assault claim contrasted my 

hypothesis, thus, I found no support for H5. 

 Table 7 depicts the results of H6 and H7. Hypothesis 6 (victim age and race, as well 

as suspect race and the victim/offender relationship, will influence the likelihood of a 

case to be officially reported to the UCR) is illustrated in Model 6. Unlike Hypothesis 1, 

victim age did not influence the likelihood of a sexual assault case to be reported to the 

UCR. A significant relationship, however, was found between victim race and the claim 

being reported to the UCR (as depicted in the chi-squares on Table 2). Caucasian victims 

were 17 percent less likely to have their cases reported in the UCR as non-Caucasian 

victims (at the .05 level). Victim/offender relationship was also found to influence the 

likelihood of a case to be reported to the UCR. Cases where the victim/offender 

relationship was that of an acquaintance or just met were 134 percent more likely to have 

their cases reported to the UCR (though just slightly at the .10 level). Due to the influence 

of race and victim/offender relationship on UCR reporting, I claim partial support for H6. 

  Hypothesis 7 (that the location of sexual assault will influence the likelihood of a 

case to be officially reported to the UCR) is depicted in Model 7 on Table 7. After 

controlling for victim age and race and suspect race, neither hyper-sexualized premises 

nor localized premises influenced the likelihood of the sexual assault to be reported to the 

UCR. However, adding the premises variables did cause a slight change in the significant 

control variables in the previous model. Specifically, the alpha level for victim race 

decreased once I added the premises variables. Furthermore, the alpha level for 

acquaintance or just met intensified after adding the premises variables. Due to the lack 
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of a statistically significant relationship between any of the premises variables and the 

likelihood of a sexual assault to be reported to the UCR, I found statistical support for 

H7. 

Table 7        

Bivariate Logistic Regression for UCR Reported Sexual Assault. Coefficients (B) and Odds Ratios (Exp B). 

        

  Model 6 Model 7 

  B   Exp (B) B   Exp (B) 

 Age 13-18 -0.10  0.90 -0.17  0.84 

Victim Age Age 19-29 (reference) -----  ----- -----  ----- 

 Age 30-40 0.02  1.02 -0.01  0.99 

 Age 41+ 0.04  1.04 -0.04  0.96 

        

Victim Race Caucasian  -0.19 * 0.83 -0.16 ^ 0.85 

        

Suspect Race Caucasian  0.13  1.14 0.13  1.14 

        

 Friend (reference) -----  ----- -----  ----- 

Victim/Offender  Partner/Family/HH -0.89  0.92 -0.14  0.87 

Relationship Acquaintance Just Met 0.29 ^ 1.34 0.31 * 1.36 

 Stranger 0.41   1.51 0.45  1.57 

        

Environment Hypersexualized Premises    0.16  1.18 

        

 Residences (reference)    -----  ----- 

Localized 

Premises Hotels/Motels/Bars/Nightclubs    -0.49  0.61 

 Vehicles/Roadways/Alleys    -0.11  0.90 

 Other    -0.12   0.88 

        

-2 Log Likelihood  2787.17   2787.17   

N   2027     2027     

***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05, (^p<.10) 

      

 Hypothesis 8 (the likelihood of a case to be reported to the UCR will increase when 

overt force is present in the assault) is illustrated in Model 8 on Table 8. After controlling 

for victim age and race, suspect race, and victim/offender relationship, cases where 

additional crimes were present were 35 percent less likely to be reported to the UCR as a 

rape or attempted rape (at the .05 level). A significant relationship was also found 
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between use of force and whether or not a case was reported to the UCR. Specifically, 

cases presented with use of force were 279 percent more likely to be reported in the UCR 

(at the .001 level). The presence of multiple offenders, multiple penetration, and use of a 

weapon did not significantly influence the likelihood of a case to be reported to the UCR. 

However, a slight significant relationship between suspect race and a case being reported 

to the UCR was found. In comparison to cases with non-Caucasian suspects, cases with 

Caucasian suspects were 19 percent more likely to be reported to the UCR. Two of the 

five indicators measuring overt force significantly influenced the dependent variable 

UCR report. From this analysis, I conclude that partial support exists for H8.  

 Hypothesis 9, (cases where victim behaviors are associated with rape myths will 

influence the likelihood of a case to be reported to the UCR as rape or attempted rape) is 

depicted in Model 9 on Table 8. Interestingly, with the inclusion of behavior variables, a 

significant relationship emerged between victim age and the dependent variable. In 

comparison to victims aged 19-29, victims aged 13-18 were 23 percent less likely to have 

their cases reported to the UCR (at the .05 level). Thus far, a significant relationship 

between victim age and the UCR report had not been found. Among all four of the 

behavior indicators, the only significant relationship found occurred when the victim met 

the offender at a nightclub. When victims met their offender at a nightclub, their case was 

35 percent less likely to be reported to the UCR as a rape or attempted rape by the police 

(at the .01 level). Due to the mixed results between victim behavior before and after the 

sexual assault, I posit that partial support exists for H9. 
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Table 8         

Bivariate Logistic Regression for UCR Reported Sexual Assault. Coefficients (B) and Odds 

Ratios (Exp B).     

         

  Model 8  Model 9 

  B   Exp (B)   B   Exp (B) 

 Age 13-18 0.02  1.02  -0.26 * 0.77 

Victim Age Age 19-29 (reference) -----  -----  -----  ----- 

 Age 30-40 -0.12  0.90  -0.05  0.95 

 Age 41+ -0.6  0.94  -0.06  0.94 

         

Victim Race Caucasian  -0.10  0.91  -0.15  0.87 

         

Suspect Race Caucasian  0.17 ^ 1.19  0.14  1.15 

         

 Friend (reference) -----  -----  -----  ----- 

Victim/Offender  Partner/Family/HH -0.18  0.84  -0.21  0.81 

Relationship Acquaintance Just Met 0.04  1.04  0.23  1.26 

 Stranger 0.32  1.38  0.32  1.39 

         

 Additional Crimes -0.43 * 0.65  -----  ----- 

 Multiple Offenders -0.02  0.98  -----  ----- 

Overt Force Multiple Penetration -0.00  1.00  -----  ----- 

 Physical Force 1.33 *** 3.79  -----  ----- 

 Weapon -0.13   0.88  -----  ----- 

         

 Used Alcohol     -0.26  0.77 

Behavior Before/ Used Drugs     -0.06  0.94 

After Offense 

Met Offender at 

Nightclub     -0.43 ** 0.65 

 Waited to Report     -0.00   1.00 

         

-2 Log 

Likelihood  2787.17    2787.17   

N   2027       2027     

***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05, (^p<.10) 

       

 Table 9 depicts multivariate regression results for H10 and H11. The results for H10 

(a case in which the victim has a past experience with the police such as a prior criminal 

record, reported previous sexual assaults, or is/was a runaway, will influence the 

likelihood of a case to be reported to the UCR as rape or attempted rape) are illustrated in 

Model 10. Similar to past models, victim race, suspect race, and victims whose offender 
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was an acquaintance significantly influenced if the case was reported to the UCR. Within 

the three indicators used to measure the victim’s background, only one significantly 

influenced the dependent variable. Victims with criminal priors were 33 percent more 

likely to be reported to the UCR as a rape or attempted rape by the police. Thus, I found 

partial support for H10.  

