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THE ESTIMATION OF RAPE PREVALENCE: A REFLEXIVE ACCOUNT OF
THE CONSTRUCTION AND PRETESTING OF A NEW QUESTIONNAIRE
Edith Marie Fisher, M.A.
Western Michigan University, 1999
A review of the rape literature and current assessment suggests that research
done in this highly sensitive area is especially vulnerable to response effects.
Comparisons between studies is problematic due to vast differences in the
conceptualizations of rape, the wording and context of the questions used to solicit
data as well as the method of data collection. I created a new rape prevalence
questionnaire with the intent of decreasing response effects. I conducted 15 semi
structured pretest interviews with female Western Michigan University students and
three pilot tests, in which 30 telephone interviews were completed, 30 personal
interviews were completed, and 66 mailed questionnaires were returned.
The findings suggest that participants prefer not to use the telephone to
participate. In addition to the information solicited from the questionnaire, most
participants are interested in information regarding prevention strategies. Future
research should include the collection of more qualitative data from both men and
women regarding their perceptions of sex, consent, intoxication, and rape, and sexual
assault. In addition, further investigation into the management of emotions by rape
researchers is badly needed.
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CHAPTER!
INTRODUCTION
Introduction of Voices
According to Jennifer Greene (1998), researchers should "acknowledge if not
celebrate the influential presence of their own selves in the inquiry process" (p. 387).
Thus, I approach the writing of this thesis with what Altheiede and Johnson (1998)
call an ethnographic ethic. "The ethnographic ethic calls for ethnographers to
substantiate their interpretations and findings with a reflexive account of themselves
and the processes of their research" (p. 292). As a result, I share my own voice
whenever I find it appropriate to do so throughout this text. In addition, I share the
voices of some of the women who participated in this project and the voices of the
authors who have written before me.
I realize that words are never a perfect substitute for experience. "Experience
is different from words and symbols about those experiences. Words are always poor
representations of the temporal and evocative life world" (Altheide & Johnson, 1998,
p. 297). Nevertheless, words are all I have to offer, so I shall wisely choose the
words I use to represent my voices and the voices of others. Sometimes, however,
our voices tend to blend and merge. "A writer cannot neatly be separated from the
audience" (Altheide & Johnson, 1998, p. 306). In the real world these boundaries are
1
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blurred. In the research world these boundaries are similarly blurred. I am afraid it is
the nature of the beast. "The researcher must adapt to the world of the individuals
studied and try to share their concerns and outlooks. Only by doing so can he or she
learn anything at all" (Fontana & Frey, 1998, p. 69).
Clandinin and Connelly (1998) suggest that "experience is ... the starting point
and key term for all social science inquiry" (p. 153). Thus, I share my voice with you
both as the researcher and as a woman with personal experience as a rape victim.
Sometimes these voices conflict with one another even though they both belong to
me. I share these conflicting voices in order to expose the messy nature of
conducting feminist rape research. By doing so, I hope to create a conversation about
rape research through which positive social changes may evolve. Clandinin and
Connelly (1998) encourage such hope when they write:
Voice and signature make it possible for there to be conversations through the
texts among participants, researchers, and audiences. It is in the research
relationships among participants and researcher, and among researchers and
audiences, through research texts that we see the possibility for individual and
social change. (p. 176)
Rape Prevalence
Donat & D'Emilio (1992) suggest that rape is "the most frequently committed
violent crime in America today ....All women are victims of rape even if they are not
the direct targets of the attack because rape and the fear of rape are a daily part of
every woman's consciousness" (p.15). Esther Madriz (1997) argues that the "fear of
crime contributes to the social control of women by perpetuating the gender
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inequalities that maintain patriarchal relations and undermine women's power, rights,
and achievements" (p. 2). White and Sorenson (1992) contend that the current
definitions ofrape used in the legal and social worlds, as well as the research process
itself, serve to maintain the current unequal distribution ofpower and perpetuate the
subordination ofwomen through the fear ofrape and the silencing ofvictims after
rape occurs.
As social scientists, our cultural and social assumptions shape our research
questions, our conceptualizations ofrape, and its related terminology. These shape
our methods, the sampling frames we choose, our sampling techniques, and the
wording ofthe questions we use to solicit our data (Cantor & Power, 1994). All of
these steps are key determinants in the estimation ofthe prevalence rate ofrape.
These figures to some extent shape whether or not rape is viewed as a legitimate
social problem. Its definition as a social problem determines policies, laws, and
financial contributions aimed at prevention, intervention and treatment strategies as
well as prosecution ofperpetrators. "Ifonly .1% of women are affected, it is easier to
blame the problem on a few deviant men rather than on the patriarchal social system,
with its unequal distribution ofpower and resources between women and men"
(Muehlenhard, Powch, Phelps, & Giusti, 1992, p. 41 ).
Many studies have been conducted in an attempt to determine the prevalence
ofrape in society (Lynch, 1996; Scott & Aneshensel, 1997). Studies estimating
prevalence and incidence rates ofrape vary from less than 1% to 100% depending on
the definitions ofrape, the data collection methods, the samples chosen and the
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wording ofthe questions used to collect the data (Bergen, 1993; Koss, 1992, 1993,
1996; Muehlenhard et al., 1992; White & Farmer, 1992; White & Sorenson, 1992).
Inconsistencies within the published literature on this topic lend to
misunderstanding and confusion within the general public. For example, a Western
Michigan University (WMU) opinion columnist recently published an article in the
school newspaper comparing results from different published sources and concludes
that some incidence rates are "dishonest figures" used by certain groups to
"unnecessarily frighten women about the risks ofbeing raped" (Camell, 1997, p. 4).
Upon a more thorough examination ofthe alleged "dishonest figures", it
appears that the author unwisely compared both the prevalence rate ofrape (1 in
every 4 college women) and the incidence rate ofrape (1 in every 6 college women)
obtained by Mary Koss (Koss, Gidyzc, & Wisniewski, 1987) to the incidence rate of
rape (2/1000 people over the age of12) obtained from the "latest available data"
(Camell, 1997, p. 4) by the National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS). Incidence
rates indicate the number ofnew rape cases per year divided by the number ofpeople
in the target population per 1000 people, while prevalence rates usually indicate the
percentage ofpeople who have ever been raped in their lifetime. The two rates are
not comparable (Koss, 1992, 1993;). Additionally, these two studies are vastly
different in terms ofthe definitions ofrape, the types ofquestions used to solicit the
data, the contexts ofthe questions, the sampling frames, the sample sizes, the specific
behaviors included in the data, how the element ofnonconsent was treated, who
decided whether or not a behavior fit the definition ofrape and the methods ofdata
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collection used (Koss, 1992, 1993, 1996; Muehlenhard et al., 1992). As a result of
these differences, a comparison of the rates coupled with a conclusion about the
validity of either of the rates based on that comparison is methodologically unwise
(Lynch, 1996). Nevertheless, this is precisely what the author did in this article.
Backlash Against Feminist Research
Elizabeth Camell (1997), in addition to making methodologically unsound
comparisons of rape statistics, also makes reference to some feminist plot to "frighten
women" with "dishonest figures" (p. 4). Her article is a good example of what can be
called a backlash attack against feminist violence against women research (Bergen,
1998; DeKeseredy, 1998; Faludi, 1991; Schwartz, 1997; Schwartz & Koss, 1998;
Stanko, 1997). In 1991, Susan Faludi writes, "the last decade has seen a powerful
counterassault on women's rights, a backlash, an attempt to retract the handful of
small hard-won victories that the feminist movement did manage to win for women"
(p. xviii). Faludi suggests that although backlashes are not organized movements,
they are not merely random events either. "They have always been triggered by the
perception-accurate or not-that women are making real strides" (1991, p. xix).
