GENDER, ATTITUDES, & SEXUAL VIOLENCE 44

RUNNING HEAD: GENDER, ATTITUDES, & SEXUAL VIOLENCE
Gender stereotypes, rape myths, and experiences of sexual victimization and perpetration among male and female college students.

by

Melissa Marie Sisco

A Thesis Submitted to the Faculty of the

DEPARTMENT OF PSYCHOLOGY

In Partial Fulfillment of the Requirements

For the Degree of

MASTER OF ARTS

WITH A MAJOR IN CLINICAL PSYCHOLOGY

In the Graduate College

THE UNIVERSITY OF ARIZONA

Statement by the Author
   This thesis has been submitted in partial fulfillment of the requirements for an advanced degree at The University of Arizona and is deposited in the University Library to be made available to borrowers under rules of the Library.
Brief quotations from this thesis are allowable without special permission, provided that accurate acknowledgment of source is made.  Requests for permission for extended quotation from or reproduction of this manuscript in whole or in part may be granted by the head of the major department or the Dean of the Graduate College when in his or her judgment the proposed use of the material is in the interests of scholarship.  In all other instances, however, permission must be obtained from the author.

                     SIGNED: ________________________________

               APPROVAL BY THESIS DIRECTOR

  This thesis has been approved on the date shown below:

_________________________________  _________________________

      Judith V. Becker                      Date

   Professor of Psychology
_________________________________  _________________________

         Bruce D. Sales                     Date

   Professor of Psychology

_________________________________  _________________________

   Aurelio Jose Figueredo                   Date

   Professor of Psychology

Acknowledgements

The excellent guidance and support of my advisor Judith V. Becker has played an integral part in transforming some loose conceptions into a testable set of hypotheses.  Working with Dr. Becker has been a wonderful opportunity to spread my academic wings.  Special thanks to Dr. Aurelio Jose Figueredo for his undying upbeat support and to Dr. Bruce Sales for instilling in me an appreciation for the importance of precision.
Without the financial support made available through the University of Arizona’s Commission on the Status of Women, and the support of my research assistants, Nozomi Nakajima and Mary Pringle, this research would not have been possible.
Dedication

The backing of my entire family has led me to believe that, through tenacity and zeal, one person can truly make a difference that can impact our many future generations.  I would like to dedicate this thesis to my incredible grandmothers, two strong and passionate women, Helen W. England and Virginia R. Sisco.

TABLE OF CONTENTS

Abstract ………………………………………………………………….7
Introduction………………………………………………………………8-15
    Sexual Victimizations of Female College Students……………………9-11
    Sexual Victimizations of Male College Students………………………11-13
    Male and Female Assailant……………………………………………13-14
    Attitudes and Sexual Assault…………………………………………...14-15
Method……………………………………………………………………16-20
    Participants…………………………………………………………….16
    Procedure………………………………………………………………16-17
    Assessment Instruments………………………………………………...17-19
    Data Analysis…………………………………………………………...19-20
Results……………………………………………………………………..21-25
Discussion…………………………………………………………………26-32
    Limitations………………………………………………………………27-29
   Treatment Implications and Future Directions of Research…………….29-32
References………………………………………………………………….33-37
LIST OF TABLES
Table 1, Correlation matrix…………………………………………………38
Table 2, Regression table……………………………………………………39
Table 3, Factor analysis of the Attitudes Toward Women Scale……………40
LIST OF ILLUSTRATIONS

Figure 1, Bar graph of victimizations in past year ………………………….41
Figure 2, Pie chart of types of victimizations for females ………………….42
Figure 3, Pie chart of types of victimizations for males ……………………43
Figure 4, Bar graph of perpetrations in past year …………………………..44
Abstract

Sexual violence against women is three-times more common on campus than the average community and four-times less reported (Kalof, 2001).  Studies regarding male victimization are rare.  This study aims to assess the annual prevalence of campus sexual violence while exploring the attitudes that are targeted in prevention programs.  
Fifty-four percent of males and 93% of females reported experiencing harassment or coercion while 38% and 68% reported experiencing prosecutable assaults.  Only 4% and 7.2% of assaults were reported to police, respectively.  Seventy-nine percent of males and 36% of females reported harassing, coercing, or sexually offending.  

Rape myth and gender stereotype acceptance did not predict prosecutable victimization or perpetration though males who accepted stereotypes and myths were more likely to harass and coerce.  No personal attribute consistently predicted prosecutable victimization or perpetration though minor experiences were predictive of severe ones for victimization and perpetration.  Implications towards prevention efforts are discussed.
Introduction