Table 9 

       Bivariate Logistic Regression for UCR Reported Sexual Assault. Coefficients (B) and Odds Ratios 

(Exp B). 

        

  

Model 10 Model 11 

  

B   Exp (B) B   Exp (B) 

 

Age 13-18 -0.03 

 

0.97 -0.07 

 

0.93 

Victim Age 

Age 19-29 

(reference) ----- 

 

----- ----- 

 

----- 

 

Age 30-40 -0.02 

 

0.98 0.03 

 

1.03 

 

Age 41+ -0.00 

 

1.00 0.08 * 1.08 

        Victim Race Caucasian  -0.19 * 0.82 -0.21 

 

0.81 

        Suspect Race Caucasian  0.16 ^ 1.18 0.12 

 

1.13 

        

 

Friend (reference) ----- 

 

----- ----- 

 

----- 

Victim/Offender  Partner/Family/HH -0.10 

 

0.91 0.03 

 

1.03 

Relationship 

Acquaintance Just 

Met 0.28 ^ 1.32 0.20 

 

1.22 

 

Stranger 0.40 

 

1.50 0.51 

 

1.67 

        

 

Criminal Priors 0.28 ** 1.33 ----- 

 

----- 

Victim's 

Background 

Previous Sexual 

Assault -0.09 

 

0.92 ----- 

 

----- 

 

Is/Was Runaway -0.08   0.92 ----- 

 

----- 

        

 

Founded 

   

0.63 *** 1.89 

        -2 Log Likelihood 

 

2787.17 

  

2787.17 

  N   2027     2027     

***p<.001, **p<.01, *p<.05, (^p<.10) 

       Hypothesis 11 (claims that were determined founded will not influence the likelihood 

of the case to be reported to the UCR as rape or attempted rape) is illustrated in Model 

11. A slight positive significant relationship was found between victims aged 41 and 
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older and a case being reported to the UCR, in comparison to victims aged 19-29 (at the 

.05 level). Additionally, cases that were determined founded by the police were, 

significantly, 89 percent more likely to be reported to the UCR (at the .001 level).Based 

on the statistical evidence illustrated in Model 11, I found substantial support for H11.  

 In the following chapter, I will discuss the theoretical and political implication s of 

these findings.  
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Chapter 5 

DISCUSSION 

The results indicated mixed support for most of my hypotheses. I found that several 

variables that seemed to be related to each of the dependent variables though the chi-

square test and Pearson correlation matrix did not significantly influence the dependent 

variables in the multivariate analysis. Additionally, several variables that influenced the 

likelihood of a sexual assault claim to be determined founded by the police did not 

influence the likelihood of the sexual assault case to be reported to the UCR as a rape or 

attempted rape and vice versa. 

 The test of Hypothesis 1 yielded interesting results concerning victim age and the 

victim/offender relationship. I found that victims aged between 13 and 18 and those aged 

41 and older were less likely to have their cases determined founded by the police than 

victims aged between 19 and 29. The influence of victim age on police discretion in 

determining the legitimacy of sexual assault claims may demonstrate police reliance on 

rape myths. Past literature has found that sexual assault claims made by young victims 

are less likely to be taken seriously (Parrot and Bechofer 1991; LaFree1982; Kerstetter 

1990; Spohn and Spears 2001), possibly due to the relationship between age and date 

rape. I was surprised to find that older victims were also less likely to have their claims 

determined founded, as I expected that the older the respondent, the more likely their 

claim would be determined founded. A few possible explanations exist for this 

phenomenon. First, police may be less likely to take serious sexual assault claims from 

older women, believing that no one would rape an older woman, an indication of the 

internalization of rape myths regarding who can be a victim of sexual assault. Second, the 
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police might personally believe the victim’s claim but be unable to support it with 

evidence; therefore, it is filtered out of the system early. The final possibility, though 

unlikely, is that older women are more likely to report false claims, so police are filtering 

out these reports appropriately.  

 Victim/offender relationship also influenced the likelihood of a case to be determined 

founded. Consistent with the literature, when the offender was a past or present intimate 

partner, family member, or household member, the victim’s sexual assault claim was less 

likely to be deemed founded than cases when the offender was considered a friend 

(Langhinrichsen-Rohling and Monson 1989; Spohn and Holleran 2001). In addition, 

when the offender was an acquaintance or a person the victim just met, their claim was 

more likely to be deemed founded than cases where the offender was considered a friend. 

In the chi-square and Pearson correlation matrix, all the variables measuring 

victim/offender relationship were found to significantly influence the dependent variable. 

However, once I controlled for victim age and race and suspect race, the relationship 

between stranger assaults and the founding of sexual assault claims disappeared. In 

regard to sexual assaults committed by the victim’s friend, an acquaintance or a person 

the victim just met, and an intimate partner, family, or household member it seems that 

the closer the victim was to the offender, the less likely their claim was deemed 

founded—a consistent finding in the rape myth literature (Kingsnorth, MacIntosh, and 

Wentworth 1999; Spohn and Holleran 2001). 

 I was unable to find support for Hypothesis 2. Neither hypersexualized environments 

nor location of the sexual assault greatly influenced the likelihood of a sexual assault 

claim to be determined founded by the police. Sexual assaults that occurred at a hotel, 
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motel, bar or nightclub were slightly less likely to be founded than attacks that occurred 

in residences, but no significance was found in the other locations. Sexual assaults that 

occurred in the main tourist areas of Las Vegas (the strip and downtown areas) did not 

influence the likelihood of a claim to be determined founded by the police.   

 The most significant finding in Hypothesis 4 was the influence of physical force and 

police discretion in determining the legitimacy of sexual assault claims. The significance 

of physical force has been well cited within the literature (Schulhofer 1998); however, no 

other overt force variable significantly influenced the founding of a sexual assault claim 

in the multivariate analysis; this is a surprising finding because a significant relationship 

between the use of a weapon and multiple penetration and a claim being founded was 

demonstrated in both bivariate tests. Thus, the addition of the control variables seems to 

have affected the relationship between some of the overt force variables and the 

likelihood of a case being deemed founded by the police. The notion that physical force 

needs to be present to confirm that a sexual assault occurred is both inaccurate and 

illogical. Whereas use of force implies a type of physical or bodily constraint, literature 

has demonstrated that victims of sexual assault may ‘consent’ to being raped to escape 

further bodily harm (Schulhofer 1998). The fact that use of physical force does influence 

the likelihood of a case being determined founded may be an indicator of rape myth 

acceptance.  

 In the bivariate tests measuring victim behavior before and after the offense, both 

meeting the offender at a nightclub and waiting 24 hours or more to report the sexual 

assault influenced police discretion in determining the legitimacy of a claim. However, in 

the multivariate analysis for Hypothesis 4, I found that the only behavioral variable that 
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influenced the dependent variable was the victim meeting the offender at a nightclub. 

Victims that met their offender at a nightclub were significantly less likely to have their 

case determined founded by the police. The belief that the location where the victim and 

offender met can be used to indicate the legitimacy of a sexual assault claim may indicate 

the influence of rape myths and victim credibility by police officers. 

