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Resistance and Nonfatal Outcomes in
Stranger-to-Stranger Predatory Crime

Richard Block*
Wesley G. Skogan’

This article examines the conscquences of encounters between strangers
that might have resulted in robbery or rape and explores how the eventual
outcomes of those incidents were related to the resistance ottered by their
potential victims. It is based on data from the National Crime Survey.
Although the conclusions necessarilv are tentative, it appears that forcetul
resistance was related to less frequent success by robbers, but robbery vic-
tims resisting forcefullv had a greater risk of being physically attacked.

Forceful resistance in potential rape incidents was related to higher risk of
attack and bodily injury with no apparent reduction in risk of rape. On the
other hand, victims who were able to ofter nontorcetul resistance reported
areduced risk of being robbed and sutfered less trequentarttack and injury.
In rape incidents, nontorceful resistance was linked to lower risk of actual
rape but was unrelated to risk of attack or other forms of injury.

This article examines the consequences of potenually violent encounters and how
the outcomes of those incidents are linked to victim and offender characteristics and
events at the scene of the crime. It focuses on the relationship between various forms
of resistance on the part of potendal victims and the eventual consequences of in-
cidents that threaten rape and robbery. There has been surprisingly little research on
what victims and offenders actually do during the course of confronrational crimes.
I[ronically, more has been written about the provocative, precipitative, and negligent
role of victims in “causing’ their own fate than about the capacitv of people to ward
off predators (Fattah, 1984). But the targets of crime face on-the-spot dilemmas—to
flee or fight or give up—sometimes in the face of a weapon or in response to a sur-
prise attack. The decisions they make can have consequences for their very lives.

This report describes the settings in which robberv and rape encounters oc-
curred, the threats mounted by offenders, and the tvpes of resistance offered bv their
targets. Then it considers the relationships among all of these tactors and the out-
comes of the incidents, measured by their success or failure and the injuries and/or
losses sustained by their targets.

Our analysis is based on data from the National Crime Survey (NCS), which
gathers information on criminal incidents through personal interviews with vicrims.
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There have been usetul studies of victim resistance, using police files, but police
reports generally distort the apparent effects ot vieum resistance because thev greatly
underrepresent instances ot successful vesistance. Attempted crimes often go unre-
ported or unrecorded because their targets have avoided their worst consequences
Block & Block, 19800, This mav be why Conklin (19725 found linde relavonship be-
tween victm resistance and either the presence of weapons or the use of force during
othiciallv recorded robberies, whereas here we report quite the opposite. The NCS
documents a large number of attempted incidents: For the vears examined here,
more than halt of all rape incidents did not result in forced sexual intercourse, and
nothing ot value was stolen in abour 40% of robheries. These large proportions
should stimulate more rescarch on the determinants of the success or failure of
crimes, tor vicum resistance doubtless is onlv one ol the determinants.

T'he NCS is survev-based in order to gather data on incidents that were not
recorded by the police. Each month, the NCS interviews national samples of about
21,000 persons 12 vears ot age and older, asking them about their experiences with
crime during the past 6 months (cf. Garofalo & Hindelang, 1977). Rape iforced sex-
ual intercourse) and robberv (theft by force or threat of force) are two of the crimes
measured bv the NCS, and their victims are questioned in some detail about the in-
cidents in which thev were involved. Because most of those interviewed are not re-
cent victims, this report combines the results of 7 years ot the NCS in order to
assemble data on a large sample of incidents.

This analvsis is based on only a subset of rape and robberv incidents identified
bv the NCS. Mostimportant, we do not consider robbery and rape cases in which the
target was acquainted with or recognized the offender. There are two reasons for this.
Previous research has shown that non-stranger crimes are not well measured in this
tvpe of survev (Skogan, 1981; Sparks. 1981). Our preliminary analvses also indicated
that rcldnomhlps berween manv key variables were distinctly different for stranger
and nonstranger crimes. E\Cludmg all but incidents involving strangers disqualified
about 28% of robberies uncovered in NCS interviews between 1973 and 1979. Many
more rapes and attempted rapes involved persons who knew one another, so this
criteria excluded 40% of those cases.