These outbreaks are backlashes:
caused not simply by a bedrock of misogyny but by the specific efforts of
contemporary women to improve their status, efforts that have been
interpreted time and again by men-especially men grappling with real threats
to their economic and social well-being on other fronts-as spelling their own
masculine doom. (p. xix)
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Feminist violence against women research in the late 1980s, and more
specifically the study conducted by Mary Koss for Ms. Magazine (Koss et al., 1987;
Schwartz & Koss, 1998; Warshaw, 1994), has been cited as the "primary reason for
the Title IV 'Safe Campuses for Women' provision of the Violence Against Women
Act of 1993, which provides twenty million dollars to combat rape on college
campuses" (Hoff Sommers, 1994, p. 62). It makes sense then, according to
"Faludiian logic," for us to have seen an increase in the number of backlash attacks
against rape victims, against feminism in general, and against feminist violence
against women research over the past decade, especially the work done by Mary
Koss. Indeed, Martin Schwartz (1997) contends that the work of Mary Koss has
remained the main focus of both feminist rape research and the backlash to it in the
last two decades:
This is one of those fields in which one person's research dominates all
discussion. Virtually every study in this field since the mid-l 980s builds on a
foundation built by Mary Koss and her associates. Even the backlash authors
who trivialize survivors' experiences seem to forget how many researchers are
active; they key their attacks as if Koss were the only person working in this
field. (p. 1)
It is important to recognize the language that is being used, because we must
distinguish between feminist violence against women research and other types of
violence against women research. Not all research in this area is subject to backlash
attacks. It is primarily feminist identified research or research that supports or
confirms feminist ideology or feminist conclusions that is attacked. Anti-feminist
backlash (Faludi, 1991) is just what it sounds like; it is an attack on feminism and
subsequently its application in the social sciences. Thus, research on violence against
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women that uses traditionally conservative conceptualizations and subsequently more
narrow operational definitions of rape, such as the NCVS, are not subject to the same
vicious attacks that feminist oriented research is (DeKeseredy, 1998; Schwartz, 1997;
Schwartz & Koss, 1998; Stanko, 1997).
A perfect example of the backlash attacks aimed at feminist research in this
area can be found in a chapter in the book Date Rape (1998). The title gives away the
theme of this backlash writing, "Feminist Research Exaggerates the Prevalence of
Acquaintance Rape" (p. 59). In this chapter, Christina Hoff Sommers argues that "the
sexual politics of advocacy research on violence against women demonizes men and
defines the common experiences in heterosexual relations as inherently violent and
menacing" (1998, p. 75). She contends that the violent and menacing nature of many
of the common experiences in heterosexual relations is merely an illusion created by
feminist researchers, and cites the anti-feminist writings of Katie Roiphe (1996),
Camille Paglia (1992), and Neil Gilbert (1991) as evidence to support her arguments.
Her criticisms of Koss' research grow very familiar, as they are consistently
repeated in articles attempting to discount the findings of this research (Bonilla, 1993;
Gilbert, 1994). These redundant criticisms fall along four lines. First, 73% of the
women whose experiences were counted by Koss as rape according to the legal
definition did not define the act as rape themselves (Koss et al., 1987; Warshaw,
1994). The criticism is that the act should only count as rape if the participant defines
it as rape, because only her definition should matter (Hoff Sommers, 1998). Second,
42% of these women said they had sexual relations with the perpetrator again after
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the event was classified as rape by Koss (Koss et al, 1987; Warshaw, 1994). The
criticism is that these acts could not possibly have been "real" rape (Brownmiller,
1975), because no woman would go back to the same guy for more (Hoff Sommers,
1998). Third, Mary Koss chose an operational definition ofrape based on a legal
conceptualization ofrape. Her method was to include as a rape any event that fit this
definition (Koss et al., 1987; Warshaw, 1994). Thus, the researcher's definition took
precedence over the victim's definition in calculating prevalence. The criticism is
that feminist methodology is used to empower women, and privileging the
researcher's definition over the voice ofthe participants is wrong (Hoff Sommers,
1998). Finally, the wording ofa couple ofquestions in her survey pertaining to
intoxication is criticized as being ambiguous. The criticism is that these questions
broadened the definition ofrape to include those instances when a woman drank
alcohol and later regretted the consensual sex in which she engaged while under the
influence ofthat alcohol (Bonilla, 1993; Gilbert, 1994; Hoff Sommers, 1998).
These backlash attacks could be viewed as simple criticisms ofsomeone's
research design and methodological choices except for three things. First, they are
brought forth as evidence of a feminist conspiracy. For example, in one article, Koss'
research is linked with the writings and ideology ofCatherine MacKinnon, whose
writing is an excellent example ofradical feminism (Bonilla, 1993). In Neil Gilbert's
writings (1994), Mary Koss' research is presented as ifit is part ofthe collective
works ofDiana Russell, Catherine MacKinnon, Katie Roiphe, Susan Estrich, and
Cathy Young, giving the erroneous impression that these women are all united in
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some feminist plot. While it is true that Mary Koss was contracted to do rape
research by a feminist magazine (Warshaw, 1994), I have found no literature co
authored by her and any of the radical feminists with whom she is so commonly
linked in this supposed feminist conspiracy. Second, those backlash writers who
attack feminist research refer respectfully to Neil Gilbert as either Professor Gilbert or
Dr. Gilbert, while they refer demeaningly to the perceived feminists as Ms. Koss and
Ms. MacKinnon (Bonilla, 1993; Hoff Sommers, 1994). Additionally, according to
Schwartz and Koss (1998), Neil Gilbert attempts to underplay the quality of Koss'
work when he refers to the collection of data from a representative national sample
drawn by Mary Koss as "interviewing a group of women." Such derogatory practices
are evidence of the authors' efforts to undermine the credibility of what is perceived
as feminist research in this area.
These backlash attacks do more to illustrate the pervasiveness of the
acceptance of rape myths in our culture, our science, our writing, and our everyday
thinking than they do to point to any legitimate flaws in the research. One of the most
important findings of the research done by Koss is that most of the women in the
study who were victims of rape as defined legally did not perceive themselves to be
victims of rape. This is a major finding and not a flaw of the research design.
It should not be surprising that these "hidden victims" returned to their
abusers since they had not accepted into their self-concept the label of rape victim
(Warshaw, 1994). In addition, I would like to also point out that victims many times
do return to or remain with their abusers even when they accept the label of rape
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victim for themselves. I celebrate the nai've innocence of those of us in the world
who can still find this notion inconceivable, and I grieve for those of us like myself
who have survived through years of domestic violence and the sexual abuses that so
often accompany it, because we know what it feels like to be disempowered to the
point of accepting the erroneous belief that we deserve what is happening to us.
Indeed, Elizabeth Stanko (1997) reminds us that:
Despite the contribution of a feminist analysis of sexual violence, few of those
who experience abuse today tell anyone. Silence reigns as the typical
response of those who are sexually assaulted. Women, children, and men who
encounter sexual assault remain steadfastly quiet, despite all the publicity and
changes in legal statutes and professional practice over these past 20 years.
(p. 76)
Schwartz and Koss (1998) contend that the writers of backlash materials,
especially Gilbert and Roiphe, have waged repetitive and personal attacks on Koss
and others. Neil Gilbert has been identified as the leader of the backlash attacks on
feminist research in this area, as his attacks are often very personal (Schwartz and
Koss, 1998). His writings criticize Koss' work along all of the lines already
mentioned in addition to attacking her ethics (Gilbert, 1994, p. 77) and her honesty (p.
73). Walter DeKeseredy (1998) contends that the situation in Canada and the United
Kingdom is similar to the situation in the United States. These very personal
backlash attacks are indeed international and are having an adverse effect on those
researchers being attacked. Instead of crumbling in the face of these personal
backlash attacks, feminist researchers need to remember the reasons why they are
happening in the first place. Elizabeth Stanko (1997) proclaims that:
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In many ways, the strength of the opposition to what this information
reveals-about our lives, about men's lives, about who is able to claim a stake
in the state's system of protection-is testimony to the raw nerves we have
hit. As feminists, the evidence amassed over the years on and about sexual
violence is itself a call to action. (p. 83)

CHAPTER II
DEFINITION OF RAPE
Prior to studying rape, one has to define it. That which will be included in the
focus of the study and that which will be excluded needs to be clearly established, and
these criteria need to be clearly articulated. It is the definition of rape itself that
provides this criteria. Dimensions of the definition of rape include the specific
behaviors, the criteria for establishing nonconsent, the specific individuals included
and whose definition counts. Narrow definitions limit what is included in the focus
of the study, while broad definitions expand what is encompassed. Subsequently,
narrower definitions produce smaller prevalence rates, while broader definitions
produce larger prevalence rates (Koss, 1992, 1993, 1996; Muehlenhard et al., 1992).