 The main finding in Hypothesis 5 was that victims with criminal priors were 

significantly more likely to have their cases founded by the police. Consistent with the 

literature on the influence of rape myth acceptance in the criminal justice system 

(Kerstetter 1990; LaFree 1989; Spohn et al. 2001), I expected victims with criminal 

priors to be less likely to have their cases determined legitimate by the police. After 

reflecting on this finding, I was able to devise four possible explanations for the 

relationship between criminal priors and the dependent variable. First, it is possible that 

victims who have criminal priors are weary of the criminal justice system as a whole and 

are therefore only likely to report particularly egregious crimes, making it unlikely that 

police officers will cast doubts on their claim. Another possibility for this relationship is 

that victims with criminal priors may be more familiar with the criminal justice system in 

general and are therefore more likely to show persistence both during and after reporting 

the assault; or that the victim’s familiarity with the criminal justice system has taught 

them how to be a believable victim. Finally, it is also possible that the relationship 

between criminal priors and the likelihood that a case will be determined founded by the 

police is influenced by a spurious relationship that is unaccounted for in the analysis.  

 Hypotheses 6 through 10 tests the influence of the same variables used in Hypotheses 

1 through 5 against the dependent variable ‘UCR report.’ Initially, the bivariate analysis 



92 

 

suggested a correlation between several of the independent variables and whether or not 

the assault was reported in the UCR; however, many of the relationships shown in the 

bivariate analyses disappeared once additional variables were added into the models.  

 Interestingly, the results from Model 6 indicate that victim age and suspect race do 

not influence the likelihood of a case to be reported to the UCR. The impact of victim age 

on UCR reporting was less visible than the impact of victim age on the founding of a 

sexual assault claim. The race of the victim did impact (though slightly) a case being 

reported to the UCR, in that Caucasian victims were less likely to have their case reported 

to the UCR than other races. Though this relationship is small, it was consistent in three 

of the models testing UCR reports. Furthermore, victim race was not shown to influence 

the likelihood of a sexual assault claim to be deemed founded by the police in any of the 

previous models. The literature on rape myth acceptance suggests that minorities are less 

likely to have their claims taken seriously (Valenti 2009) and nonwhite offenders are 

more likely to be charged with a crime (Bradmiller and Walters 1985; LaFree 1980). I do 

not believe the relationship between race and UCR report demonstrates a racial bias 

against Caucasians. The correlation between victim race and UCR report is present in 

Hypotheses 6, 7, and 10. The absence of the relationship in H8 and H9 suggests that 

another variable is influencing the relationship between victim race and UCR reporting. 

Specifically, meeting the offender at a nightclub (H9) and additional crimes occurring at 

the time of the assault (H8) also decreased the likelihood of a case to be reported as an 

assault in the UCR. Thus, it is possible that Caucasian victims are more likely have other 

crimes present during their assault or are more likely to meet their offender at a nightclub, 

which impacts the likelihood of their claims to be reported as an assault to the UCR.  
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 The relationship between the victim and the offender also influenced UCR reporting. 

Assaults where the offender was an acquaintance or someone the victim just met were 

more likely to be reported to the UCR than cases where the offender was a friend of the 

victim (though only slightly). However, this relationship was only present in H6, H7, and 

H10, quite similar to the relationship between victim race and UCR report. Thus, it is 

possible that another variable in H8 and/or H9 is influencing the relationship between 

victim/offender relationship and the case being reported to the UCR. Interesting, in 

determining the legitimacy of a sexual assault claim (H1-H5), victims whose offender 

was a past/present intimate partner, family, or household member were less likely to have 

their claim deemed founded than victims whose offender was a friend; this finding was 

unmatched in H6-H11. 

 The location of the sexual assault did not influence the likelihood of crime analysts to 

report a case to the UCR. In the bivariate analysis, assaults that occurred in a residence or 

hotel, motel, bar, or nightclub influenced the likelihood of a case to be reported to the 

UCR. However, in the multivariate analysis, the relationship between UCR report and 

location of assault disappeared. Sexual assaults that occurred on the strip or downtown 

area were just as likely to be reported as the assaults that occurred in non-tourist 

locations. In addition, the location of the assault (car, hotel, residence, etc.) did not 

impact the UCR report.  

 Hypothesis 8 tested the influence of overt force on the likelihood of a sexual assault 

case to be reported to the UCR. The bivariate analysis indicated a relationship between 

additional crimes being present at the time of the assault and UCR reporting. The 

multivariate analysis confirmed this finding. Specifically, cases where other crimes were 
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present were less likely to be reported as a sexual assault in the UCR—an equally 

surprising and unsurprising finding. The influence of additional crimes is surprising 

because the report crime analysts use to inform their decision is a sexual assault report; 

thus, it would be expected that the case would be labeled a sexual assault in the UCR. 

Furthermore, literature suggests that sexual assaults that occur with other crimes are more 

likely to be believed (Warr 1988). However, this finding is also unsurprising because the 

presence of additional crimes also means there are additional ways to label the case. 

(Note: All cases where rape or attempted rape occurs should be labeled as such in the 

UCR. The only crime that should trump sexual assault in the UCR is homicide, which I 

controlled for in this study.) Thus, the influence of additional crimes on the likelihood of 

a case to be reported to the UCR as a sexual assault is most likely due to either clerical 

error by the crime analysts or the crime analysts choosing to not report the sexual assault.  

 In the bivariate analysis, a correlation also exists between the overt force variables 

‘multiple penetration’ and ‘use of a weapon’ and ‘UCR report.’ Though both of these 

relationships were highly significant in the chi-square and Pearson correlation matrix, the 

significance for both variables disappeared in the multivariate analysis. Use of force was 

found to significantly influence UCR report in both the bivariate and multivariate 

analysis. Specifically when use of physical force was present in the sexual assault report, 

crime analysts were more likely to report the case as a rape or attempted rape to the UCR. 

The relationship between use of physical force and UCR report may indicate the 

influence of rape myths and victim credibility by crime analysts. Sexual assaults where 

physical force does not occur should be just as likely to be reported to the UCR as sexual 

assaults where physical force does occur. The assumption that physical force makes a 
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claim more legitimate (and therefore more likely to be reported to the UCR) may 

demonstrate an assumption about the nature of sexual assault, tapping into a long 

standing rape myth that women cannot be raped against their will (Sutherland 1950; 

Dohetry and Anderson 1998).  

 The variables in H9, measuring victim behavior before and after the offense, showed 

mixed results in this analysis. In the bivariate analysis, the use of alcohol by the victim 

significantly influenced the likelihood of a case to be reported to the UCR as a sexual 

assault. However, in the multivariate analysis, the relationship disappeared. As discussed 

previously, meeting the offender at a nightclub influenced whether or not the case was 

reported to the UCR as a sexual assault. Cases in which the victim met the offender at a 

nightclub were significantly less likely to be reported as a sexual assault to the UCR than 

case when the victim did not meet the offender at a nightclub. When testing whether the 

victim met the offender at a nightclub, a significant relationship emerged between victim 

age and UCR reporting. The analysis indicates that victims aged between 13 to 18 years 

old are less likely to have their claim reported to the UCR as a rape or attempted rape 

than victims aged between 19 to 29, when also measuring victim behavior before and 

after the offense. The influence of where the victim met the offender may signify the 

influence of rape myths by the UCR crime analysts at LVMPD; –where the victim meets 

the offender should not influence whether or not a case is labeled as a sexual assault to 

the UCR. Though alcohol did not significantly influence the dependent variable in this 

model, based on the strong correlation between UCR report and alcohol use by the victim 

in the bivariate analysis and the connection between alcohol use and nightclub 
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attendance, it is possible that influence of alcohol in the bivariate analysis was due to the 

relationship between the dependent variable and meeting the offender at a nightclub. 