Itis also important to note that violence with fatal results is also excluded, for the
NCS does not question the survivors of homicide victims. As a result, we probably
underestimate the importance of more lethal weapons such as guns and knives, for
the probability of a gun or a knife attack resulting in death (and theretore being ex-
cluded from the NCS) is much higher than for other forms of physical violence (cf.
Block, 1977). In an actuarial sense, the universe of nonfatal stranger incidents rep-
resented here so greatly outnumbers rape and robbery-related homicides that in-
cluding the latter in their correct proportion actually would not affect many of our
statistical conclusions. However, risk of death doubtless plavs an enormous role in
shaping victims’ responses to their predicament and should not be discounted on
this basis. We also excluded a few males who were identified as rape victims, as well
as targets of robbery (all attempts) who described their occupation as police officer or
security guard. Finally, the NCS does not cover commerical robbery, in which guns
are verv trequently used.

Atter these subtractions, consolidating NCS data for the period 1973 to 1979
vielded a (unweighted) total of 2,903 completed and attempted stranger-to-stranger
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robbery incidents and 347 stranger-to-stranger rape incidents. Official reports based
on the NCS (for example, U.S. Department of Justice, 1985) use complex weights to
adjust the survev data for sampling procedures, nonresponse, and multple victims,
and to iflate the sample data to population estimates. The descriptive analvses pre-
sented here (but not the final multivariate analyses) uses all but the “inflation weight”
in order to present more accurate descriptions of the distribution of oftender threats,
vicum resistance, and crime outcomes.

Despite its focus, this report does not intend to otfer advice to potential victims.
As we will point out below, the NCS is seriously tlawed as a source of data on the
causal implications of both victim and offender actions. It also describes only a
limited set of the wide range of possible effects of potentally violent personal con-
frontations. However, this report does arrive at a fairly consistent set of empirical
tindings with regard to the correlates of outcomes for both rape and robbery, con-
clusions that may be important enough to encourage further rescarch on the

1ssue.

OFFENDER TACTICS: NUMBERS OF OFFENDERS,
WEAPON USE, AND ASSAULT

Offender tactics often seem to play a key role in shaping the outcomes of robberies
and rapes. The NCS asks only a few simple questions ahout offenders, but it includes
detailed questions about the presence of weapons at the scene of each personal
crime. Both factors were related to incident outcomes. We also examine here the fre-
quency of physical assault  whether or not targets actually were attacked. This is es
pecially important in robbery, where the role of physical assault is problematic. Un-
like rape, a completed robbery need not include attack or injury to the victim.

Number of Offenders

Table 1 indicates that most robbery incidents involved multiple offenders, but most
rape cases involved only a single offender. Overall, 11% of robberies and 4% of rapes
involved four or more offenders, our working definition of a “‘gang.” Not sur-
prisingly, the number of offenders was related to the number of potential victims on
the scene. Victims usually were alone; but the more targets on hand, the more offen-
ders present. Also, robberies by youthful offenders were often carried out in gangs
(these descriptive analyses are not shown).

Weapons

The presence of weapons was strongly related to target selection, offender actions,
and victim reactions. The frequency with which various types of weapons were pre-
sent in these cases is summarized in Table 1. Many robberies (almost 35%) and most
rapes (64%) did not involve weapons of any type. In confrontations with weapons,
guns and knives were quite likely to be present. Other types of weapons, such as bats
or tire irons, were less frequently present.

Robbers’ use of weapons was related to their choice of targets. Whereas women
were slightly less likely than men to be robbed with a gun (22% vs. 30%), both
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TABLE 1. Context and Weapons’ Presence in
Stranger Robbery and Rape

% Rape % Robberv

Incident (N = 385) (N = 3061)
Conrext

At night 68 66

In a dwelling 21 6

On street, in park, etc. 49 65
Victims alone at scene 80 70
Number of offenders

Lone 82 42

4 or more 4 11
Weapons present®

None 64 35

Other 4 12

Knife 14 25

Gun 17 28
Victims physically

attacked 65 50

Weapon used to
injure target
Knife 1 5
Gun 2 4

*When multiple weapons were present thev were coded in the
“highest’”’ category (none to gun). Cases are weighted to ac-
count for sampling procedures, nonresponse, multiple victims,
and other factors. The number of cases varied slightly from row
to row; averages are given here.

teenagers and those over 60 were less likely to be threatened with a gun than people
in the middle of the age distribution. The race of the targets of robbery was more
strongly related to weapon threats than the race of offenders. Whites were much less
likely to be confronted with a gun than were blacks (46% vs. 24%). Black robbery of-
fenders confronting black targets were more likely to carry a gun (49%) than were
black offenders confronting whites (27%). This percentage is only slightly larger than
that for white offenders approaching white targets (20% with a gun).