Sexual violence is a pervasive problem that has grown increasingly unacceptable over the past three decades (Boatright, Horowitz, Olick, & Amarel, 2004; Kalof, 2001). It ranges in severity from non-contact crimes such as harassment through forced penetration.  This article will address various degrees of sexual violence against both males and females on campus.  The current state of sexual violence will be outlined, describing the prevalence and reporting rates of campus male and female sexual victimization, characteristics of male and female perpetrators, and the effect of attitudes which are commonly targeted in campus prevention programs.  Specific hypotheses will be derived from each section.  The methodology used to explore these questions, statistical results, and suggestions for future research will then be presented.
For the purposes of this article, sexual violence will be divided into two categories: (1) harassment and coercion that involves joking, harassing, lying to and/or pressuring a person into engaging in sexual forum or behaviors after the person has expressed objection, and (2) legally prosecutable sexual offenses that include any noncontact or contact sexually motivated act that involves a person who is unwilling or unable to consent due to intoxication, covert drugging, state of awareness, or use of physical force. 
The campus is a unique environment in which sexual violence is more rampant and less frequently reported than in average U.S. communities (Kalof, 2001).  Since Universities are organized around public areas like the library, dormitories, and class buildings that are frequented by the student body in a predictable fashion, students are highly accessible.  Most students are unsupervised for the first time and, as young adults, are learning how to maneuver without parental protection; this includes learning to negotiate relationship boundaries in often less than ideal circumstances.  The college community is thus characterized by a variety of interactions that occur between individuals who have little ability to avoid contact with each other.  This environment can minimize a student’s ability to disclose sexual violence due to concerns about future contact with the perpetrator or the perpetrator's supporters.  In addition, blurred personal boundaries may increase acts of violence while decreasing clarity regarding responsibility and subsequent reporting.  For these reasons, college experiences of sexual violence are hypothesized to go unreported in the majority of cases.  In addition, greater affiliation with stereotypical college groups such as sororities and fraternities is predicted to increase the likelihood of experiencing sexual violence while decreasing the likelihood of reporting it to police.

Sexual Victimization of Female College Students 

The rate of sexual violence against college women is three times greater than that of the average U.S. female citizen (Kalof, 2001); 34 to 70% of college women reported victimization or coercion by the first year (Harned, 2004; Himelein, Vogel, & Wachowiak, 1994; Kelley & Parsons, 2000; Muehlenhard & Linton, 1987).  Between 18 and 55% of U.S. women reported sexual victimization during the lifetime (Beebe Gulledge, Lee, & Replogle, 1994; Bernhard, 2000; Coyle, Wolan, & Van Horn, 1996; Merrill, Hervig, Newell, Gold, Milner, Rosswork, 1998; Tjadin & Thoennes, 2000) while 54% of college women reported experiencing a prosecutable victimization by year four (Koss, Gidycz, & Wisniewski, 1987).   Since over half of college women also reported being sexually harassed (Kelley & Parsons, 2000), more research is needed to parse out the effects of minor coercive behavior especially considering that these types of minor acts have been theorized in the General Theory of Crime to commonly escalate into more severe criminal offenses (Gottfredson & Hirschi, 1990).  It is hypothesized that coercion and harassment are more common than and frequently escalate into criminal offenses.

Previous experiences of sexual or interpersonal violence have been found to increase the risk of further victimizations.  Smith, Write, and Holland (2003) followed women (N=1569) through four years of college finding that experiences of interpersonal violence in childhood, adolescence, or college substantially increased the risk of interpersonal physical and sexual abuse during college.  From adolescence to the last year of college, 88% of women reported being verbally threatened, physically violated, or sexually abused while 63% reported experiencing all three forms of abuse.  Generally, the risk of interpersonal violence and sexual assault decreases in college annually, but, if an individual was assaulted in the previous year, the person was at an increased risk for sexual violence and physical assault in the following year.  It is hypothesized that victims will typically report experiencing multiple victimizations. 

The Bureau of Justice Statistics (1998) estimates that approximately two-thirds of sexual assaults go unreported.  Since 95% of criminal activity comes to the attention of police through citizen report as opposed to direct police surveillance (Fisher et al, 2003), reporting is an integral part of crime intervention.  The rate of reporting of campus sexual violence is roughly four times lower than that in the general public (Kalof, 2001).  There seem to be four reasons for this phenomena; (1) failure to identify the behavioral signs of victimization, (2) failure to realize the impact of victimization, (3) fear of reprisal, and (4) discomfort in formal reporting.  

The majority of college women (85%) are unable to identify behavioral descriptions of their victimizations as “sexual abuse”, and women who do properly identify their own abuse are more likely to suffer distress, substance abuse, and academic failure (Harned, 2004).  Once a woman recognizes that she has been victimized, she may opt not to report the event to the police.  In a recent study of 4,446 female college students, only 6% of victims reported the offense to police while 70% informally reported the event to a friend (89%) or loved one (11%).  Of the victims, 79% knew the assailant, 50% of the incidents took place in a residence or fraternity, and 70% involved alcohol and/or drugs.  The main reasons victims cited for not telling police was that the act was not “serious enough”, that the victim was unsure whether the perpetrator realized the nature of his actions, or that the victim felt at fault (Fisher et al., 2003).  Women who feared coming forward were at greater risk for complicated distress (Blombaum, 2005).  

Sexual Victimization of Male College Students

Men have been historically viewed as being sexually initiative, and thus, incapable of denying a sexual encounter with a prospective mate.  This expectation makes it difficult for male sexual assault survivors to seek help since some may discredit his victimization by saying that his physiological arousal indicates that he enjoyed the encounter to some extent.  Modifying this argument by gender as follows, “A woman producing vaginal lubrication during a sexual assault must have enjoyed the assault” illustrates the inappropriateness of such logic, though, in regards to males, this is still commonly held.  For instance, heterosexual males who were sexually violated by females (Smith, Pine, & Hawlet, 1988) and homosexual males assaulted by males were similarly judged as gaining more pleasure than their female counterparts (Mitchell, Hirschman, & Nagayama-Hall, 1999).  For these reasons, it is hypothesized that after gender differences in base rate are controlled for, males will be less likely to report victimizations to police.  