 Model 10 tested the influence of the victim’s background on whether or not the case 

was reported to the UCR as a rape or attempted rape. Victim’s that are/were runaways or 

had a previous record of being sexually assaulted were not more or less likely to have 

their cases reported to the UCR. Interestingly, victims with criminal priors were more 

likely to have their cases reported as a rape or attempted rape to the UCR. Similarly to the 

relationship between criminal priors and the founding of a sexual assault claims, it is 

possible the victims with criminal priors 1. only report egregious crimes that cast little 

doubt on the legitimacy of the crime are more persistent while and after reporting the 

assault; or 3) the victim’s experience in the criminal justice system has taught them how 

to be a more believable victim, and the initial report created by the police officer that is 

used by analysts when determining how to report a crime to the UCR reflects the officers 

opinion of the victim as more believable.  

 The final model tested the influence of sexual assault claims that were determined 

founded by the police and whether or not the case was reported to the UCR as a rape or 

attempted rape. Cases that were labeled legitimate, or founded, by the police, were 

significantly more likely to be reported as a sexual assault to the UCR. Interestingly, the 

founding of a sexual assault claim should not be related to how the case is reported in the 

UCR. As discussed previously, a police officer writes the initial report that is used by the 

LVMPD crime analysts. When the report is sent to the crime analysts, the event 

disposition (whether or not the claim has been deemed founded) is often unknown. Thus, 

the decision to label or not label the case as a sexual assault in the UCR is based solely on 
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the analyst’s interpretation of the initial report; therefore, it should not be influenced by 

whether or not the claim was deemed founded. Finding a significant relationship between 

founded claims and UCR reporting maybe evidence of biased narratives created by police 

officers, which then influence how the case is reported to the UCR.  

  The results of the multivariate analysis indicate that four variables influenced both 

the founding of a sexual assault claim and the likelihood of a case to be reported to the 

UCR as a rape or attempted rape, specifically when the victim/offender relationship was 

that of an acquaintance or someone the victim just met; when there was evidence of 

physical force; when the victim met the offender at a nightclub all decreased the 

likelihood of a claim to be founded and a case to be reported to the UCR as a rape or 

attempted rape. If the victim had criminal priors, the report was both more likely to be 

founded and labeled in the UCR as a rape or attempted rape.  

 The fact that so many variables influenced whether or not a claim was deemed 

founded by the police or that a case was reported to the UCR, as a rape or attempted rape 

demonstrates the prevalence of bounded rationality in the criminal justice system. Even 

though many of the variables responsible for the prevalence of bounded rationality are 

associated with rape myths and victim credibility, I argue that it is the relationship 

between rape myths and victim credibility that ultimately influences police discretion.  

THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS 

 The intent of my research is to gain a better understanding of how sexual assault 

claims are processed and reported to the UCR in Las Vegas, Nevada and to what extent 

police and analysts are influenced by the principles of formal and bounded rationality. If 

formal rationality did exist in the criminal justice system, none of the independent 
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variables would influence either of the dependent variables. The fact that several of the 

measures affected both the likelihood of a sexual assault claim to be deemed founded and 

whether or not the case was reported as a rape or attempted rape to the UCR demonstrates 

the use of bounded rationality by the LVMPD. Additionally, many of the variables that 

influenced the dependent variables have been linked to rape myths in the literature 

(victim age, victim/offender relationship, physical force, where the victim met the 

offender and the victim’s history with law enforcement). Meanwhile, variables like 

victim race and whether or not additional crimes occurred with the sexual assault 

influenced the dependent variable ‘UCR report’ in an unexpected fashion that was 

inconsistent with the literature (though the direction of these relationships were 

unexpected, the fact that a relationship was still found supports the influence of bounded 

rationality).  

 Hypotheses 1 through 5 tested the principles of bounded rationality by measuring 

how variables associated with rape myths influence the likelihood of a sexual assault 

claim to be deemed founded by the police. The prevalence of bounded rationality in H1 

through H5 was significant, as expected in my hypotheses:  Police discretion in 

determining the legitimacy of a sexual assault claim is influenced by variables associated 

with rape myths that are used to discredit victims. However, judgments made about 

victim credibility may not be due to rape myth acceptance and instead actually 

demonstrate that police officers have identified with the rules of bureaucracy, 

determining the legitimacy of a case based on what can be proven in a court of law 

instead of what actually happened (a hypothesis I discuss in more detail further in this 

manuscript). 
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 The discretion of crime analysts when determining whether or not to report a sexual 

assault case as a rape or attempted rape (H6-H11) also appeared to be influenced by 

variables associated with rape myths. Initially, I expected crime analysts to be more 

influenced by the principles of bounded rationality. I have developed four explanations to 

account for the use of bounded rationality by crime analysts. First, though unlikely, it is 

possible that LVMPD crime analysts often fall victim clerical error. Second, the crime 

analysts rely on false beliefs about rape and rape victims when determining whether or 

not to report case to the UCR as a rape or attempted rape. Third, the crime analysts 

decision on how to report cases to the UCR is based solely on the narrative they receive 

(written by the intake officer). If this is occurring, it is possible the police officers who 

write the narrative used by the crime analysts present the data in a way that influences 

how the crime analysts interrupts the event, stressing certain aspects of the event that 

might cause the analyst to label the case differently. Interestingly, I found four variables 

that influenced both UCR reporting and the founding of a claim: the offender was an 

acquaintance or person the victim just met; physical force was present; the victim met the 

offender at a nightclub; and the victim had criminal priors. Though it is possible that the 

officer would not be aware of any of the victim’s priors at the time of the report, if the 

victim is a ‘better’ victim because of their previous experience with the criminal justice 

system (as discussed previously), it is possible that narrative would reflect the intake 

officer’s trust in the victim’s testimony. Thus, the intake officer may stress some of the 

attributes in their initial report used by the crime analysts, which may help to explain why 

all four influence both dependent variables.  
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 Finally, the support for bounded rationality may not be due to rape myth acceptance 

by any of the parties involved. Instead, the officers who determine the legitimacy of a 

sexual assault claim and the analysts who decide how to label a case to the UCR may be 

identifying with the bureaucratic nature of the criminal justice system by putting the 

needs of the system over the good of the victims, a process of hyper-rationalization.  

“Hyper” Rationality 

 Though many of the models in this analysis demonstrated that key members of the 

criminal justice system make decisions based on variables associated with rape myths, it 

may be premature to argue that these key members have internalized rape myths. 

Additionally, even if police officers and crime analysts have fully internalized rape 

myths, it is possible that they do not allow their personal beliefs to influence their 

decisions at work. The internalization of rape myths extends far beyond the members of 

the criminal justice system. As discussed previously, American media often tells a story 

of assertive, sometimes aggressive masculinity for males and passive, yet sexually driven 

femininity for females that often perpetuates cultural stereotypes on what constitutes 

‘real’ rape and ‘real’ rape victims (Estrich 1987). The stories of gender are told 

relentlessly in American culture, causing many members of society to be influenced by 

rape myths (Freidman and Valenti 2008), including prosecutors, judges, and jurors.  