Weapon use in rape incidents was less strongly linked to the characteristics of
targets, perhaps because there was much less variation among targets. Most rape
targets were young, most were confronted while alone, and all were women. Of-
fenders who confronted black women were much more likely to approach their
target with a gun (40%) than were those who confronted white women (13%).

Sometimes the weapons were used. A knife actually was used to stab a victim
(nonfatally) in 22% of the robberies and 5% of the rapes in which they were present.
However, given the small percentage of crimes that involved the presence of a knife

or gun, their use aftected only a small percentage of all crimes, as illustrated in
Table 1.
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Assault

A majority of targets of successful and attempted robbery and rape were physically
attacked. Tifty percent ol 1obbery argers and 65% of rape targets were attacked (see
Table 1); the remainder were only threatened. There was a strong relationship be-
tween the role of weapons and the likelihood rthat targets were attacked, as docu-
mented in Table 2. Targets were physically attacked in only 26% of the robberies in
which a gun was present but in 72% of the robberies without a weapon. Further, as
we shall describe later, there was a very strong relationship between a robber’s choice
of weapons and his target’s decision to resist. Guns appeared to be such credible
threats that few targets in these cases offered any resistance, and armed robbers less
frequendy attacked their targets. In rape cases, just the opposite was true: armed of-
fenders were more likely to attack their targets.

TARGET RESISTANCE

Although most targets of these crimes resisted in some fashion, targets of potential
rapes were much more likely to resist than those approached by robbers (82% vs.
57%). The nature of that resistance was also different. In this analysis, we catalog all of
the individual forms of resistance identified by the NCS into two general categories:
nonforceful and forceful. Nonforceful resistance included reasoning or verbally
threatening the offender, arguing with him, yelling for help, getting the attention of
passersby, and trying to run away. Forceful resistance included physically fighting
back, with or without a weapon. Targets of robbery were only slightly more likely to
use nonforceful rather than forceful resistance (30% vs. 27%). Among targets of rape,
nonforceful resistance was much more common (49%) than forceful resistance (83%).
A few targets of these crimes recalled offering both forms of resistance; in almost
every way they resembled forceful resisters, and in this study they are included in that
category.

Any examination of target-offender interactions is limited by the format of the

TABLE 2. Weapons’ Presence and Outcomes in Stranger Robbery and Rape

Hospital Financial
Attacked Injured overnight loss
Incident (%) (%) (%) (%) N*
Robbery weapon
None 72 39 1 50 916
Other 61 53 8 48 308
Knife 38 26 3 56 637
Gun 26 18 4 78 726
Rape weapon
None 62 46 1 8 210
Other 82 74 0 8 15
Knife 85 72 5 17 45
Gun 76 71 10 39 56

“Ns differ from those in Table 1 because of missing data.
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NCS. The most important limitation of the data is that respondents were not asked
about the sequence of events that took place at the scene of the incident. One cannot.
tell if their resistance followed an attack or if an attack followed some inital resis’
tance. Research by Feenev & Weir (1973) suggests that the time-ordering of offender
attack and victim resistance mav differ between armed and unarmed robbery cases

with offenders in the latter category often “leading off” encounters with an unex

pected attack. Forcetul resistance on the part of victims may be in response to an ars
tack, not an act that provokes an attack. We will argue below that this complexity pre-
cludes any “advice giving” based on these data, and tor research purposes we uuhze
muldvariate statistical analyses to control for a variety of factors linked to both resis-'
tance and outcomes, to help deal with the problem.

Resistance in Robbery

Offenders can aftect the probability that targets will resist by choosing targets who are
perceived as unlikely to do so or by threatening them in such a way that they will be
less likely to resist. In these stranger-to-stranger incidents, old people were less likely
o resist than were other wtargets, and blacks were less likely to resist than were whites;
but men and women were equally likely to resist. However, men and women offered
dramatically different forms of resistance.