Studies regarding male survivors tend to focus on male to male crimes in prison and military settings (Mendel, 1995; Vearnals & Campbell, 2001).  A great portion of these types of sexual assaults go unreported due to fear of being ridiculed as inadequate, blamed for the attack, or labeled homosexual.(Coxell et al., 1999), though of all sexual assaults that are reported, 5 to 10% pertain to male on male sexual assaults (Scarce, 1997).   Studies estimate that between 3 and 16% of males experience sexual violence perpetrated by another male during the lifetime (Cameron, Proctor, Coburn, Forde, Larson, & Cameron, 1996; Coxell, King, Mezey, & Gordon, 1999; Finkelhor, Hotaling, Lewis, & Smith, 1990; Sorenson, Stein, Siegel, Golding, & Burnam, 1987; Struckman-Johnson & Struckman-Johnson, 1994).  Certain vulnerable populations (e.g., runaways, homeless, disabled persons, sex workers, and substance abusers) are thought to be violated sexually at rates much higher than these (Stermac, Del Bove, & Addison, 2004).  Homosexual men are also at increased risk of nonconsensual sexual encounters with other males.  Twenty-eight percent of gay males reported being sexually victimized (Hickson, Davies, Hunt, Weatherburn, McManus, & Coxon, 1994).  

A significant proportion of males are also pressured or forced into sexual encounters by women (Struckman-Johnson & Struckman-Johnson, 1992; 1994).  Approximately 70% of male college students reported experiencing some type of harassment, pressuring, or coercion by a female (Fiebert & Tucci, 1998), 8 to 29% of college men reported experiencing unwanted sexual contact with a female due to verbal or physical coercion (Aizenman & Kelley, 1988; Baier, Rosenzweig, & Whipple, 1991; Burke, Stets, & Pirog-Good, 1988; O'Sullivan & Byers, 1993), and roughly one in ten college men revealed experiencing completed sexual assault by a heterosexual partner during college (Hannon, Kuntz, Van Laar, & Williams, 1996).  It is hypothesized that a proportion of men experience sexual harassment and prosecutable sexual victimization.

As Hunter (1990) pointed out, bad ideas still retard effective treatment of male survivors.  There is still a perception that prevalence rates are markedly lower than they actually are and that sexual aggression does not impact male victims as greatly (Darves-Bornoz, Choquet, Ledoux, Gasquet, & Manfredi, 1998).  Common ideas about male victimization include ideas that ‘men only get raped in prison’ or that ‘men are too strong to be coerced by women’ (Donnelly & Kenyon, 1996; Struckman-Johnson & Struckman-Johnson, 1992).  These beliefs may have amplified a situation in which male sexual assault has not been fully addressed.  This study aims to debunk these myths by providing data reaffirming that male victimization is present and often perpetrated by women.    

Male and Female Sexual Assailants

Male perpetration of sexual violence has been well documented over the past twenty years.  Roughly 40% of college males reported that they would engage in sexually aggressive behavior if assured that they would not be apprehended and one in 12 male college students reported perpetrating a sexual assault during college (Koss et al., 1987). 

 The first mention of female perpetrated sexual violence appeared in 1952 in an article by Lehfeldt and continued through decades of case studies (Smith et al., 1988).  The first systematic review of female to male sexual violence reported data from 11 cases (Sarrel & Masters, 1982).  This analysis documented that slightly under half involved restraint or physical threat.  All situations left intense social, emotional, and sexual scars.  Of 461 college women, 43% admitted to using verbal pressuring or physical force to attain sexual contact with a male (Anderson et al., 1996).  It is hypothesized that males and females will report committing a similar frequency and range of acts of sexual harassment, coercion, and legally prosecutable force.  

Attitudes and Sexual Assault

The majority of attitudinal research that has emerged within the past decade has been conducted with convicted male sex offenders.  Among these offenders, beliefs and attitudes (e.g., gender stereotypes, acceptability of male violence, subjugation of women, and rights to emotional control (Hanson & Bussiere, 1998)) have been clearly linked to increased risk of sexual re-offense.  Non-offenders also hold similar attitudes such as the legitimacy of interpersonal violence, traditional sexual roles, and rape myths which significantly predict blaming the victim for the sexual crime (Mason, Riger, & Foley, 2004).  Belief in rape myths has also been found to account for an inability to distinguish a willing female partner from a non-willing one (Osman, 2003).   Men who did not understand that ‘no’ indicated her genuine rejection were more likely to continue an unwanted sexual encounter.  It is hypothesized that adherence to negative gender stereotypes among men is predictive of an increased frequency of sexual harassment, coercion, and prosecutable perpetration.  Women who believe in the superiority of men are hypothesized to be more likely to experience sexual victimization and less likely to act in a sexually aggressive manner.  Similarly, belief in rape myths and gender stereotypes are hypothesized to increase the likelihood of female victimization while decreasing the odds of male victimization.

Males were significantly more likely to judge all victims as deriving sexual pleasure from (Anderson et al., 1999; McCaul Veltum, Boyechko, & Crawford, 1990; Perrot & Webber, 1996) and more at blame for a sexual assault (McCaul et al., 1990; Mitchell et al., 1999).  Females viewed all sexual assaults regardless of the sex of the perpetrator or victim as more stressful (Mitchell et al, 1999; Smith et al, 1988).  It is predicted that males will endorse higher rates of rape myth acceptance and negative stereotypes towards women.