 An alternative hypothesis to explain the use of bounded rationality by police officers 

takes into account the officer’s perception of how successful a sexual assault claim will 

be in court. Officers may take into account the perception of the prosecutor, the judge, or 

the jury when determining the legitimacy of a sexual assault claim. Claims in which 

victim credibility is questioned (possibly due to rape myths) may be deemed unfounded 
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early by the intake officer only because the officer believes the claim will not be taken 

seriously by other members of the criminal justice system. Thus, whether or not the 

officer is influenced by rape myths is irrelevant, because the officer’s assumption that 

others will view the victim non-credible is what ultimately shapes the decision; this is an 

example of what I call hyper-rationality.  

 Hyper-rationality is the byproduct of bureaucracy. Whenever a member of the 

criminal justice system identifies more with the needs of bureaucratic system over the 

people they are supposed to protect, hyper-rationality occurs. Under the formal rationality 

perspective, justice is assumed to be blind, and only legally relevant variables are 

supposed to influence the criminal justice system. Some police officers may realize that 

the criminal justice system cannot be blind because the system is dependent on the 

subjective attitudes, opinions, and beliefs of its members. Thus, when police officers 

determine the legitimacy of a sexual assault claim, they consider the success of that claim 

a court of law. Assaults consistent with rape myths, where victim credibility is 

questioned, are deemed unfounded early because the officer suspects that other members 

of the criminal justice system will not take it seriously. Filtering out ‘questionable’ sexual 

assault claims early by labeling them as unfounded saves the police department time and 

resources, and it also saves the officer’s energy, who will no longer have to investigate 

the claim.  

 Hyper-rationality offers a unique explanation for police discretion in sexual assault 

claims, as well as an explanation for understanding how sexual violence is reported to the 

UCR. Based on national UCR reports in 2008, Nevada was ranked second in the nation 

for violent crime and ninth for forcible rape (Wagner et al. 2011). My analysis from the 
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LVSAD indicates that only 55 percent of the sexual assaults reported to LVMPD from 

January 2008 through March 2010 were reported to the UCR as a rape or attempted rape. 

If each of the unlisted reports were reported to the UCR, the Nevada violent crime and 

forcible rape rate (and the Las Vegas violent crime and forcible rape rate) would be much 

higher. The fact that 45 percent of the cases reported to the police as rape or attempted 

rape were omitted from the UCR suggests that LVMPD crime analysts may be influenced 

by something other than the police narrative describing the crime. Hall, Critcher, 

Jefferson et al. (1978) notes that crime statistics are manipulated for both political and 

economic purposes. From this perspective, it is possible that some crime analysts may 

identify with the needs of the criminal justice system and become invested in ensuring 

that the LVMPD crime statistics do not rise. Therefore, instead of reporting all of the 

rapes and attempted rapes accurately to the UCR, crime analysts may (on their own or 

directed by other officials) report many of the sexual assaults under different labels to the 

UCR in order to mask the real crime rates in Nevada.  Alternatively, crime analysts may 

have developed a system that allows them to work more efficiently, but at the expense of 

statistical validity. 

 If police officers and/or crime analysts are placing system efficiency above victim 

needs, we may be witnessing Weber’s fear of the iron cage, an all-encompassing, fully 

rationalized bureaucracy. The basis of formal rationality is the reliance on universally 

applied rules; however, Weber argued that rationalization would eventually go too far—

that people would stop identifying with each other and instead identify with the goals of a 

bureaucratic system. “Rational calculation…reduces every worker to a cog in the 
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bureaucratic machine and, seeing himself in this light, he will merely ask how to 

transform himself…to a bigger cog” (p. lix Weber 1968). 

  Weber argued that bureaucracies act in the opposite manner than they are designed to 

act. For example, the criminal justice system is designed to stop crime and help victims. 

Due to the process of rationalization, however, victims are denied justice on two fronts: 

First, based on external criteria (consistent with cultural constructions of ‘real’ rape) 

causing a victim’s claim to be deemed unfounded in order to maintain bureaucratic 

efficiency; and second, when a victim’s case is not reported to the UCR, the victim is 

denied their experience. In this case, crime analysts essentially have the power to rewrite 

the victim’s assault as something other than rape or attempted rape (the crime the victim 

reported). Weber (1994) noted that bureaucracies become embedded in organizations, 

and what is good for the organization triumphs over what is good for society. If police 

officers and crime analysts have identified with the needs of the criminal justice system, 

placing goal-oriented behavior and efficiency over the needs of the people they are 

supposed to help and protect, then Weber’s iron cage prediction has been fully realized.  

POLITICAL IMPLICATIONS/CONCLUSION 

 Although my study provides useful information on which sexual assault claims are 

more likely to be deemed founded by the police or reported accurately to the UCR, it is 

also limited in several respects. First, because the data was collected in Las Vegas, the 

extent to which the findings are generalizable to other areas of the country is unclear. 

Second, the population used in this research is small (N=2,027), a larger population may 

have revealed more significant effects. Additional crime data from LVMPD would also 

have been a useful tool to compare the finding from the present study with other crimes. 
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Finally, the validity of the data used for this analysis was dependent on two sources: the 

officer that wrote the report narrative and the officer that pulled variables from the 

narrative to create the LVSA dataset. Notwithstanding these limitations, the findings 

from my study have implications for both policy and future research.  

 Sexual assault is the largest unreported crime in America, affecting thousands of 

women, men, and children every year. Though there are disagreements on the prevalence 

of sexual assault (largely due to operational definitions, sample populations, and 

sampling techniques), even the most conservative estimates suggest an alarming number 

of victims. The fact that many sexual assaults go unreported means these claims are never 

investigated, the victims receive limited (if any) support, and offenders are able to assault 

again. Society’s reliance on socially constructed gendered stereotypes for expressing 

appropriate masculine and feminine behavior has created an environment that is hostile 

toward reported sexual assault; leading to victim-blaming and the acceptance of rape 

myths. 

 My analysis on the founding of sexual assault claims by police officers and the 

reporting of sexual assaults to the UCR has generated the opportunity for more research. 

For example, when victims met their offender at a nightclub, their claim was less likely to 

be deemed founded, but if the offender was an acquaintance or someone the victim just 

met, the claim was more likely to be deemed founded. I believe this finding is 

inconsistent and that more research should be conducted to better understand how these 

variables interact. My analysis also found that cases where physical force was used were 

more likely to be founded and reported to the UCR as a rape or attempted rape. However, 

the use of a weapon by the offender did not influence either dependent variable. 
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Additional research should examine why physical force influenced the dependent 

variables but the use of a weapon, like a knife or gun, did not.  

 Ultimately, the findings from my research indicate the use of bounded rationality by 

criminal justice officials when determining the legitimacy of sexual assault claims and 

when reporting sexual assault cases to the UCR. I have offered several hypotheses 

intended to explain the occurrence of bounded rationality by criminal justice officials, 

including the acceptance of rape myths, the influence of rape myths on victim credibility, 

and/or hyper-rationality.  