Resistance to robbers was related to the target’s age and sex. From their twenties
to old age, the percentage of targets who did not resistincreased from 36% to 64%. Of
those who did resist, the percentage who resisted forcefully also declined with age,
from 33% among targets in their teens and twenties to 16% of targets who were 60 and
older. Women were more likely to resist nonforcefully (40%, vs. 26% forcetully),
whereas men resisted forcefully (81%, vs. 17% nonforcefully).

Blacks were less likely than whites to resist robbery. Blacks also were more likely
to be robbed with a gun, and fewer targets of any race were willing to resist a gun
threat. However, even holding conswnt the offender’s weapon threar, blacks were
less likely to resist.

Forceful resistance was more frequent when three or more offenders were pre-
sent; in turn, that type of attack was most frequent when victims were not alone and
all of the participants were youthful. The presence of weapons was related to both
resistance and the probability that offenders would attack. Although most robbers
did not carry a gun, 33% of the targets of gun confrontations resisted. On the other
hand, 58% of targets who were threatened with a knife resisted, and 71% of the targets
of unarmed or “other weapon” robbery resisted.

Resistance in Rape

Resistance in rape was related to the location of the crime. Women who were con-
fronted at home were somewhat less likely to resist. Age was not strongly related to
resistance in rape, perhaps because there was little variation among victims. Black
women were less likely to resist than were white women. As in robbery, part of this
difference was related to the far greater likelihood that black women were attacked by
predators armed with a gun. However, regardless of the offender’s choice of weapon,
black women were less likely to resist than white women.

The relationship between weapons and resistance was nearly as strong in rape as
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tor robbery. Women who were threatened with guns were less likely to resist than
women who were threatened with any other weapon or no weapon at all. However,
only 36% of all rape attempts involved a threat with any weapon. There were
relatively few multiple-offender rape incidents (16% of the total), but, in general, as
the number of offenders on the scene increased, the incidence of forceful resistance
decreased and nonforceful resistance increased.

OUTCOMES OF ROBBERY AND RAPE

There has been a tremendous amount of research on the social and psvchological ef-
fects of violent crime, much of which is summarized in a Task Force Report by the
American Psvchological Association (Kahn, 1984). However, the NCS focuses on
only a few simple and practical consequences of victimization. The survey measures
short-term physical and economic outcomes of crime: was something stolen; how
much was lost; was the victim injured; was medical attention required? We also make
some simplifying assumptions here about the motives of offenders. Cook (1 980) and
Conklin (1972) argue that some violent assault in the course of robbery is expressive
rather than simply instrumental in nature. Cook sets this proportion quite high, at
two-thirds of all robbery-murders. When this is true, inflicting injury as well as steal-
ing something could be viewed as a “goal” of robbery. Likewise, Brownmiller (1975)
argues rapists are more interested in exercising power or control over women than in
the sexual aspects of the crime. However, victim surveys gather data on criminal in-
cidents only from the point of view of their targets, and they are particularly unsuited
for discerning the motives of offenders in incidents such as these that involve only
strangers. They draw skewches of who did what to whom and what happened to the
victim, and this report focuses on those issues.

Table 3 describes the frequency of the previously mentioned outcomes. Fifty-

TABLE 3. Outcomes in Stranger Robbery and Rape

Rape Robbery
Outcome (N =385) (N = 3061)
“Attempted” crime? 68% 42%
Financial loss 16% 58%
Injury
Bodily injury only 15% 28%
Raped only 16% —

Bodily injury and raped 16% -
Hospitalized overnight

All cases 3% 3%

Injury cases 10% 6%
Loss if something

stolen of value

Mean $174 $259

Median $29 $50

*An “attempted” crime is an unsuccessful robbery in which
nothing is taken, or an unsuccessful sexual assault.
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cight percent of robberies and 16% of rapes resulted in property loss. Among cases
with a loss of anv kind (excluding attempted robberv and rapes without thett), the
median loss tor robber\ was $50 and for rape, $29. (Mean losses were much higher
because a few victims roporrcd losing a great deal of cash.) Whether a woman was
robbed or not during a rape or attempted rape incident was stronglv related to her
age. Women under 40 were much less likelv to be robbed than women over 40.
McDermott (1979) found the same pattern in her analysis of rape victimization in
large cities, and she concluded that “theft mav be an important motivational factor in
rape attacks against older victims, whereas the act of rape itself mav be more central
when the victim is voung” (p. 29).