According to Muehlenhard et al. (1992) the definition should specify the type of
coercion, such as verbal, threat and/or use of force; and it should include the type of
behaviors, such as any unwanted contact, attempted or completed penetration, etc.
Such inclusive definitions are preferred as they allow for more consistency across
research designs.
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Specific Behaviors Involved
The traditional definition of rape includes only penile-vaginal penetration and
excludes any and all other types of sexual behavior (Donnelly & Kenyon, 1996;
Hickson, Davies, Hunt, Weatherburn, McManus, & Coxon, 1994; Hodge & Canter,
1998; Koss, 1992, 1993, 1996; Koss & Cook, 1998; Muehlenhard et al., 1992;
Palmer, 1988, 1991). This had been the legal definition in the United States across
both federal and state lines until reforms began in several states within the last two
decades (Koss, 1992, 1993, 1996; Koss & Cleveland, 1998; Koss & Cook, 1998;
Muehlenhard et al., 1992). Many state laws have been expanded to include anal and
oral penetration, cunnilingus and fellatio (Donnelly & Kenyon, 1996; Koss, 1996;
Koss & Cleveland, 1998). International laws have just finally begun to make these
changes within the last 5 years (Hickson et al., 1994; Hodge & Canter, 1998).
When sexual behavior other than penetration is included, terms other than
rape, such as sexual assault, are frequently used (White & Humphrey, 1997; White &
Sorenson, 1992). Definitions of sexual assault are typically broad enough to include
· nonconsensual sex between two men or two women, women coercing men, and other
non-penetrative sexual behaviors; however, some studies have included virtually all
nonconsensual sexual behaviors including rape within the definition of sexual assault
(Lynch, 1996; Muehlenhard et al., 1992; White & Humphrey, 1997). Research
studies have been done on the incidence and prevalence rates of all of these behaviors
under such umbrella terms as sexual aggression, sexual violence and sexual assault
(Koss, 1996; Lynch, 1996; Muehlenhard et al., 1992). For example, Morrison,
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McLeod, Morrison, Anderson, & O'Connor (1997) suggest that "coercive sexual
behavior refers to the use of physical force, use of weapons, threat of harm,
blackmail, unfair use of authority, or use of alcohol or drugs to obtain any form of
sexual activity" [emphasis added] (p. 352). It becomes problematic, however, when
comparisons are made between rates that are not comparable, such as when rape rates
are compared with sexual assault rates when the rape rates are also included as a
subset of the sexual assault rates (Lynch, 1996; Muehlenhard et al., 1992).
Criteria for Establishing Nonconsent
All definitions of rape include some reference to the behavior being
nonconsensual. Some definitions are extremely ambiguous and include only the word
nonconsensual without specifying it. Others infer nonconsent by the use of force by
the perpetrator. More narrow definitions require the use of a weapon, while more
broad definitions require only that the perpetrator ignore the victim's refusals. These
broader definitions include situations when victims do not struggle in an attempt to
avoid further injury or even death (Muehlenhard et al., 1992).

Some definitions

include behaviors when consent is meaningless because the victim is incapacitated
and unable to give or refuse consent. Usually, incapacitation is specified as being the
result of the victim being under the legal age of consent, mentally ill, asleep,
intoxicated or unconscious (Koss & Cook, 1998; Muehlenhard et al., 1992; Warshaw,
1994).
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When nonconsent is specified, it is usually in terms of either the victim's state
of mind or the victim's behavior. When nonconsent is specified in terms of the
victim's state of mind, ambiguous phrases such as "against her will," "undesired" or
"when you didn't want to" (Muehlenhard et al., 1992, p. 30) are frequently used.
This is problematic because the perpetrator must interpret the victim's behavior to
infer unwillingness, which leaves room for error. Research in this area has shown
that males tend to interpret behavior more sexually and consensually than do females
(Muehlenhard et al., 1992).
There are two ways that nonconsent can be specified in terms of the victim's
behavior. The first requires that explicit verbal consent must be given in order for a
sexual behavior to not be classified as a rape. In other words, nonconsent is assumed
until a verbal consent is given. The problem with this definition is that it is not
consistent with reality. Many consensual sexual encounters are not openly discussed
prior to their consummation. As a result, many common consensual sexual acts
would be considered rapes simply because no verbal language was used to
communicate consent (Muehlenhard et al., 1992).
The other alternative is to assume that any sexual act after the expression of an
objection constitutes rape. In other words, consent is assumed until nonconsent is
given, and both parties must respect that "no" means "no" rather than an act of
"foreplay" or any other kind of "mixed signal." This definition requires that
traditional gender roles be examined and redefined. Muehlenhard et al. (1992) cite a
study by Turk and Muehlenhard (1991) that suggests most college students would not
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support a definition of rape that required verbal consent, but 61% would support a
definition that considered sexual activity after a refusal had been given to be
considered an act of rape (p. 32).
Whose Voice Gets Privileged?
Whether the researcher or the participants decide whether or not a rape has
occurred will greatly affect the prevalence rates. Sometimes it is not explicitly stated
whose voice is privileged, but is merely implied by the research design itself. For
example, some studies include only participants referred by the criminal justice
system, crisis centers or other intervention and treatment agencies. In these cases, it
has already been decided by the victim and the referring agency that a rape has
occurred simply by the fact of their inclusion as participants (Koss, 1996).
When the participants are solely allowed to define whether or not what has
happened to them constitutes rape, they are offered the opportunity to increase their
sense of power and respect for themselves, as they are seen as the authority in their
own situations. However, this practice leads to difficulty when attempting to quantify
rape because of the inconsistencies between the participants' and the researcher's
response categories, which tend to be neither mutually exclusive nor exhaustive
(Muehlenhard et al., 1992).
When the researcher is allowed to define whether or not a behavior constitutes
rape, there are also resulting inconsistencies between the researcher's definition and
the participants' definitions. Although many of the participants in Mary Koss'
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studies "were in a situation that met the legal definition of forcible rape, they did not
say that the word rape applied to what happened" (Schwartz, 1997, p. xii). In another
study, although 14% of the participants met the criteria as rape victims, only 6%
defined their experiences as rape (Russell, 1990). Many other studies support the
finding that rape victims do not necessarily define their experiences as rape (Bergen,
1993; Donat & D'Emilio, 1992; Koss, 1992, 1993, 1996; Muehlenhard et al., 1992).
Indeed, Pitts and Schwartz (1997) point out that:
In a society widely considered to be rape supportive, the messages that
excuse rapists are heard as often and as intensely by women, with the result
that women themselves are sometimes unable to affix blame when they
voluntarily entered a man's apartment, when they voluntarily invited him into
their apartment, when less physical force was used, or when the woman was
drinking. (pp. 65-66)
Specific Individuals Involved
Well delineated definitions of rape specify which individuals are involved.
This requires some decisions regarding such factors as sex, age, and relationship
between the victim and the perpetrator. Changes in any of these factors will affect the
rates by changing the criteria for inclusion. Obviously, the broadening of the
criterion for inclusion will increase the rates found, while the narrowing of the
inclusion criterion will decrease these rates (Muehlenhard et al., 1992).

The traditional definition of rape, as well as many of the recently modified
definitions, do not include male victims but consider exclusively female victims of
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male perpetrators (Donnelly & Kenyon, 1996; Hickson et al., 1994; Hodge & Canter,
1998; Koss, 1992, 1993, 1996; Muehlenhard et al., 1992; Palmer, 1988, 1991). In
some studies, this is not explicitly stated, but is implicitly the case because only
female participants are questioned regarding their experiences as victims ofmale
perpetrators. This kind ofdefinition ignores situations involving two women, two
men or women coercing men (Koss, 1992, 1993, 1996; Muehlenhard et al., 1992).