  Though this research cannot state why bounded rationality occurs in the criminal 

justice system, it is through the documentation of the prevalence of bounded rationality 

that steps can be taken to create change. For example, victim age significantly influenced 

the likelihood of a sexual assault claim to be deemed legitimate by the police. Both the 

youngest and the oldest victims in the population were less likely to have their claims 

founded. Similarly, victim/offender relationship, meeting the offender at a nightclub, and 

use of physical force (all variables associated with rape myths) influenced both the 

likelihood of a claim to be deemed founded and the likelihood of a case to be reported to 

the UCR as a rape or attempted rape. The fact that variables associated with culturally 

constructed notions of ‘real’ sexual assault influence case processing and national 

reporting should be explored further. In addition, specialized training on rape myths 

should occur regularly and be mandatory for police officers, crime analysts, prosecutors, 

and judges.  

 Because rape myths are spread through America’s media culture, additional law 

enforcement training is not enough. Only by reconstruction gender roles and fostering 
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substantial gender egalitarianism can our reliance on rape myths be truly and completely 

eradicated. An increase in public awareness about sexual assault that does not reify the 

notion of ‘real’ rape would be a useful tool for trying to implement the large scale change 

needed for ending sexual violence. Furthermore, the way a society responds to crime is 

closely linked to how that society conceptualizes and measures it (Brownstein 2000) –

thus, not accurately reporting the prevalence of sexual assault in Las Vegas limits the 

police’s ability to counter it.  If what appeared to be the influence of rape myths/victim 

credibility causing bounded rationality is actually the result of hyper-rationalization, then 

only through restructuring the nature of the criminal justice system can we bring about 

change.  

 Weber (1968) argued that any change in bureaucracy is bureaucratic in nature and 

often fruitless. Though difficult, it is possible to change the structure and principles of an 

organization. However, before arguing for a systematic restructuring of how sexual 

assault claims are handled by the criminal justice system, more research examining why 

bounded rationality persists is needed. Have police officers internalized rape myths? Is 

the influence of variables associated with rape myths due to victim credibility? Are we 

witnessing hyper-rationality (a foreseen consequence of bureaucracy discussed by 

Weber) occurring in the criminal justice system? Until these questions can be answered, 

we must tread carefully when trying to initiate and implement reform.  

 Research addressing the theoretical questions posed by this study is also needed. In-

depth interviews that probe for rape myth acceptance among police officers and 

detectives who determine the legitimacy of sexual assault claims, as well as with the 

crime analysts responsible for reporting crimes to the UCR would add greatly to these 
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findings. Likewise, creating a dialogue with police officers and crime analysts about how 

the make their decisions in sexual assault claims/cases would add valuable insight about 

the occurrence of hyper-rationality that could be used to help generate more pragmatic 

policy reform throughout the criminal justice system.   
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APPENDIX A 

DATA CODING AND PROCEDURES IN THE SAS SYSTEM 

 

PROC IMPORT OUT= WORK.Brooke  

            DATAFILE= "E:\LVMPDSACOMBINED.xls"  

            DBMS=EXCEL REPLACE; 

     RANGE="Sheet1$";  

     GETNAMES=YES; 

     MIXED=NO; 

     SCANTEXT=YES; 

     USEDATE=YES; 

     SCANTIME=YES; 

RUN; 

options pagesize=10000; *this keeps it from creating a page break in the output; 

 

data one; set Brooke; 

if victim_gender=1 and 3<=victim_age<=7 and event_disposit<999;  

 

*Victim history, non credible traits 3 variables; 

if victim_prior_crim_history=1 then Rprior_crim=1; else Rprior_crim=0; 

if victim_runaway=1 then Rrunaway=1; else Rrunaway=0; 

if victim_been_prior_sex_assault=1 then Rprior_sa=1; else Rprior_sa=0; 

 

*Overt force 5 variables; 

if incident_type=1 then Rother_crime=0; else Rother_crime=1; 

if multiple_suspects=1 then Rmulti_sus=1; else Rmulti_sus=0; 

if type_penetra=6 then Rmulti_penetra=1; else Rmulti_penetra=0;  

if force_used=1 then Rforce=1; else Rforce=0; 

if weapon_used=1 then Rweapon=1; else Rweapon=0; 

 

*Victim behavior traits (non-credible) 4 variables; 

if victim_consumed_alcohol=1 then Ralcohol=1; else Ralcohol=0; 

if victim_consumed_drugs=1 then Rdrugs=1; else Rdrugs=0; 

if met_at_ntclub=1 then Rntclub=1; else Rntclub=0; 

if victim_wait=1 then Rwait=1; else Rwait=0; 

 

*Hypersexualized Place, 1 variable; 

if event_jurisd=6 or event_jurisd=8 then Rhypsex=1; else Rhypsex=0; 

 

*General Premises (GP) 4 dummy coded variables; 

*residence; 

if general_premises=1 or general_premises=2 or general_premises=3 or 

general_premises=18 then Rgpres=1; else Rgpres=0; 

*hotel, motel or nightclub; 
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if general_premises=6 or general_premises=20 or general_premises=17 or 

general_premises=16 then Rgphmnc=1; else Rgphmnc=0; 

*vehicle or roadway; 

if general_premises=7 or general_premises=14 or general_premises=21 or 

general_premises=23 or general_premises=11  

then Rgpveh=1; else Rgpveh=0; 

*other; 

if general_premises=4 or general_premises=5 or general_premises=8 or 

general_premises=10 or general_premises=13 or  

general_premises=15 or general_premises=19 or general_premises=22 or 

general_premises=24 or general_premises=25 or 

general_premises=9 or general_premises=12 then Rgpother=1; else Rgpother=0; 

 

*victim age 4 variables; 

*victim age 13-18; 

if victim_age=3 or victim_age=4 then Rvateen=1; else Rvateen=0;  

*victim age 19-29; 

if victim_age=5 then Rvatwenties=1; else Rvatwenties=0; 

*victim age 30-40; 

if victim_age=6 then Rvathirties=1; else Rvathirties=0; 

*victim age 41 through 54; 

if victim_age=7 then Rvafortyup=1; else Rvafortyup=0; 

 

*victim race 4 variables; 

*Caucasian; 

if 1<=victim_race<=4 then Rvcauc=1; else Rvcauc=0; 

*African American;  

if 5<=victim_race<=8 then Rvaa=1; else Rvaa=0; 

*Hispanic; 

if 9<=victim_race<=12 then Rvhisp=1; else Rvhisp=0; 

*other; 

if 13<=victim_race<=999 then Rvraceoth=1; else Rvraceoth=0; 

*offender age 4 dummy coded variables; 

*suspect age 18 or below; 

if 1<=suspect_age<=4 then Rsateen=1; else Rsateen=0; 

*suspect age 19-29; 

if suspect_age=5 then Rsatwenties=1; else Rsatwenties=0; 

*suspect age 30-40; 

if suspect_age=6 then Rsathirties=1; else Rsathirties=0; 

*suspect age is 41 or older;  

if 7<=suspect_age then Rsafortyup=1; else Rsafortyup=0; 

*Suspect race 4 dummy coded variables;  

*Caucasian; 

if 1<=suspect_race<=4 then Rscauc=1; else Rscauc=0; 

*African American;  



110 

 

if 5<=suspect_race<=8 then Rsaa=1; else Rsaa=0; 

*Hispanic; 

if 9<=suspect_race<=12 then Rshisp=1; else Rshisp=0; 

*other; 

if 13<=suspect_race<=999 then Rsraceoth=1; else Rsraceoth=0; 