Almost one-half of die 1ape targets and 28% of robbery targets were injured. In
the analvsis of rape incidents, it is useful to divide “injury” into three categories: in-
juries involving only sexual assault, those involving onlv other torms of physical in-
jury (abrasions, broken bones), and those combining both tvpes of injury. Of the in-
jured rape targets, one-third were injured but not raped, one-third were raped but
incurred no additional physical injuries, and one-third were both raped and received
some other injury. Of those who were injured, 30% of robbery targets and 34% of
rape targets required some medical attention; however, in both cases, only about 8%
required an overnight hospital stay. Thus, although some injurv is hkcl_v in these
crimes, the risk of serious injury is not high. (But recall that crimes with fatal out-
comes were excluded from this analysis. Thev may represent a substantial fraction of
crimes with the most serious physical injuries.)

RESISTANCE AND OUTCOMES OF PREDATORY CRIME

The consequences of these incidents were related to characteristics of the target(s)
and offender(s) and to the settings within which the incidents took place. Most im-
portant, they were related to target and offender actions at the scene. This section
considers the relationship between physical attack, weapon use, resistance, and the
consequences of these incidents. It includes a multivariate analysis of the correlates of
attack, injury, and property loss, to reveal if—net of the effects of other contounding
factors—various torms of resistance still appear to be linked to ijury and loss.

Robbery

One of the factors most strongly related to a robber’s chance for success in crimes
described in the NCS was target resistance. The bivariate correlates ot resistance are
llustrated in Table 4. Something was stolen from 85% ot the targets who did not
resist but from only 41% of the targets who resisted nontorcefully and from 35% of
those who resisted forcetully.

As Table 4 indicates, nontorceful resistance in robbery was unrelated to the
likelihood that targets would be attacked or nonfatally injured, when compared to of-
fering no resistance at all. On the other hand, forcetul resistance was strongly related
to the probability that targets would be attacked and injured. However, the slim dif-
ferences in hospitalization rates depicted in Table 4 suggest that most forms of force-
tul resistance stimulated scuffling rather than serious attempts to injure victims.
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TABLE 4. Resistance and Outcomes in Stranger Robbery and Rape

Bodily Hospital Financial
mjury overnight loss
Resistance (%0) sy e \
Robbery
None 29 3 S5 1526
Nontoreetul 28 2 R 908
Forcetul 14 1 35 835
Raped Rape + Bodilv Hospital
onlv bodilv onlv overnight LLoss
Resistance %) (%) ) ) Yo N
Rape
None 38 21 5 11 32 68
Nonforcetul 10 11 12 0 14 190

Forcetul 12 22 24 2 9 128

“The three mjury categories tor rape are mutuallv exclusive.

Table 5 presents the results of a multivariate analvsis of the correlates of attack,
injurv, and loss in these stranger-to-stranger robberies. We have scen that many
teatures of such incidents are interrelated, and it is ditficult to order them causallv,
especially the factors relating to on-scene events. Other correlates of both resistance
and outcomes, such as age, sex, race, and the presence of weapons, are included in
the analvsis to control for their confounding etfects. Table 5 then probes for an
answer to the question: Net of the other tactors considered in this report. do various
forms of resistance still appear to be linked to risk of injury or loss? It does so by
regressing measures of attack, injury, and loss on the contextual and processual fac-
tors considered in the sections above: target characteristics, number of targets and of-
fenders on the scene, location, presence of various tvpes of weapons, and resistance
offered by targets. Of particular interest are identitication and interpretation of the
coetticients associated with the dichotomous measures of forceful and nonforcetul
resistance. Coetfficients that are twice as large as their standard errors (significant at
the p < .05 level or better) are flagged in Table 5. Logistic regression was emploved
because the dependent variables are dichotomous. A psecudo-R* is presented in
Table 5, which approximates the overall predictive power of the model.!