Method

Participants

A total of 138 Introductory Psychology students from the University of Arizona (43% male/ 57% female) participated in this study.  Subject age ranged from 18 to 41 years (mean=19 years) with an average of 1.8 years education.  The racial distribution was 11% Hispanic, 1% Native American, 3% Black, 3% Asian, 73% White, 4% mixed, 4% other, and 1% unreported.  One in five students belonged to a sorority or fraternity.

Procedure


All subjects participated in this study to satisfy course requirements.  Subjects signed up for the experiment in response to a brief online description.  Participation required subjects to answer questionnaires about ‘sexual experiences, attitudes about these experiences, and gender beliefs’.  Response booklets were identified by random numbers to avoid identification of respondents and were sealed shut packets by participants upon completion.  The packets remained unopened until all data was collected and ready to analyze.  


Groups of 25 students completed the packets in a University classroom with forward facing, widely spaced desks.  Participation took approximately two hours including a 20-minute oral explanation of the consent form, 50-minute allotment for responding, 20-minute group discussion of the scientific components of the experiment, and the final 30-minute period was reserved for a private individual debriefing. 


During the consent process, subjects were encouraged to respond honestly to all questions although they were informed that they would receive full credit even if they declined to respond to any or all items.  During the individual debriefing process, each participant was given the opportunity to express his/her feelings regarding the experiment.  Each subject was provided with a summary of findings about sexual assault on campus, a comprehensive list of community resources, an educational online reference, and an opportunity to discuss concerns with the experimenter.  Disclosures included feelings about personal victimization, realizations about the actual definition of sexual assault, concerns about loved ones who had been assaulted, and ideas about the experiment.  Although no subjects experienced marked distress, the safety design stipulated that the experimenter would connect a distressed subject with student health services. Signs of distress included verbal indications and physiological signs of arousal.  To further ensure the comfort of participants, all subjects were encouraged to contact the principal investigator if any unexpected thoughts arose after the experiment.

Assessment Instruments

A demographic survey was designed to assess age, gender, race, class standing, and sorority/fraternity membership.  Subjects were given an option of “don’t want to answer” on the race, class standing, and sorority/fraternity membership items.

The Sexual Experiences Survey-Revised Long Form of Perpetration (SES-RLFP) (Koss, Bachar, Hopkins, & Carlson, 2003), a 36-item self-report, was designed to detect perpetration of coercive sexual acts ranging in severity from morally reprehensible verbal coercion tactics of promising, pressuring, or deceiving through fully prosecutable physical force and/or drugging.  The types of coercive sexual acts ranged from non-contact crimes such as indecent exposure through completed sexual assault.  The response categories were modified to reflect perpetration experiences in the past year and the number of times these perpetrations had been reported to the police; “0, 1, 2, 3 or more” times.  This questionnaire allowed for administration to both male and female respondents.  Respondent were instructed to leave sections that did not seem applicable blank.   This instrument has adequate reliability and convergent validity (Sisco & Koss, unpublished).
The Sexual Experiences Survey-Revised Long Form of Victimization (SES-RLFV) (Koss, Bachar, Hopkins, & Carlson, 2003), a 36-item mirror version of the Sexual experiences survey-Revised long form of perpetration (SES-RLFP) (Koss et al, 2003) was designed to detect sexual victimization.  In this version, the response categories were similarly modified to reflect victimization experiences in the past year and the extent to which these victimizations had been reported to the police; “0, 1, 2, 3 or more” times.  This questionnaire allowed for administration to both male and female respondents.  The respondent was instructed to leave sections blank that did not seem applicable.  This instrument has adequate reliability and convergent validity (Sisco & Koss, unpublished).
The Attitudes Toward Women Scale-AWS (Spence & Helmreich, 1972) is a 55-item scale tapping attitudes about: (1) vocational and educational roles, (2) freedom and rights of women compared to men, (3) manners of men and women, (4) acceptability of drinking, swearing and joke-telling acts, (5) acceptance of premarital sex, and (6) attitudes towards marital relationships and obligations.  Responses were structured on a modified 5-point scale ranging from “-2: strongly disagree” through “+2: strongly agree”.  In support of the validity of the AWS, Spence and Helmreich (1972) found that women endorse significantly more liberal feminine roles than males, specifically in the area of female dating rights, occupational rights, and drinking or swearing.

The Rape Myth Beliefs Scale- Short form (Burt, 1980), a 10-item self-report, measures the extent to which the respondent endorses beliefs in rape myths, specifically, “she wanted it” attitudes.  Responses were structured on a modified 5-point Likert scale ranging from “-2: strongly disagree” through “+2: strongly agree”.  Burt (1980) reported adequate reliability and validity.
Data Analysis


A content analysis and item analysis were run to assure that all data was in a format that SAS software recognized and to provide basic descriptive information.  Data was then explored in three different fashions to address all hypotheses raised.  
First, correlational analyses were run to answer questions regarding the interconnectedness of variables.  This analysis was not be used to indicate causality.  

Second, a factor analysis was run to assess construct validity.  The main purpose of the factor analysis was to ascertain whether there was a marked difference in negative and prosocial gender stereotypes.  Since only one factor appeared, it seems that persons who endorse one type of gender stereotype typically endorse the other (see Table 3).  