*victim knew suspect 1 dummy coded varaible; 

if victim_knew_suspect=1 then Rvknows=1; else Rvknows=0; 

 

*Dependent variable event disposition dummy coded; 

if event_disposit=2 or event_disposit=6 or event_disposit=22 or event_disposit=24 or 

event_disposit=16 or event_disposit=17 or event_disposit=20 or 

event_disposit=8 or event_disposit=15 then Rfounded=0; else Rfounded=1; 

 

*victim race 1 dummy coded;  

if 1<=victim_race<=4 then Rvwhite=1; else Rvwhite=0; 

 

*suspect race 1 dummy coded; 

if 1<=suspect_race<=4 then Rswhite=1; else Rswhite=0; 

 

*Victim Suspect Relation 5 dummy coded variables- Stranger, Just Met, ACQ/Friend, 

Partner, Family/HH (combined partner and family);  

if victim_suspect_relation=. then victim_suspect_relation=999; 

 

if pre_incident_contact='stranger' or victim_suspect_relation=77 or 

((pre_incident_contact='unfounded' or 

pre_incident_contact='unk if sa' or pre_incident_contact='vic accepted  

ride' or pre_incident_contact='vic accepted ride'  

or pre_incident_contact='unfounded' or pre_incident_contact='unfou') and 

(victim_suspect_relation=41 or victim_suspect_relation=999)) 

then Rstranger=1; else rstranger=0; *Stranger;  

 

justmet1=0; 

if victim_suspect_relation=0 or victim_suspect_relation=13 or 

victim_suspect_relation=14 

or victim_suspect_relation=15 or victim_suspect_relation=25 or 

victim_suspect_relation=35  

or victim_suspect_relation=42 or victim_suspect_relation=44 or 

victim_suspect_relation=48 or 

65<=victim_suspect_relation<=68 or 70<=victim_suspect_relation<=72 or 

75<=victim_suspect_relation<=76 or victim_suspect_relation=41 or 

victim_suspect_relation=999  

then justmet1=1; 

 

justmet2=0; 

if pre_incident_contact='ACQ' or pre_incident_contact='ACQ vic 408/uics' 
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or pre_incident_contact='Drugged by ACQ' or pre_incident_contact='Met In Bar' 

or pre_incident_contact='Met in Bar' or pre_incident_contact='prostitute'  

then justmet2=1; 

 

rjustmet=0; 

if Rstranger=0 and (justmet1=1 or justmet2=1) then Rjustmet=1;  

 

If (Rstranger=0 and Rjustmet=0) and (victim_suspect_relation=6 

or victim_suspect_relation=7 or 

victim_suspect_relation=8 or victim_suspect_relation=10 or 

victim_suspect_relation=12 or  

victim_suspect_relation=16 or victim_suspect_relation=17 or 

victim_suspect_relation=19 or 

victim_suspect_relation=20 or victim_suspect_relation=22 or 

26<=victim_suspect_relation<28 or 

victim_suspect_relation=31 or 36<victim_suspect_relation<=38 or 

victim_suspect_relation=40 or 

victim_suspect_relation=43 or 45<=victim_suspect_relation<=46 or 

victim_suspect_relation=47 or 

victim_suspect_relation=50 or victim_suspect_relation=54 or 

victim_suspect_relation=55 or 

victim_suspect_relation=59 or 60<=victim_suspect_relation<=62 or 

victim_suspect_relation=64 or victim_suspect_relation=24) 

then Rfriend=1; else Rfriend=0; *Acquaintance Known/Friend;  

 

If (rstranger=0 and Rjustmet=0 and Rfriend=0) and 

(victim_suspect_relation=9 or victim_suspect_relation=18 or 

victim_suspect_relation=34 or 

victim_suspect_relation=49 or victim_suspect_relation=56 or 

victim_suspect_relation=57 or 

victim_suspect_relation=58) then Rpartner=1; else Rpartner=0; *Past/Present Intimate 

Partner;  

 

if (Rstranger=0 and Rjustmet=0 and Rfriend=0 and Rpartner=0) and 

(1<=victim_suspect_relation<=5 or victim_suspect_relation=11 or 

victim_suspect_relation=21 or 

victim_suspect_relation=23 or 29<=victim_suspect_relation<=30 or 

32<=victim_suspect_relation<=33 or 

victim_suspect_relation=39 or 51<=victim_suspect_relation>=53 or 

victim_suspect_relation=63 or victim_suspect_relation=69 

or 73<=victim_suspect_relation<=74) then Rhhfamily=1; else Rhhfamily=0; *Household 

or Family;   

 

Rpartfam=0; 

if Rpartner=1 or Rhhfamily=1 then Rpartfam=1; 
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 *Household or Family or past/present intimate partner; 

 

*Recoded UCR Statute; 

RUCR=0; 

If UCR_STATUTE_NUMERIC=9 or UCR_STATUTE_NUMERIC=10 or 

UCR_STATUTE_NUMERIC=11 then RUCR=1;  

 

run; 

 

proc freq; run; 

 

 

proc format; 

*Victim history, non credible traits 3 variables; 

value Rprior_crim 1='victim has priors' 0='victim does NOT have priors'; 

value Rrunaway 1='victim is/was a listed runaway' 0='victim is NOT a listed runaway'; 

value Rprior_sa 1='victim has a prior SA on record' 0='victim does NOT have a prior SA 

on record'; 

*Overt force 5 variables; 

value Rother_crime 0='only SA occured' 1='SA and other crimes occured'; 

value Rmulti_sus 1='multiple suspects committed SA' 0='only one suspect committed 

SA'; 

value Rmulti_penetra 1='multiple types of penetration occured' 0='only one type of 

penetration occured';  

value Rforce 1='use of force occured' 0='NO force was used'; 

value Rweapon 1='a weapon was used' 0='NO weapon was used'; 

*Victim behavior traits (non-credible) 4 variables;* 

value Ralcohol 1='victim consumed alcohol' 0='victim did NOT consume alcohol'; 

value Rdrugs 1='victim consumed drugs' 0='victim did NOT consume drugs'; 

value Rntclub 1='victim met offender at a nightclub' 0='victim did NOT meet the 

offender at a nightclub'; 

value Rwait 1='victim waited 24 hours or more to report SA' 0='victime did NOT wait to 

report SA'; 

*Hypersexualized Place, 1 variable; 

value Rhypsex 1='hypersexualized location (strip or downtown area command)' 0='non-

hypersexualized location'; 

*General Premises (GP) 4 dummy coded variables; 

value Rgpres 1='general premises is a residence' 0='general premises is NOT a residence'; 

value Rgphmnc 1='general premises is a hotel, motel or nightclub' 0='gp is NOT a hotel, 

motel, or nightclub'; 

value Rgpveh 1='general premises is a vehicle or roadway' 0='gp is NOT a vehicle or 

roadway'; 

value Rgpother 1='general premises other than residence, hmnc, or vehicle/roadway'  

0='gp was a residence, hmnc, or vehicle/roadway'; 
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*victim age 4 dummy coded variables; 

value Rvateen 1='victim age is 13-18' 0='victim is older than 18'; 

value Rvatwenties 1='victim age is 19-29' 0='victim age is younger than 19 or older than 

29'; 

value Rvathirties 1='victim age is 30-40' 0='victim age is younger than 30 or older than 

40'; 

value Rvafortyup 1='victim age is 41-54' 0='victim age is younger than 41'; 