The NCS employs an extremely complex sampling design, and for descriptive
purposes (as above) it was usetul to weighr the data to present estimates of the
national distribution of resistance, outcomes, and other factors. However, in the
multivariate analyses presented here. those weights will be ignored. for tests of
significance generally should be reserved for unweighted data.

The analvses summarized in Table 5 confirm the strong relationship between
victim responses and nonfatal outcomes of robberies. Regardless of other measured
factors, resistance of either sort during robberv was significantly related to a reduc-
tion in the probability that something would be stolen (both signs are negative).
These coefficients can be converted into estimates of the percentage of increase or decrease
in the risk of theft loss (over the average risk ot loss) associated with adopting cach
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TABLE 5. Logistic Regression Analysis of Qutcomes in Stranger

Robbery*
Among attacked Pinancial
Artacked in»jurt‘d“ loss
Correlate Coett. S. E. Coctt. S. E. Coctt. S. E.
Vicum black 14 Al 21 b 24 J2E
Vicum age .00 .00 .02 .00 01 00
Victim female 16 .09 .02 13 42 0%
Vicum alone .03 09 20 12 07 .09
Outside 16 09 .00 15 .09 10
No. of offenders .26 047 22 b 30 04
Other weapon —.29 EE 1.42 257 —.08 5
Weapon knife —1.20 A 10 A7 14 1
Weapon gun -1.72 A1 52 18 84 A2
Nontorceful
resistance —.20 09* 04 A2 —1.50 .09*
Forcetul
resistance .92 10# 12 13 —1.36 0%
Intercept —.31 A7 —.86 24 08 A8
R%, o’ 16 .06 20

2889 1413 2889

*Data are unweighted for this analysis. Of the 2903 original cases, 14 are excluded
here due to missing data on kev resistance or outcome measures.

PIncludes cases with an attack only.

‘See Aldrich & Nelson, 1984.

*p < .05.S. E. = standard errors of estimates.

form of resistance by using a complex formula derived by Petersen (1983). In these
dara. torceful resistance to stranger robbery was related to a 32% decrease in risk of
thett loss; nonforceful resistance, to a 35% decrease. Forcetul resistance was related to
an increased risk of attack (22% above average), whereas nontorcetul countermeasures
may have had the opposite effect (a weak but significant 5% below average). Neither
form of resistance had much to do with risk of injurv, as indicated by the insigniticant
coefticients associated with resistance in the “injurv” column of Table 5. Risk of in-
jury was dominated by the number of offenders and the presence of various
weapons.

Rape

Table 4 depicted the relationship between resistance and crime outcomes for rape.
Although resistance o rape was more comumon than resistance to robbery, the
relationship between resistance and outcomes was similar. Overall, resistance was
related to fewer negative outcomes in rape incidents. Women who resisted nonforce-
fullv were less likelv to be raped, attacked, injured, or robbed. Women who resisted
torcefully were more likelv to be attacked and injured, although somewhat less hikely
10 be raped, than were women who did not resist. Those who did notresist at all were
the most likely to be raped, to spend the nightin the hospital, and to be robbed. Only
about 60% of women who did not resist were raped, however, compared to a theft
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“ecess rate of nearly 83% in robberies invalving no resistance. The reasons tor non-

cinplenon i cases ot attempted rape and robbery without resistance cannot be dis-

wned o the NCS: perhaps a third party intervened or passersby sutficiendy dis-

sacied olfenders in those incidents.

“hetindimgs reported above are quite consistent with the results of other studies

coohice tiles Brown & Beveleronud.. However, the multivariare analvses presented
ai Lable 6 downplay some of the bivariate findings with regard to the link berween
seststance and injury or loss. Table 6 examines the correlates of three outcomes of
potential rapes: it their targets were attacked inanv wav, if they were raped, or it they
-uttered tonlvy bodily injury of some other tvpe. Controlling for manv other factors
ihiese rape cases, torcetul resistance was signiticantly related to higher risk ot both
anck 27% above averager and non-rape injurv  18% above average: but not to a risk
ob bemg raped. Nontorcetul resistance was signiticantly related to reduced risk of
rape tseit - 14% below average) but not 1o risk ot attack or other torms of njurv.