Finally, a series of multiple regressions was run to determine causality.   The predictor variables that were explored in different combinations included: gender, sorority/fraternity membership, attitudes towards women, rape myth acceptance, prior experiences of sexual victimization, and prior sexual perpetrations.  The outcome variables that were explored included: attitudes towards women, rape myth acceptance, experiences of sexual harassment, coercion, and legally prosecutable sexual violence, perpetration of sexual harassment, coercion, and legally prosecutable acts, and the status of reporting to the police.  Through the series of multiple regressions, variables were systematically tested and then controlled for to assess the specific predictive quality of the next variable.  Raw bivariate correlations do not control for other influencing variables since there is no partial regression weight assigned to the previous variables explored.  Thus, raw bivariate correlations tap all direct and indirect relationships between variables.  Since regressions strategically partial out other variables, each regression data point only accounts for direct effects of one variable after the previous variable’s influence has been removed.  For this reason, some inconsistency between the bivariate correlations and the multiple regressions are expected.  

Since many previous studies stem from bivariate correlational analyses, it can also be expected that some current findings may differ form existing literature.  These variations are positive since they reflect different angles on the issue.  This approach allowed for a more thorough exploration of each hypothesis.  Any marked differences in findings were highlighted and explained in light of possible theoretical implication. 

Items pertaining to the sex of the respondent’s reported victims and perpetrators were removed from the dataset due to low response rate.  The minimal number of crimes reported to police disallowed causal exploration, thus only correlations were run.

Results


The final regression table (Table 1) and correlation matrix (Table 2) are presented here as a reference point for the findings covered in the remainder of the results section.  While navigating through the following sections please refer back to these tables when correlations and causal relations are discussed. 

_________________________

Insert Table 1 and 2 Near Here
_________________________
Hypothesis: Undergraduate sexual victimization is often, but rarely report to the police.
The trends of sexual victimizations are illustrated in Figures 1, 2, and 3.   The majority (93%) of females reported harassment (being stared at, teased sexually, sent obscene emails, shown pornographic pictures, or had someone make sexual gestures towards them after they had asked the person to stop) or being  verbally coerced into sexual contact during the past year.  Over half (54%) of males reported having been sexually harassed or verbally coerced into sexual contact during the past year.  

_________________________

Insert Figure 1 Near Here
_________________________

Forty women (68%) reported experiencing sexual victimizations that met the legal definition of a sexual offense (e.g. indecent exposure, videotaping without permission, or attempted or completed sexual contact such as touching, kissing, performing oral sex, anal penetration, vaginal penetration that happened when the woman was unable or unwilling to consent).  Of the 597 crimes that women reported experiencing during the past year, only 7.2% of those crimes were reported to the police.  Thirty men (38%) reported experiencing sexual victimizations that met the legal definition of a sexual offense.  Of the 93 victimizations that men reported, only 4% were reported to police.
_________________________
Insert Figure 2 and 3 Near Here
_________________________
Hypothesis:  Victims are more likely to report multiple victimizations.


Female reports of verbal coercion and harassment ranged from 1 to 91 events with an average of 11 incidents experienced.  Male sexual coercion and harassment ranged from 1 to 14 events with an average of 4 events experienced during the past year. 


A similar pattern held for legally prosecutable acts.  Female students experienced a sexual offense during the past year ranged from 1 to 208.  The average victim reported experiencing 15 offenses.   The number of times the male students had experienced a sexual offense ranged from 1 to 36 with the average victim experiencing 5 events.  

Hypothesis: Prosecutable sexual violence is predicted by minor acts which occur more frequently.  This escalation should be found in victimization and perpetration.

The number of prosecutable assaults that a person experienced was positively correlated and predicted by the number of unwanted sexual coercions and harassments that they experienced.  Similarly, the number of prosecutable offenses that a person reported perpetrating was correlated with and predicted by the number of minor acts.  

 Hypothesis: Female students were victimized more frequently than male students were.

Being female predicted an increase in the amount of coercion and harassment that the student experienced during the past year, and this increase, along with several other factors (i.e., rape myths, stereotypes, and sorority/fraternity participation), seemed to increase the risk of prosecutable victimization.  However, when considered alone, gender did not predict an increase in prosecutable victimization.   

Hypothesis: Males and females commit a similar range and frequency of sexual violence.

Of female students, 29% reported having sexually harassed or sexually coerced someone during the past year, with the average number of occurrences being two (ranging from 1 to 6 times). Almost half (47%) of the male students reported having sexually harassed or verbally sexually coerced someone during the past year on average 6 times (ranging from 1 to 25 events).  


Four women (7%) reported performing acts that met the legal definition of a sexual offense on average twice (ranging from 1 to 3 recurrences).  Only one of the female perpetrators reported being detected by the police.  Twenty-five men (32%) reported performing legally prosecutable sexual offenses on average 4 times (ranging from 1 to 16 perpetrations).  Only four male perpetrators (16%) were reported to police.   

_____________________
Insert Figure 4 Near Here
_____________________
Through the series of multiple regressions, perpetration of sexual harassment, coercion, and legally prosecutable sexual crimes were found to be correlated with being male.  Harassment and coercion were found to be directly predicted by being male; however, legally prosecutable acts were not directly predicted by sex.  This finding should be viewed with caution due to the small portion of women who reported committing a criminal sexual offense during the past year (n=4).