Some states have recently reformed their laws to include male victims ofmale
perpetrators, while others have changed the wording oftheir definitions to become
completely gender-neutral (Hickson et al., 1994; Hodge & Canter, 1998; Koss, 1996;
Koss & Cook, 1998). Federal law also became gender-neutral in 1986 (Koss, 1996;
Koss & Cook, 1998). Some have accepted gender-neutral definitions ofrape because
the authors challenge certain myths, traditional gender stereotypes and heterocentric
practices (Renzetti, 1998). Some feminists, however, protest these gender-neutral
definitions on the grounds that they underplay the oppression ofwomen (Koss, 1992,
1993, 1996; Muehlenhard et al., 1992). For example, when discussing the logic
behind the Sexual Experiences Survey (SES) (Koss & Oros, 1982), Koss and Gidycz
contend that "the items are worded to portray female victimization and male
aggression because nearly 100% ofreported rapes reflect this pairing" (1985, p. 422).
White and Humphrey (1997) suggest that while data need to be collected on all types
ofrape, researchers need to concentrate primarily on rape in heterosexual dating
relationships.
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According to Muehlenhard et al. (1992), some decision needs to be made
regarding the age of the victim. Some studies have set the minimum age of the victim
at 10, 12, 14, 16 or 18, while others use no specific age criterion and include victims
of all ages (Koss, 1996; Muehlenhard et al., 1992). Unfortunately, "researchers
generally do not say how they chose their age criterion" (Muehlenhard et al., 1992, p.
37). It is important, however, for accurate comparisons across studies to establish an
age criterion that will not overlap with other crimes that fall under the label of child
molestation (Koss, 1996). White and Humphrey (1997) suggest that data be separated
by age at the time of incident in order to separate child molestation from adolescent
sexual abuse and also from adult sexual abuse.
Relationship Between the Victim and the Perpetrator
The relationship between the victim and the perpetrator is an extremely
important factor in any discussion on rape or rape research. Susan Estrich (1987)
explains that an act was originally considered "real rape" by the law and by society
only if it involved a male total stranger attacking and having forced vaginal
intercourse with a screaming, resisting female. Unfortunately, although some legal
and social changes have occurred, real change comes extremely slowly. The still
existing traditional definition of rape denies the existence of marital rape (Koss, 1992,
1993, 1996; Muehlenhard et al., 1992; Russell, 1990; Sigler & Haygood, 1987).
Recent reforms in federal law and many state laws now include rape by the legal or
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common law spouses of the victim (Koss, 1992, 1993, 1996). However, the National
Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS), which is intended to determine the amount of
crime occurring, still uses the traditional definition of crime (Koss, 1996).
Koss (1992) warns that:
an accumulation of independent data sources suggests that rape incidence may
be 6-10 times higher than current NCS [National Crime Survey] estimates and
that women are up to 4 times more likely to be raped by someone they know
than by a stranger. (p. 73)
"There is evidence to suggest that in an acquaintance rape the victim is perceived less
favorably and there is more leniency toward the perpetrator than in stranger rape"
(Johnson & Jackson, 1988, p. 37). As the level of intimacy in the relationship
between the victim and the perpetrator increases, the likelihood of the victim to not
define the act as rape increases, as does the likelihood that the incident will remain
hidden and unreported (Koss, 1989; Koss & Cleveland, 1997; Koss, Dinero, Seibel,
& Cox, 1988; Russell, 1990). For example, in one study cited by Muehlenhard et al.
(1992), 55% of the participants agreed with the researcher's definition that rape had
occurred when it was a situation involving a total stranger, but less than 28% agreed
when the perpetrator was a nonromantic acquaintance, and only approximately 18%
agreed when the perpetrator was a romantic acquaintance. It should really be of no
surprise to anyone that this is the case. After all, "when we, as a collective whole,
have all been traumatized, we fail to recognize it as such and see this training and
treatment as normal" (McGrane, 1994, p. 5).

CHAPTER III
RESEARCH DESIGN CONCERNS
Sensitive Subjects
A great deal of attention has been paid recently to the study of sensitive
subjects, because such study presents additional ethical and methodological concerns
that may not be present with the research of other types of topics (Lee & Renzetti,
1993; Sieber, 1998). Lee and Renzetti (1993) offer a working definition of sensitive
subjects that includes those topics with potential costs or threats to either the
participants or the researcher. Certain areas of research are more prone to sensitivity,
such as the private sphere of society, sexual behaviors and illegal behaviors, among
others. Rape can be included in all of these categories, which supports its definition
as a sensitive subject. In fact, Koss (1993) states that "rape is perhaps the ultimate
sensitive topic" (p. 212).
It is important to note that I use the word "subjects" in this thesis as a
synonym for the word "topics." Furthermore, I do not use the words "subjects,"
"respondents," and "participants" interchangeably. I do so intentionally to further
emphasize my own belief that people are "participants" in the research process and
not "subjects" on which research is to be conducted. Neither are they mere
respondents from which data are solicited (Reinharz, 1992; Renzetti, 1997).
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In a

world where people are commodified and dehumanized on a daily basis (Ritzer,
1993), I think it is important to reclaim our status as persons and empower ourselves
in any way we can. I see my choice of language in this matter as one small step in
this direction.
Ethical Concerns
Ethical concerns are relevant to all researchers studying any topic; however,
because of the sensitive nature of rape, additional attention needs to be given to
designing research in this area (Sieber, 1998). Two ethical concerns need to be
considered as they have an impact on methodological choices: the potential costs,
threats, or harm to the participants and the potential costs, threats, or harm to the
researcher (Lee & Renzetti, 1993; Sieber, 1998).
Potential costs to the participant include the emotional pain and trauma of
remembering and discussing rape (Lee & Renzetti, 1993; Stanko, 1997) as well as the
potential for future violence if the perpetrator discovers the disclosure of this private
information (Lee & Renzetti, 1993). Potential threats to the researcher include the
secondary trauma of listening to the rape stories (Lee & Renzetti, 1993; Stanko,
1997) as well as the potential danger of violence if caught by a perpetrator while
interviewing a participant (Lee & Renzetti, 1993).
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Methodological Concerns
Methodological concerns include difficulty gaining access to participants and
the construction as well as context of questions (Bergen, 1993; Lee & Renzetti,
1993). Bradburn and Sudman (1979) suggest that the study of sensitive topics
involves the asking of threatening questions, which can be defined as questions "to
which respondents might respond untruthfully" (p. 2). According to Bradburn and
Sudman (1988), response effects can be thought of as the amount of response error in
the data. Response error occurs when the participant gives an answer to a question
that is different than the accurate answer. This can occur for a variety of reasons,
including the nature of the task itself, the nature of the participant or the nature of the
interviewer.
It is important to take precautions in all research designs to decrease biases in
the data due to response effects. Once questions have been carefully written, it is
essential that they be thoroughly pretested in an attempt to reduce response effects
(Czaja & Blair, 1996; Fowler, 1998; Sudman, Bradburn, & Schwarz, 1996; van
Kammen & Stouthamer-Loeber, 1998). While the degree of response effects in the
data on sensitive topics due to the untruthfulness of participants may be greater than
that with the study of nonthreatening topics, the more potentially serious problem for
respondents is the failure to recall past events successfully. As a result, extra care
needs to be taken in the design stages to address these issues (Bradburn & Sudman,
1979; Czaja & Blair, 1996; Sudman & Bradburn, 1974; Sudman et al., 1996).
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Construction of Questions
The specific wording and type of questions used to solicit the data are crucial
to determining rape prevalence rates (Bradburn & Sudman, 1988). As with all
research questions, the specific wording of the questions on sensitive subjects need to
be very clear and unambiguous (Bradburn & Sudman, 1°988; Fowler, 1998; Koss,
1993; Sudman et al., 1996). After all, "the central tenet of quantitative survey
research is that all respondents should understand each question in the same way and
can provide answers to each question" (Mangione, 1998, p. 401).