*Victim Race 4 dummy coded variables; 

value Rvcauc 1='victim caucasian' 0='victim is not caucasian'; 

value Rvaa 1='victim is african american' 0='victim is not african american'; 

value Rvhisp 1='victim is hispanic' 0='victim is not hispanic'; 

value Rvraceoth 1='victim is other race than w, b, h' 0='victim is w,b,or h'; 

*Suspect age 4 dummy coded variables; 

value Rsateen 1='suspect age is 18 or below' 0='suspect is older than 18'; 

value Rsatwenties 1='suspect age is 19-29' 0='suspect age is younger than 19 or older 

than 29'; 

value Rsathirties 1='suspect age is 30-40' 0='suspect age is younger than 30 or older than 

40'; 

value Rsafortyup 1='suspect age is 41 or older' 0='suspect age is younger than 41'; 

*Suspect Race 4 dummy coded variables; 

value Rscauc 1='suspect caucasian' 0='suspect is not caucasian'; 

value Rsaa 1='suspect is african american' 0='suspect is not african american'; 

value Rshisp 1='suspect is hispanic' 0='suspect is not hispanic'; 

value Rsraceoth 1='suspect is other race than w, b, h' 0='suspect is w,b,or h'; 

*victim knows suspect dummy coded; 

value Rvknows 1='victim knows susupect' 0='victim does NOT know suspect'; 

*DV event dispostion; 

value Rfounded 1='the case was determined founded by the police' 0='the case was 

determined unfounded by police'; 

 

run; 

 

data one; set one; 

IVS= RSprior_crim + RSrunaway + RSprior_sa + RSalcohol + RSdrugs + RSntclub + 

RSwait + 

RSother_crime + RSmulti_sus + RSmulti_penetra + RSforce + RSweapon; 

proc freq; tables IVS; 

proc corr alpha; var RSprior_crim RSrunaway RSprior_sa RSalcohol RSdrugs RSntclub 

RSwait RSother_crim RSmulti_sus RSmulti_penetra RSforce RSweapon; run; 

 

data one; set one; 

 

*Founded by Victim and Suspect Demographics- caucasian and twenties are reference 

groups; 

proc logistic data= one; 
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model Rfounded (event = '1') = Rvwhite Rswhite Rvafortyup Rvateen Rvathirties; 

 

* founded by v/s demographics and victim offender relationship (friend reference) 

general premises (residences reference) and  

 and hypersex;  

proc logistic data = one; 

model Rfounded (event = '1')= Rvwhite Rswhite Rvafortyup Rvateen Rvathirties 

Rjustmet Rpartfam Rstranger Rgphmnc Rgpother Rgpveh 

Rhypsex; 

*founded v/s and v/o/r and overt force; 

proc logistic data = one; 

model Rfounded (event = '1')= Rvwhite Rswhite Rvafortyup Rvateen Rvathirties 

Rjustmet Rpartfam Rstranger  

Rforce Rother_crime RSmulti_penetra Rweapon Rmulti_sus; 

 

 

*founded by demo, v/0 relationship behavior before and after; 

proc logistic data = one; 

model Rfounded (event = '1')= Rswhite Rvwhite Rvafortyup Rvateen Rvathirties 

Rjustmet Rpartfam Rstranger Ralcohol Rdrugs Rwait Rntclub; 

 

*founded by demo, v/o relationship and victim history;  

proc logistic data = one; 

model Rfounded (event = '1')= Rswhite Rvwhite Rvafortyup Rvateen Rvathirties 

Rjustmet Rpartfam Rstranger Rprior_crim Rprior_sa Rrunaway; 

 

*UCR by Victim and Suspect Demographics- caucasian and twenties are reference 

groups; 

proc logistic data= one; 

model RUCR (event = '1') = Rvwhite Rswhite Rvafortyup Rvateen Rvathirties; 

 

* UCR by v/s demographics and victim offender relationship (friend reference) general 

premises (residences reference) and  

 and hypersex;  

proc logistic data = one; 

model RUCR (event = '1')= Rvwhite Rswhite Rvafortyup Rvateen Rvathirties Rjustmet 

Rpartfam Rstranger Rgphmnc Rgpother Rgpveh 

Rhypsex; 

*UCR v/s and v/o/r and overt force; 

proc logistic data = one; 

model RUCR (event = '1')= Rvwhite Rswhite Rvafortyup Rvateen Rvathirties Rjustmet 

Rpartfam Rstranger  

Rforce Rother_crime RSmulti_penetra Rweapon Rmulti_sus; 

 

*UCR by demo, v/0 relationship behavior before and after; 
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proc logistic data = one; 

model RUCR (event = '1')= Rswhite Rvwhite Rvafortyup Rvateen Rvathirties 

Rjustmet Rpartfam Rstranger Ralcohol Rdrugs Rwait Rntclub; 

 

*UCR by demo, v/o relationship and victim history;  

proc logistic data = one; 

model RUCR (event = '1')= Rswhite Rvwhite Rvafortyup Rvateen Rvathirties 

Rjustmet Rpartfam Rstranger Rprior_crim Rprior_sa Rrunaway; 

 *UCR by founded; 

proc logistic data = one; 

model RUCR (event = '1')= Rswhite Rvwhite Rvafortyup Rvateen Rvathirties 

Rjustmet Rpartfam Rstranger Rfounded; run; 

 

proc freq; tables RUCR*Rfounded; run; *this makes a crosstab; 

proc freq; tables Rprior_crim*Rfounded; run; 

proc freq; tables Rprior_sa*Rfounded; run; 

proc freq; tables Rrunaway*Rfounded; run; 

 

 

proc freq; tables Ralcohol Rdrugs Rforce Rfounded Rfriend Rgphmnc Rgpother Rgpres 

Rgpveh  

Rhypsex Rmulti_penetra Rmulti_sus Rntclub Rother_crime Rpartfam Rprior_crim 

Rjustmet  

Rprior_sa Rrunaway  Rstranger Rswhite Rvwhite Rwait Rweapon Rsmulti_penetra 

RUCR;   

run;  

  

*crosstabs & chisq; 

proc freq; tables Ralcohol*RUCR Rdrugs*RUCR Rforce*RUCR Rfounded*RUCR 

Rfriend*RUCR Rgphmnc*RUCR  

Rgpother*RUCR Rgpres*RUCR Rgpveh*RUCR  

Rhypsex*RUCR Rmulti_penetra*RUCR Rmulti_sus*RUCR Rntclub*RUCR 

Rother_crime*RUCR Rpartfam*RUCR 

Rprior_crim*RUCR Rjustmet*RUCR  

Rprior_sa*RUCR Rrunaway*RUCR Rsaa*RUCR Rsafortyup*RUCR Rsateen*RUCR 

Rsathirties*RUCR  

Rsatwenties*RUCR Rscauc*RUCR Rshisp*RUCR  

Rsraceoth*RUCR Rstranger*RUCR Rvaa*RUCR Rvafortyup*RUCR Rvateen*RUCR 

Rvathirties*RUCR 

Rvatwenties*RUCR Rvcauc*RUCR Rvhisp*RUCR 

Rvraceoth*RUCR Rwait*RUCR Rweapon*RUCR/chisq; run; 

  

proc freq; tables RUCR*Rfounded/chisq; run; 
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