DISCUSSION

Fhere is so much attempted crime described in the NCS—accounting tor as much as
three-quarters ot the total in some categories —that some success at preventung injury
orloss almost certainly must be attributable to the actions ot the targets of offenses as
well as to the strength or plans of would-be oftenders. For example, residenual
crimes such as burglary may be thwarted by the “hardness™ of targets, i the torm of

TABLE 6. Logistic Regression Analysis of Outcomes in Stranger

Rape!
Onlyv orther
Atracked Raped mjury
Correlate Coctf. S.E. Coclt. S.F. Coctt. S.E.
Vicum black - .47 55 .36 —1.39 76
Victim age .03 02 01 —.00 02
Vicum alone .68 1.05 42 %
Outside —.62 .26 —-.72 .36 .34
No. of offenders —.10 .16 .32 —.22 27
Other weapon 1.26 .75 —.98 1.80 68*
Weapon knite 1.47 AE 1.05 40 45
Weapon gun 1.12 40* .44 -.73 77
Nonftorcetul
resistance —.32 .30 --.80 28 22 A
Forcetul
resistance 1.67 31 .38 28 1.10 L34
lnl(‘l‘(‘(‘pt —.77 58 =2.19 o1 =270 K6*
R 17 16 08
N 347 347 347

‘Data are unweighted for this analvsis.

bSee Aldrich & Nelson, 1984.

*p < .05. S.E. = standard errors of estimates.
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bars, locks, and alarms, or through the watchfulness ot neighbors and passersby wh
intervene or call for the police. This research examined one preventive factor in th
personal crime domain: resistance by potenual victims.

Data from the NCS revealed that in robberv, nontorcetul resistance (which in
cluded velling, trving to run awav, reasoning with potennal assailants, and attracting
passersbyi was related to lower levels of loss and less frequent attack and injury
Forcetul resistance in robberv was also related to reduced risk of thett loss but, ir
contrast, was linked to greater risk of being phvsically attacked. In potential rape in-
cidents, nonforceful resistance corresponded with a lower risk of actual rape but was
uncorrelated with either increased or decreased risk of other forms of injury or attack
when other factors were taken into account. Forcetul resistance, on the other hand.
was related to higher risk of attack and bodily injury and had no other apparent risk-
reduction potental.

These conclusions are very tentative. Using the NCS, it is not possible to deter-
mine it resistance came betore, atter, or during an attack or threat. For instance, at-
tack may have been forestalled by nonviolent resistance, or resistance may have been
impossible because of a preemptive attack. The muluvariate analvses presented here
can take these measured contingencies into account onlyv to a limited extent. The
NCS also excludes incidents that ended in death, a factor that surelv shapes percep-
tons of what kind of risk-taking is warranted in manv circumstances. The fatal cases
that were excluded doubtless would have been concentrated in the most serious in-
jury categories (such as “hospitalized overnight”’) and would have contributed to a
more dramatic portrait of the effect of guns and knives. _

The generality of the findings presented here is turther constrained by the
studv’s focus on stranger-to-stranger crimes. For example, thev largelv took place
outside, where more nonforcetul forms ot resistance mav be available (for example,
attracting the attention of passersbv or running away). In the NCS, more nonstranger
incidents took place inside. Incidents involving nonstrangers mav provoke less
violent resistance, but because thev often involve aggression and anger, they still may
result in more injury.

As Ziegenhagen and Brosnan (1985) point out, the complexity of potenually
violent personal encounters is such that broad prescriptions concerning what targets
should do are inappropriate. Cook (1986) comes to the same conclusion after care-
fully reviewing past studies based on police files and NCS data on weapon robbery by
adults. However, because of the stakes involved, this has not kept the public from
secking answers to that question, and many police agencies have been forthcoming
with advice of their own. These and other studies present evidence that evasive tactics
by targets of personal crime and loss, especially robberv, may limit some tvpes ot in-
jury, and the findings are substantial enough to recommend greater attenton to the
time-sequencing of target and offender actions in future victimization studies.

NOTES

"The pseudo R? is proposed by Aldrich and Nelson (1984). It is not often used and should be inter-
preted with caution. It is interesting to note that in every case it varies by no more than .01 from the R? for
these variables in a standard OLS regression.
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