Rape prevalence questions are usually one of two types. They are either direct
questions that include the word rape or indirect behavioral questions that exclude the
word rape (Koss, 1993). Government surveys use direct questions that include the
word rape. These have been seriously criticized for their problem of gross
underreporting (Russell & Howell, 1983). The SES (Koss & Oros, 1982) is an
example of multiple behaviorally specific questions in a yes/no format. Results from
studies using direct questions usually report incidence rates of less than 10%, while
those using behavioral questions tend to report rates of 20% and above. Studies using
direct questions are associated with lower prevalence rates, regardless of which data
collection method was used (Koss, 1993).
A substantial amount of evidence suggests that women are more likely to
answer behavioral questions that do not include the word rape than direct questions
including the word rape (Bergen, 1993; Koss, 1992, 1993, 1996; Muehlenhard et al.,
1992; Russell, 1990; White & Humphrey, 1997). Evidence suggests that men
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convicted of raping women do not like to use or hear the word rape any more than
victims do (Scully & Marolla, 1985). As a result of the overwhelming evidence, the
questions used in the NCVS were finally updated in 1992 from direct questions to
multiple behaviorally specific ones (Koss, 1996; Lynch, 1996).
One reason that direct questions including the word rape provide lower
prevalence rates than behavioral questions that do not include the word rape is the
tendency for victims to not define their experiences as rape, (Koss, 1992, 1993, 1996;
Warshaw, 1994). For example, in one study, although 14% of the participants met
the criteria as rape victims, only 6% defined their experiences as rape (Russell, 1990).
Many other studies support the belief that rape victims do not necessarily define their
experiences as rape (Bergen, 1993; Donat & D'Emilio, 1992; Koss, 1992, 1993,
1996; Muehlenhard et al., 1992).
Similarly, Russell (1990) concludes that women are very hesitant to answer
direct questions regarding marital rape. Koss (1993) concludes that "a single item
simply cannot cue the respondent to recall the variety of guises under which rape can
occur" (p. 209). Indeed, Sudman, Bradburn, and Schwarz (1996) suggest:
Recalling an event is similar to answering a question ....One has to
comprehend the question in such a way as to provoke a search among
memories that have been encoded in the same way ....Once an event is
retrieved, a judgement must be made about whether it is the 'correct' memory
before a response, even if it is an internal one, is made. (pp. 166-167)
Research suggests that using cues to recall an event that are similar to those cues used
at the time of encoding the event will increase the rate of recall (Sudman et al., 1996;
White & Humphrey, 1997). Thus, if a participant does not use the label "rape" as

part of the encoding process when storing a past event in memory, asking a direct
question about ever being raped will not act as a retrieval cue; and this event will not
likely be recalled. If it has not been recalled, it will not be included in the
participant's answer, which will result in biased data due to response effects (Sudman
et al., 1996; White & Humphrey, 1997).
Sudman et al. (1996) offer additional information on why direct questions do
not provide the same retrieval cues as behaviorally specific questions do. Memory is
a complicated process of recognizing information, labeling or defining it, encoding it
and storing it until the need arises for it to be retrieved or recalled. The encoding and
storing of information is done in a mental filing system that organizes information
chronologically as well as hierarchically along meaningful clusters. Three methods
of recall can be used in the retrieval process: free recall, cued recall and recognition
recall. Free recall employs the participant to recall the information asked for with
minimal information with which to direct the search. Direct questions are examples
of free recall because they only cue the participant to recall events under the label of
rape with no additional frame of reference (Sudman et al., 1996; White & Humphrey,
1997).
Cued recall is very similar to free recall with the exception that some cues as
to the types of information requested are provided. The cues may be part of the
wording of the questions themselves or may be part of an introduction to the section
of questions (Sudman et al., 1996; White & Humphrey, 1997). An example of this
might be to include a statement of introduction prior to asking a direct question.
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Finally, recognition recall provides a list ofthe specific types ofinformation
requested and the participant is required to answer regarding their experiences only
with them (Sudman et al., 1996; White & Humphrey, 1997). An example ofthis is a
series ofbehaviorally specific questions in which scenarios are presented to which the
participants are asked whether or not anything like this has ever happened to them.
"As one might expect because ofthe differences in the difficulty ofthe tasks, in most
situations retrieval failure occurs least in recognition tasks and less frequently in cued
recall tasks than in free recall tasks" (Sudman et al., 1996, pp. 173-174).
Context ofQuestions
Many ofthe prevalence rates ofrape have been obtained from questions that
were included in larger studies in which the primary focus ofthe project was not
specifically related to rape. The focus ofthese studies determines the context in
which the questions regarding rape occur. These contexts have an impact on the
participants' recall abilities, which will influence the data estimates (Sudman et al.,
1996). Koss (1993) argues that when questions about rape are included in larger
studies, they should be physically separated from all other types ofquestions with
special introductions to emphasize the ways in which the specific questions are
different from the other questions to avoid biases in the data due to context effects.
Sudman et al. (1996) suggest that participants could be most vulnerable to
context effects during two stages ofthe answering process. The first involves the
potential for priming effects during the comprehension stage. Ifa question is
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ambiguous, information from previous questions may influence the interpretation of
the question, resulting in context effects. In addition, the process of answering
previous questions renders that information more accessible in memory, which
increases the likelihood of its being used in the answering process of subsequent
questions. Second, during the editing stage, preceding questions may bring up issues
of social desirability and self-presentation, which could result in biased responses to
subsequent questions. This is especially true when asking threatening questions.
Data Collection Method
Survey questionnaires are considered to be the most effective tool for
gathering data used to determine prevalence rates of rape (White & Farmer, 1992).
"In the social science community and in the public at large there is widespread
acceptance of the objectivity of survey research findings. For this reason
governmental bodies frequently solicit survey research to provide answers to pressing
social concerns" (Reinharz, 1992, p. 76).
The three most common methods of survey data collection are by mail,
telephone, and face-to-face (Czaja & Blair, 1996). The method by which survey
questionnaires are presented to participants may also affect rape prevalence rates
(Czaja & Blair, 1996; Sudman et al., 1996); however, the literature is very
inconsistent in this area (Koss, 1993).
Frey and Oishi (1995) conclude that "sensitive topics... are better approached
in person" (p. 33), while Czaja and Blair (1996) state "the expectation is that the more
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personal the method of data collection, the less likely participants are to report
sensitive behaviors" (p. 47). This suggests that self-administered mail surveys are the
preferred method to use with sensitive topics, as they do not require personal contact
with an interviewer like telephone and face-to-face surveys do (Czaja & Blair, 1996;
Sudman & Bradburn, 1974); however, it should be noted that "many sensitive
behaviors remain unreported even in anonymous mail surveys" (Czaja & Blair, 1996,
p. 35). In fact, Soeken and Damrosch (1986) contend that bias in the data due to
lying and non-response will never be totally removed, even with guarantees of
anonymity, especially in studies examining sensitive topics.
The cost of a mail survey is approximately one tenth the cost of a face-to-face
survey and approximately one fifth that of a telephone survey (Bradburn & Sudman,
1988). It is believed in general practice that telephone surveys and face-to-face
surveys produce about the same results. Subsequently, the telephone method is
usually preferred due to its speed and decreased cost (Bradburn & Sudman, 1979,
1988).
Sudman and Bradburn (1974) cite 2 studies conducted by Hochstim in 1962
and 1967 that compare the three data collection methods on rates of reporting socially
undesirable behaviors. The highest rates were reported on self-administered surveys.
Moderate rates were reported using the telephone method, while the lowest rates were
received during face-to-face interviews. Because of the lack of contact with the
participant, however, it is even more crucial that mail survey questions be free of
ambiguity and accompanied by a thorough cover letter that motivates potential
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respondents to participate (Bradburn & Sudman, 1988; Mangione, 1998; Sobal,
1984).