Hypothesis: Negative gender stereotypes predict belief in rape myths. 

The attitudes towards women subscales were originally divided into two subscales, benevolent and hostile stereotypes.  The subscales were standardized since they each consisted of a differing number of items and a factor analysis was performed to determine if subjects answered differentially about benevolent attitudes towards women (e.g., a woman should be protected by her husband) verses hostile attitudes towards women (e.g., a women is less capable than a man).  The factor analysis indicated that each subscale loaded consistently onto a single factor (see Table 3).  The subscales were subsequently condensed into one factor representing stereotypical attitudes towards women.  Acceptance of stereotypical attitudes towards women was correlated with and belief in rape myth.                    _____________________
Insert Table 3 Near Here
_____________________
Hypothesis: Men and sorority/fraternity members endorse higher amounts of gender stereotypes and rape myths than females or nonmembers.
Being female was significantly correlated with less acceptance of stereotypes towards women and rape myths.  The gender category of male predicted the endorsement of stereotypical beliefs about women.  Interestingly, participation in a sorority or fraternity also predicted stereotypical beliefs about women.  These two factors of gender and sorority/fraternity membership accounted for 19.6% of the variance in stereotypes.

Hypothesis: Rape myths and attitudes towards women predict an increase in male perpetration of sexual violence and a decrease in female perpetration of sexual violence.


When the sample was split according to the gender of the respondent, hierarchical multiple regressions revealed that neither stereotypical attitudes towards women nor belief in rape myths were found to significantly predict an increase in male perpetration of sexual harassment, coercion or criminal offenses though some peripheral variables did.  For females, none of the variables including participation in a sorority, belief in rape myths, endorsement of stereotypes about women, or victimization were predictive of sexual harassment, coercion or criminal offenses.  Caution must be used while interpreting these results due to the relatively low frequency of self-reported prosecutable-level violence by both males and females.

Hypothesis: Rape myths and gender stereotypes predict an increase in female sexual victimization and a decrease in male sexual victimization.


When the sample was split by gender, hierarchical multiple regressions revealed that stereotypical attitudes and belief in rape myths were not found to significantly predict an increased risk of female or male victimization in the form of sexual harassment, coercion or criminal offenses.  

Hypothesis: The variables chosen (gender, attitudes, and sorority/fraternity membership) explained a good portion of why sexual violence is part of the college experience.

Gender, stereotypes, belief in rape myths, sorority/fraternity membership, and experiences of sexual harassment and coercion accounted for 63.7% of the variance in self-reported legally prosecutable sexual victimization during the past year.  

Gender, stereotypes, belief in rape myths, sorority/fraternity membership, victimization and perpetration of harassment and coercion accounted for 30.4% of the variance in perpetration of legally prosecutable sexual crimes during the past year.
Discussion


The major finding of this paper was that there were significantly higher rates of male and female sexual victimizations than previously expected.  This research also confirmed the fact that the majority of sexual violence was not reported to police.  Although gender stereotypes predicted increases in belief in rape myths, neither belief systems were found to be predictive of victimization or perpetration.  This finding has serious implications regarding the educational efforts that are currently being enacted at Universities across the nation to prevent sexual violence.
An interesting gender pattern did emerge.  Males were more likely to accept gender stereotypes and rape myths.  Being male was also predictive of an increased likelihood of having perpetrated harassment or pressuring and a decreased likelihood of having received such pressuring and harassment during the past year.  Gender was not a direct predictor of prosecutable offenses or prosecutable victimization.  This finding could imply that other factors such as gender stereotypes, rape myth acceptance, and personal experiences account for the difference between the amount of criminal offenses males and females experience.  Another explanation for this finding is that it could be an artifact of a restricted range of response since there was minimal disclosure of prosecutable perpetrations.  This could be due to social desirability factors or fear of being apprehended for such acts.

Though we are now learning that male and female assailants use similar strategies to attain sexual contact, male and female assailants still seem to differ in the way that they are perceived by society.  Specifically, female perpetrators are judged to derive more pleasure from their assault of a male than any other victim-perpetrator combination and male offenders are typically judged as deserving more punishment and longer prison sentences than their offending female counterparts (Smith et al., 1988). 

Finally, minor forms of sexual coercion were predictive of more severe acts.  If a student was pressured or harassed during the year, the student was at an increased risk of experiencing a legally prosecutable victimization.  If a student had perpetrated harassment or pressuring during the year, the student was more likely to perpetrate a criminal sexual offense.  These findings could be interpreted in two ways.  First, the experience of minor sexual coercion could be construed as occurring during the legally prosecutable contact.  In this case, the sexual assault might typically begin with more subtle approaches to engage in sexual contact such as pressuring and threatening, and when these tactics have proven unsuccessful, it may escalate into legally prosecutable acts.  Alternately, persons who are in a risky environment in which they are exposed to coercive people who subtly coerce them on a frequent basis are more likely to encounter more severe acts such as drugging or force.  The same patterns may apply to perpetration, either the minor coercive acts escalate into prohibited contact or people who partake in risky behavior frequently are more likely to cross the legal boundary of coercion.