Bradburn and Sudman (1979) compared the three different data collection
methods with questions of varying degrees of threat. They expected the smallest
error rates with the anonymous mail survey, but the results did not support their
expectations. "Self-administered procedures ... are worse on questions about
undesirable acts" (p. 13), and they tend to result in lower response rates. "There do
not appear to be any meaningful differences in response bias between telephone and
face-to-face interviews" (p. 13). Finally, they conclude "no data collection method is
superior to all other methods for all types of threatening questions" (p. 12). Czaja and
Blair (1996) conclude that the telephone survey method has been successful with
sensitive topics in the past, and this may be due to its ability to allow some rapport to
be built with participants while protecting some of their privacy by not requiring face
to-face interaction.
Koss and Gidyzc (1985) conducted research and found that the men tended to
deny to interviewers what they revealed on self-reports, while the women were
consistent. Koss (1992, 1993) cites a study conducted by Curtis (1976) in which only
54% of acquaintance rape victims who had reported an assault to the police would
later admit to an interviewer that they had been raped. Further research is still needed
on self-reports and unwillingness to reveal information to interviewers (Koss &
Gidyzc, 1985).
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Koss (1993) discusses comparisons of data collection methods with actual
rape studies, noting two similar studies that took precautions to discourage context
effects and used behaviorally specific questions resulted in very different rape rates.
The mailed survey resulted in a 21% rate of rape, while the telephone survey resulted
in a 14% rate of rape. In the only study to date that directly compares data collection
methods within this area, the face-to-face interview resulted in an 11% rate, while the
telephone survey resulted in a 6% rate.
When conducting face-to-face interviews on rape, the rates seem to be higher
when the participant is matched with the interviewer on age, gender and ethnicity
(Bergen, 1993; Koss, 1993). Koss (1993) cites one study conducted by Sorenson et
al. in 1987 that concludes that participants are 1.3 times more likely to reveal sexual
assault to a female as opposed to a male interviewer (p. 214). Bradburn and Sudman
(1988) also warn researchers that studies involving sexual behaviors have been
identified as having much higher response effects when the sex of the participant is
not matched with the sex of the interviewer. Norman Denzin reminds us that "gender
filters knowledge" (1989, p. 116). "The sex of the interviewer and of the respondent
does make a difference, as the interview takes place within the cultural boundaries of
a paternalistic social system in which masculine identities are differentiated from
feminine ones" (Fontana & Frey, 1998, p. 64).
Koss (1993) concludes that studies "reveal no clearcut tendencies for
prevalence rates to covary by method" (p. 212). Face-to-face interviews have
resulted in some of the highest and some of the lowest rape rates, while telephone
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surveys, however, have consistently resulted in lower rape rates. Koss et al., (1987)
conclude that future research on the effects of data collection methods on rape
prevalence rates is still needed.

CHAPTER IV
RESEARCH DESIGN
Research Questions
My review of the literature left me with many unanswered questions, some of
which I explore in this thesis and some of which I am sure I will continue to explore
for the rest of my life. What constitutes an event being labeled rape and what
constitutes an event being labeled something other than rape? How prevalent is rape?
What kinds of patterns, if any, exist between the method of nonconsent and the level
of intimacy between the victim and the perpetrator? How often is intoxication a
factor in rape? Which method of data collection is the best for conducting rape
research? How hard can it be to design and administer a good questionnaire to solicit
these kinds of data?
A Paradigm of Choices
My original research design and the methodological and ethical choices I
made during the research process were grounded in my underlying beliefs, the
importance of which should not be underestimated. I consider myself to be a social
scientist, which to me means that I need to successfully balance two worlds that
appear to be fundamentally opposed to each other, the scientific world and the social
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world. As a scientist, issues of validity, reliability, and generalizeability within my
research design are important to me. Thus, a great deal of my thinking is rooted in a
post positivist tradition (Guba & Lincoln, 1994). As a member of the social world,
however, issues of justice, voice, power, life, and meaning are more important to me.
Thus, a great deal of my thinking is also rooted in a feminist tradition, which is
fundamentally opposed to the post positivistic illusion of gathering value-free
objective data about the social world (Ewick, 1994; Guba & Lincoln, 1994; Jayaratne
& Stewart, 1991; Reinharz, 1992; Renzetti, 1997; Stanley & Wise, 1993; Tong,
1998).
Rather than succumb to this rigid closed-minded "either/or" thinking, I choose
to follow a more pragmatic flexible "both/and" model of logic that takes a relativistic
stance. In terms of theory and method, I follow an underlying assumption that they
are all good in that they all have value. Which one(s) I use at any given moment
depends on the given situation in its context. In doing so, I accept the humanist
sociology perspective (Schwartz, 1997) that claims:
research can be used to achieve social goods, to right wrongs, and to make
things better for the oppressed and repressed. This does not mean advocacy
replaces careful science, of course, but it does mean that research topics and
methods may be chosen for personal and political reasons. (p. 71)
I practice a feminist sociology that contends "being a feminist does not excuse one
from being a good and careful researcher, but it certainly can inform one's research in
a great many ways" (Schwartz, 1997, p. 72; see also Jayaratne & Stewart, 1991;
Reinharz, 1992; Renzetti, 1997; Stanley & Wise, 1993). Thus, rather than claiming to
follow only one theoretical perspective, my research design and the methodological

35
and ethical choices during the research process were grounded in what Patton (1990)
(as quoted in Greene, 1998) calls a paradigm of choices:
Rather than believing that one must choose to align with one paradigm or
another, I advocate a paradigm of choices. A paradigm of choices rejects
methodological orthodoxy in favor of methodological appropriateness
[original emphasis included] as the primary criterion for judging
methodological quality. The issue then becomes ... whether one has made
sensible methods decisions given the purpose of the inquiry, the questions
being investigated, and the resources available. (p. 386) The selection, design,
and implementation of. .. methods should be flexibly based on practical need
and situational responsiveness, rather than on the consonance of a set of
methods with any particular philosophical paradigm. And so, "objectivist"
and "subjectivist" methods can be used together unproblematically. This
practical pragmatic stand is strongly supported by other applied social
inquirers (e.g., Bryman, 1988; Firestone, 1990; Pitman & Maxwell, 1992), as
well as by arguments from a position of philosophical pragmatism (e.g.,
Howe, 1988). (p. 387)
Research Design
I created a questionnaire designed to solicit data from which an estimate of
rape prevalence can be made. My definition as the researcher gets privileged. By
asking for comments from participants, I hope to hear their voices on my definition
and how it does or does not differ from their own. The estimation of rape prevalence
is by definition a quantitative question. "If the question...concerns 'how many,' 'how
much,' 'how often,' 'what size,' or numerically measurable associations among
phenomena, then a survey research style using the designs and methods of
observational epidemiology is appropriate" (Miller & Crabtree, 1998, p. 298).
However, the collection of participant narratives regarding their thoughts and feelings
about the process of participating in rape research is a qualitative pursuit. Thus, I
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chose a "nested design" (Miller & Crabtree, 1998, pp. 299-300) of quantitative and
qualitative methods to both pretest and pilot test the questionnaire.
For the pretest, I conducted 15 in-depth personal interviews with WMU
female students during which participants provided qualitative data as they completed
the questionnaire by means of "talkaloud" and "thinkaloud" strategies. These
strategies required participants to interact aloud with me as the interviewer during the
entire process of reading the questions, thinking about possible answers, editing those
answers, and responding with a final answer (Czaja & Blair, 1996; Sudman et al.,
1996). These data were used to find ambiguity and other weaknesses in the
questionnaire, which I revised accordingly.
Because my review of the literature on data collection methods left me with so
many unanswered questions, I conducted three pilot tests on the revised questionnaire
with three separate samples of participants. The information from each sample was
collected using a different method of data collection. One sample received the
questionnaire in the mail that was self-administered, while the other two were
interviewer-administered, one over the telephone and the other in person. I examined
the data from each pilot test in terms of response rates and looked for any patterns of
missing data or problem questions. In addition, I collected qualitative data at the
conclusion of the questionnaire by encouraging participants to comment on their
thoughts and feelings about the experience of participating in the process of rape
research.