Limitations

Several limitations are inherent in studies of this nature.  These limitations are as follows:
Limited college Experience. During the conceptualization of this study, some concern arose that responses may not reflect college experiences since the subject may have been in his/her first year.  Since the average subject had completed 1.8 years of college, this sample seems to adequately represent the novice undergraduate.  Further study is needed to explore the prevalence of sexual coercion in the more advanced college populations such as upperclassmen, graduate students, and interns.
Limited Measurement of Offensive Acts.  Contrary to popular beliefs, victims do not necessarily have to be penetrated to experience a contact sexual crime.  As pointed out by a study by Groth & Burgess (1980), male victims are typically assaulted in a variety of modalities beyond simply being penetrated.  In an exploration of 14 male survivors presenting for treatment of male to male sexual attacks, one was anally penetrated with an object, five were forced to fellate the assailant, two victims were forced to perform various sexual acts on another victim, and in one case the victim was forced to masturbate on the assailant.   Several additional studies have found that both male and female perpetrators often try to make the victim ejaculate by any means possible (Goyer & Eddleman, 1984; Groth & Burgess, 1980; Johnson & Shrier, 1987).  The current battery of questionnaires did not include items tapping into these types of offensive acts.  Additional items regarding forced masturbation of self or perpetrator and penetration of the perpetrator may give a better-rounded picture of sexual violence.
Underreporting of Perpetration.  The SES series is the best available to detect acts of sexual coercion due to the multidimensional behavioral descriptions of each act that are not laden with loaded terminology (e.g., “penetration with my penis” as opposed to “rape”).  Though frequently used in research, the term “against the person’s consent” seemed to have posed an obstacle for participants who felt that they had, in fact, taken part in a given activity, but did not recognize that the act was against the recipient’s will.  For example, in a debriefing discussion, one male participant said “Yeah, I had sex with this chick when she was passed out, but it’s not like she said ‘no’. So, I didn’t do it without her consent”.  This is a cognitive distortion and is common among people who commit acts of sexual violence.  In fact, treatment providers typically target cognitive distortions in the first phase of treatment.  For this reason, it seems that some perpetrators may not have reported their offenses due to misconceptions about the “consent clause”. The perpetration figure should be considered a conservative estimate.
Restricted Range of Response.  Three areas posed limited response rates.  The total number of prosecutable sexual perpetrations reported by women and the number of all crimes reported to police were low.  In addition, it is important to note that over the past 30 years, both men and women have begun to respond in a significantly more liberal fashion about feminine roles (Loo & Thorpe, 1998), reducing the variation in responses to questions regarding gender stereotypes.  Some researchers have argued that the lower scoring patterns may no longer be representative of real differences.
Treatment Implications and Future Directions


The findings reported seem to raise four issues for future research, (1) defining appropriate mediating factors to target given that the study did not find support for current prevention strategies, (2) understanding the outcomes and coping strategies associated with male victimization, (3) defining avenues to enhance treatment for male survivors, and (4) identifying impediments to reporting for all survivors.  

First, most prevention projects measure effectiveness in terms of attitudinal change yet attitudinal change has not been found to directly predict reductions of sexual violence (Gidycz, Layman, Rich, Crothers, Gylys, Matorin, & Jacobs, 2001; Kalof, 2001).  This study reaffirmed the findings that attitudes towards women and acceptance of rape myths are not directly predictive of increased risks of sexual violence perpetration.  In addition, these attitudes were not found to increase risks of victimization either.   If this truly is the case, educational efforts may need to be redirected to decrease the prevalence of sexual violence on campus.  A more thorough systemic evaluation is needed to explore the relationship between attitudes and sexual behaviors.   

Second, the gap in research regarding male sexual victimization and issues of prevention must be corrected.  There is a need to assess attitudes that mirror those currently being targeted by violence against women prevention programs, namely, attitudes about sexual violence against males and how these attitudes relate to the prevalence of male sexual victimization.  In addition, we must learn more about the aftermath of victimization (e.g., subsequent injury patterns, coping strategies in response to these traumas, treatment availability, and reporting obstacles).  

Regarding emotional injury, male rape survivors describe their trauma as life threatening, de-humanizing, and humiliating (Coxell et. al, 1999).  Two-thirds of male victims experienced severe emotional symptoms including guilt, depression, and lowered self-esteem (Neilson, 1983), and in the case of male on male assaults, sexual dysfunction, disrupted sexual identity, and PTSD often follow (Smith et al., 1988; Vearnals & Campbell, 2001).   Physically, male and female victims presenting at treatment centers reported experiencing different modalities of assault, female assaults more commonly included vaginal penetration and male assaults more typically included oral or anal penetration, but for both male and female victims, similar injurious outcomes such as soft tissue tears, bruising, and occasional broken bones  resulted (Stermac et al., 2004). 

Coping with these effects is often complicated by the victim being forced to take responsibility for acts that were entirely out of his/her control (Mason, Riger, & Foley, 2004).   Both male and female survivors are commonly assigned blame for the assault (Pollard, 1992; Wakelin & Long, 2003).  Female victims were typically judged by men as more blameworthy than their male counterparts (Anderson, 1999; McCaul, Veltum, Boyechko, & Crawford, 1990; Perrot & Webber, 1996), but when men were victimized by women, victims were judged by men and women as deserving the least sympathy altogether (Smith et al., 1988; Struckman-Johnson & Struckman Johnson, 1992). 
The next issue concerns the lack of treatment available to male sexual assault survivors.  In a recent survey of treatment centers across the nation, 37% of agencies refused to assist male victims since their programs were so specifically geared towards women (Donnelly & Kenyon, 1996).  In another national survey, less than 5% of service providers have programs specifically geared toward the needs of male survivors (Washington, 1999).  Since over one-third of the sexual assault treatment programs identify the importance of gender specificity in dealing with sexual violence, why are there so little services that validate and treat male victims?  If we still endorse stereotypes about men, have we truly changed our stereotypical views in relation to women?  
Finally, the issue of underreporting of both male and female sexual victimizations must be explored.  Reluctance could be due to the symptoms associated with sexual violence such as self-blame, embarrassment, post traumatic shock, misunderstanding concerning the concept of consent verses objection, or possibly ill-suited reporting avenues.  Reporting may also be markedly lower on campus due to the degree of assaults that occur in a romantic context.  Fifty-seven percent of campus rapes occur during a date (Koss, 1988) as compared to between one-in-ten and one-in-four intimate partner rapes in the general community (Bachman, 2000; Coyle et al., 1996; Fisher Daigle, Cullem, & Turner, 2003; Smith et al., 2003).  Research is needed to ascertain the reasons why both males and females are so hesitant to report sexual victimizations, specifically on campus.  


Overall, although this article aimed to provide answers regarding sexual violence, it seemed to raise more questions about the way we view, attempt to prevent and treat sexual violence at U.S. Universities.  Gender differences were apparent in certain areas of sexual violence such as differential prevalence patterns, causal impacts, and treatment availability, but there was a striking similarity in the battle that both men and women face against sexual violence.  If we continue to do research, we will continue to find answers.
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Table 1: Correlation matrix 

	(n=138)
	Being reported for illegal acts
	Illegal acts
	Harassing or coercing
	Reporting victimization
	Illegal victimization
	Being harassed or coerced
	Rape myth
	Stereotype
	Greek
	Sex

	Being reported for illegal acts
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Illegal acts
	-0.04       

p=0.68
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Harassing or coercing
	0.02       

p=0.81
	0.54

p<0.0001       
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Reporting victimization
	0.23       

p=0.007
	0.01       

p=0.92
	0.013 

p=0.88      
	1
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Illegal victimization
	0.12

p=0.16
	0.02

p=0.78
	0.02

p=0.83
	0.15

p=0.08
	1
	
	
	
	
	

	Being harassed or coerced
	-0.01       

p=0.96
	-0.02       

p=0.84
	-0.02      

p=0.38
	0.10       

p=0.25
	0.77

p<0.0001
	1
	
	
	
	

	Rape myth
	0.03       

p=0.72
	0.09       

p=0.31
	0.21       

p=0.01
	-0.03       

p=0.71
	0.07

p=0.39
	-0.03       

p=0.69
	1
	
	
	

	Stereotype
	0.03      

p=0.72
	0.14      

p=0.10
	0.26      

p=0.002
	-0.08       

p=0.33
	0.13

p=0.13
	-0.05       

p=0.53
	0.56       

p<0.0001
	1
	
	

	Greek
	-0.06       

p=0.46
	-0.04

p=0.66
	-0.01      

p=0.96
	-0.08      

p=0.36
	0.05

p=0.58
	0.04       

p=0.65
	0.04      

p=0.68
	0.27      

p=0.002
	1
	

	Sex
	0.056

p=0.52
	-0.21

p=0.01
	-0.27

p=0.001
	0.09       

p=0.29
	0.21

p=0.01
	0.39      

p<0.0001
	-0.28      

p=0.001
	-0.34       

p<0.0001
	0.05       

p=0.54
	1


Table 2: Complete multiple regression (final table)

	Variable
	F value
	Pr>F
	DF
	Mean Square

	DV: Prosecutable perpetration
	
	
	
	

	Harassing and coercing
	54.56
	<.0001
	1
	220.786      



	Reporting victimization
	0.00
	0.979
	1
	0.002       



	Prosecutable victimization
	0.03
	0.856
	1
	0.134       



	Being harassed and coerced
	0.12    
	0.728
	1
	0.492



	Rape myths
	0.19
	0.660
	1
	0.786       



	Stereotypes
	0.01
	0.940
	1
	0.023       



	Greek membership
	0.23
	0.634
	1
	0.924  



	Gender
	1.09
	0.298
	1
	4.412  


Table 3: A factor analysis revealed that each of the subscales loaded onto a single factor.  Positive and negative attitudes were not differentiated by respondents.

	Factor Analysis of the Attitudes towards women scale (N=138)

	Prob > |r| under H0: Rho=0

	Subscales:
	Attitudes towards women

	Sexually submissive female
	0.47115

	
	<.0001

	Sexually passive female
	0.50993

	
	<.0001

	Male head in marriage
	0.68351

	
	<.0001

	Old-fashioned morals
	0.75803

	
	<.0001

	Male financial responsibility
	0.65780

	
	<.0001

	Female inferiority
	0.89567

	
	<.0001
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Figure 2: Proportion of female victims in each criminal category 
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Figure 3: Proportion of male victims in each criminal category

[image: image3.emf]Proportion of male victims in each criminal category

Photo other

Indecent exp

Att sex abuse

Sexu abuse oral

Sex abus fondle

Att sex asslt

Sex asslt


Figure 4: Perpetrations during the past year
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