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The entire data collection phase of this project took place during the winter
semester of 1999. I conducted the pretest interviews immediately prior to spring
break. I analyzed the data and revised the questionnaire during spring break. It took
approximately one week for HSIRB to approve the changes to the questionnaire and
the subsequent changes needed for the cover letter. Thus, I began conducting the
pilot tests with just less than half of the semester remaining. Because the personal
interviews required a greater time commitment on the part of the participants, I
started with them first and completed the telephone interviews afterward. Because
the mailed pilot test required the most time to complete, I mailed the questionnaires
the same day I began the personal interviews, which gave participants the remainder
of the semester to complete and return them.
Ethical Considerations
The approval letter for this project from the Human Subjects Institutional
Review Board (HSIRB) can be found in Appendix A. As briefly mentioned earlier,
ethical considerations are extremely important when attempting to estimate the
prevalence rate of rape. The emotional and physical safety of the participants as well
as the interviewers needs to be taken into consideration (Lee & Renzetti, 1993). In
addition, because many HSIRBs pass qualitative research designs without a critical
review as they are not seen as real research, there is an increased need for caution to
avoid harm to the participants (Miller & Crabtree, 1998). In accordance, I took the
following steps to ensure everyone's safety.
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Part of my job of protecting the safety of others involves protecting their
privacy. I enclosed all mailed surveys in WMU envelopes marked confidential to
stress the privacy of the contents. I conducted all the telephone calls and the personal
interviews at the Kercher Center for Social Research (KCSR) to protect the privacy
and safety of everyone involved, including myself. Conducting interviews in this
setting also helped legitimate the serious nature of the research. In addition, it
protected my privacy as only the Kercher Center's telephone number appeared on
anyone's Caller ID, and not my office or home numbers.
My literature review suggested to me that a positive relationship exists
between the potential for violence, be it physical, emotional, sexual, or financial and
the level of intimacy between the perpetrator and the victim. My experiences
working in a YWCA shelter for women and children victims of domestic violence
also confirmed the idea that abusers watch their victims consistently and monitor their
correspondences with the outside world carefully. Consequently, I wanted to be
certain that by contacting potential participants at their homes I did not put anyone's
safety at risk by upsetting an abuser. Thus, each and every contact with potential
participants by telephone included the important initial procedure of asking if this was
a safe time to talk. If the response was no, I immediately asked if there was a better
time I could call back. If the answer again was no, I made no attempt whatsoever to
convert the refusal to a completion. Instead, I sincerely thanked the potential
participant for her time and hung up. By so doing, I attempted to give these women a
clear message that they are more valuable to me as individual people than they are as
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data sources. Their safety and their power of choice are of the utmost importance to
me, as well they should be. While it is possible that my response rates may have
suffered, since some students might have used this question as an easy way to end the
conversation, experience has taught me that the need to protect both the safety and the
privacy of participants warranted this risk. I am all to painfully aware that in the real
world, real harm can come to real women at the hands of real men when the wrong
telephone call comes at the wrong time.
All participants who completed interviews in person were given access to
three pamphlets (Women's Resources & Services, n. d.; Women's Services, Loop
Center, YWCA of Metropolitan Chicago, 1984; YWCA Sexual Assault Program, n.
d.). One offers information regarding sexual assault on campus. The second offers
information for the friends and family of victims of sexual assault, while the third
offers contact places and telephone numbers for help from the local YWCA Sexual
Assault Program. All participants contacted by telephone and mail were given the
contact number for the local YWCA Sexual Assault Program. In addition to these
valuable resources, I also allowed participants to have access to me and to my
experiences whenever they indicated an interest or whenever it seemed appropriate to
do so. I have over two years of professional experience working closely with women
victims of violence, and over 20 years of personal experience as a rape survivor.
Both sets of experiences put me in a unique position to offer comfort, empathy,
sympathy, understanding, knowledge, and sincere concern for the women with whom
I spoke.

While my experiences allowed me the privilege of offering these additional
resources to others, they also put me at additional personal risk for burn out.
Conducting feminist interviews on rape is stressful and can be very depressing work
(Reinharz, 1992; Stanko, 1997). This is especially true when the researcher is
personally close to the topic. Elizabeth Stanko refers to a study on sexual violence
done by Kelly (1988) when she writes, "She experienced flashbacks, acute feelings of
fear about personal safety, anger, and sorrow and admitted feeling overwhelmed at
times" (Stanko, 1997, p. 79). Managing emotions is not always easy. Elizabeth
Stanko admits, "sometimes anger is appropriate; sometimes not. I do not always get
it right" (1997, p. 82). Being aware of my emotions, listening to my own signals and
signs of burn out, and allowing myself to have limits became a priority in conducting
this research.
Questionnaire
The HSIRB approved original questionnaire, which was constructed based on
my review of the rape research literature coupled with my own thoughts, feelings,
experiences, and interests, can be found in Appendix B. The title of the questionnaire
is Anonymous Questionnaire on Sexual Violence (AQSV). I chose this terminology
specifically to emphasize certain important features of the research. The position of
the word anonymous in the title is to emphasize my underlying belief that the safety
of the participants is my primary concern. To further emphasize the anonymity of
participants, I included a header in the upper right comer on each of the 5 pages that
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says "Do Not put your name any where on this form." I chose the term sexual
violence because it warns the participants of the subject matter of the questionnaire
without using the word rape. Finally, I did not choose the title Anonymous Sexual
Violence Questionnaire intentionally because it is indeed the questionnaire that is
anonymous and not the sexual violence. There is nothing anonymous about sexual
violence. Although I am not concerned that participants might have actually believed
that this was my implication, the sound of the words "Anonymous Sexual Abuse"
spoken out loud in that order left me with a very bad feeling, and if life has taught me
anything, it has taught me to listen to my gut feelings.
The first section of the questionnaire contains the questions concerning the
general demographic characteristics of the participants. I chose to place this section
at the very beginning to allow for some rapport building and to gradually ease into the
more sensitive questions. The questionnaire approved by HSIRB contains only two
questions about age and race/ethnicity in this section. My original design included
two additional questions about sex and enrollment status that were not included in the
final questionnaire. These questions were removed because HSIRB found them to be
redundant and therefore irrelevant, as the sampling frame for this project included
only females currently enrolled at WMU. I failed to get them to understand that these
questions were included as precautions against potential coverage error (Lavrakas,
1998). In addition, HSIRB would not have approved the question "What is your
sex?" unless it was restated as "What is your gender?" Unfortunately, I failed to get
them to understand that I was interested in the biological sex of the participants and
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not their gender socialization. I decided to choose my battle wisely and let these two
questions go for now rather than to fight HSIRB on these points, because this is just
the initial pretesting of the questionnaire. Finally, it should be noted that the wording
of the race/ethnicity question and the corresponding response categories were
completely governed by HSIRB.
The second section of the questionnaire contains the questions concerning
sexual violence. I agree strongly with White and Humphrey (1997) that "being able
to look precisely at various types of unwanted sexual experiences that were either
coerced or forced is a real strength of the SES" (p. 40). I originally came up with 7
different methods by which rape is committed: threatening to use force; actually using
force; threatening to use a weapon; actually using a weapon; incapacitation of being
asleep or unconscious; incapacitation of being intoxicated, drugged, or in some other
way incapable of consenting or refusing; and ignoring an expressed refusal. Because
victims are sometimes too afraid to express refusal and because some definitions of
rape include those situations when the victim does not verbally express refusal or
struggle in an attempt to prevent further injury (Muehlenhard et al., 1992), I also
included this as the 8 th method.
I believe that examining these different methods of rape across different
relationships between the victims and the perpetrators will also provide some very
illuminating information. I used 4 different relationships between victims and
perpetrators: strangers, non-romantic acquaintances, dates, and sexual partners or
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spouses. Because these response categories are not exhaustive I also included
"anyone else not yet mentioned" as a 5 th category of relationship.
With these two lists in mind, I divided the questions into 5 sections with each
section addressing a different relationship between the victim and the perpetrator.
Eight questions are included in each section with each question addressing a different
method of rape. Thus, there are 40 questions included in the sexual violence section
of the questionnaire. Each one is worded in a yes/no format. I included the
contingency question "If yes, please describe your relationship with that person" after
each of the 8 questions addressing past sexual experiences with anyone else not yet
mentioned.
I strongly agree with Muehlenhard et al. (1992) that the specific behaviors
included in the act of rape need to be identified, but the inclusion of these words in
each question is repetitive and problematic. It also would have made the
questionnaire entirely too long. Consequently, each question refers to "having sex" in
a different situation, and a definition of "having sex" is provided at the beginning of
the questionnaire, immediately followed by instructions to the participants to not
include any other behaviors as sex acts when answering the questions. In addition to
making the questionnaire more readable and reasonable in length, this separation of
the specific acts from the individual questions allows for easy modifications to the
specific acts included in the definition of rape.
For the purposes of this project, the definition of "having sex" included the
following acts: sexual intercourse, anal intercourse, oral intercourse, or penetration of
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the vagina, anus or mouth by objects other than a penis. I chose this definition based
on the decisions made by Mary Koss (Koss & Gidyzc, 1987), which were made
specifically to follow in accordance with the legal definition in Ohio at the time she
conducted her research in that state (Warshaw, 1994). Establishing a set definition of
rape, while a very worthy and necessary topic for future_ research, was not the point of
this study. Thus, I decided it would be beneficial to use a definition that has been
used in prior research and to listen to what participants have to say to me about that
definition.
White and Humphrey (1997) argue convincingly for the need to separate
incidents according to the age of the victim at the time of the incident. I collected
data on the age(s) at the time of victimization as a contingency question in order to
separate legally defined acts of rape from other related sex crimes such as statutory
rape and child molestation as well as to be able to estimate frequency of
victimization.
Immediately after the last question, I included the following statement as an
attempt to collect additional qualitative data from participants who self-administered
the questionnaire. "Please provide below any additional comments regarding your
feelings and/or thoughts about this survey to help create a more user-friendly system
of collecting information on this sensitive subject."
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Samples
Primarily because of the constraints of time and money, I chose the student
roster at WMU for the original sampling unit. While I realize it is methodologically
unwise to generalize findings from samples consisting of college students to the
general public, it was reasonable to use a sampling frame of college students for this
particular study, because the goal was to pretest and pilot test a new questionnaire and
not to actually estimate the prevalence of rape in either the general population or the
female population at WMU. Furthermore, research indicates that the highest rates of
rape occur with women between the ages of 16 and 24. This age group has a
victimization rate approximately 4 times higher than the mean for all women (Koss &
Gidycz, 1985; Koss et al., 1987). As a result, the choice of college women as
potential participants increased the probability of high response and prevalence rates
because this issue is so relevant to their lives.
I contacted the University Computing Services and had them create an ASCII
file with the names of the population of female students registered for the winter 1999
semester at Western Michigan University, along with their local addresses and
telephone numbers. A file was created with 13,187 names; however, many of the
local addresses were missing, making some students ineligible to be contacted by
mail. These names were deleted, leaving a sampling frame of 9, 971 names. Many of
the remaining names did not have local telephone numbers. Instead of removing
them, I coded these names as ineligible whenever they were included in a sample that
was drawn. Because making generalizations from the study to the population was not
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the intent ofthis project, I made no effort to determine ifany systematic differences
existed between the group of female students remaining in the sampling frame and
those deleted or coded ineligible for lack oflocal contact information.
A systematic random sampling procedure in SPSS 8.0 was used to select all
the potential participants from the list. The number of participants is usually smaller
for a pretest than it is in pilot tests, as no statistical inferences are usually made from
the data collected from pretests (Czaja & Blair, 1996). Consequently, I thought 15
interviews were sufficient for the finalization ofthe questionnaire. A sample of65
names was drawn from which 15 participants completed pretest interviews with me. I
contacted potential participants by telephone to schedule private interviews. The
script approved by HSIRB for scheduling these pretest interviews can be found in
Appendix C.
I wanted 30 completed questionnaires for each of the three pilot tests.
Although making generalizations based on inferential statistics was not the intent of
these pilot studies, I chose sample sizes ofat least 30 because it is the minimum
required sample size on which it is appropriate to use certain statistics (Fink, 1995;
Henry, 1998). In addition, I could afford the anticipated expenses in terms oftime
and money to collect 90 completed questionnaires but could not afford a whole lot
more than that.
A sample of85 names was drawn from which 30 participants completed
telephone interviews with me. A second sample of85 names was drawn from which
30 participants completed interviews with me in person. I contacted this group by

telephone and scheduled personal interviews. The HSIRB approved script used for
scheduling the personal interviews can be found in Appendix D.
Primarily because of the constraints of time and money, a single mailing was
used without the benefit of additional reminder mailings. In addition, I wanted to see
what kind of a response rate could be expected from female students at WMU on this
type of a project, as this will have an impact on the decisions I make in the research
design of future studies with this population on this topic. Traditionally, response
rates of only approximately 25% can be expected under these circumstances (Czaja &
Blair, 1996; Henry, 1998; Mangione, 1998). Thus, I mailed out 120 questionnaires
hoping to obtain a sample size of at least 30 completed returned questionnaires.
Data Collection Methods
Pretest
I completed 15 personal pretest interviews. The HSIRB approved protocol for
these interviews can be found in Appendix E. After participants answered each
question within the questionnaire, I asked them to define the parameters of the
question and restate it in their own words. I asked them to tell me what people they
thought fit into the different relationship categories and what key words in the
questions meant to them. Participants were also asked which method of data
collection for doing rape research they believed to be the best one in terms of getting
honest and valid information, while not putting too much stress on the participants.
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Fontana and Frey warn that "both the interviewers and the respondents are
considered faceless and invisible, and they must be if the paradigmatic assumption of
gathering value-free data is to be maintained" (1998, p. 64). I had this post
positivistic notion of objective distance in mind when I wrote the protocol for these
interviews. When the time came to actually conduct the_ interviews, however, I
approached these 15 women with little concern if any for creating and maintaining
distance between myself as the interviewer/researcher and the participants. I realized
I was not interested in collecting "value-free data;" I was interested in conversing
with these women about their thoughts, experiences, and feelings about rape, rape
research, and their involvement in this project. I did not methodically ask each
question in the same tone with the same pitch, maintaining the same posture and
overall appearance with each participant. I treated each participant as an individual
with her own issues, experiences, feelings, thoughts, and history. I did not assume
the authoritative position of a traditional interviewer gathering data from subjects
(Reinharz, 1992). I assumed the role of an empathic and interested listener. I paid
close attention to their nonverbal cues and let them determine the pace of the
conversation and to share with me at whatever level they felt comfortable doing so.
By doing so, I do not believe I compromised the quality of my data; I only made it
better. Fontana and Frey (1998) agree:
The researcher may reject these outdated techniques and "come down" to the
level of the respondent and engage in a "real" conversation with "give and
take" and empathic understanding (see Daniels, 1983). This makes the
interview more honest, morally sound, and reliable, because it treats the
respondent as an equal, allows him or her to express personal feelings, and
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therefore presents a more "realistic" picture than can be uncovered using
traditional interview methods. (pp. 67-68)
Pilot Test by Personal Interview
Because time and money were severely limited, I conducted all 30 interviews
myself. As a result, the sex of the participants and the interviewer were matched for
this project, but no attempt was made to match them with respect to age or ethnicity.
The findings are not consistent regarding the necessity of this particular procedure
when studying rape. It should be noted, however, that the potential exists for
additional research on this particular issue.
Part of me was interested in testing the questionnaire in order to reduce
potential error when collecting quantitative data to convert to numbers to manipulate
statistically. It was this part of me still infatuated with post positivism that wrote the
HSIRB approved protocol for these interviews, which can be found in Appendix F.
The HSIRB approved interviewer prompts for both the telephone and the personal
interviews can be found in Appendix G.
Another part of me was interested in conversing with other women about rape
and about participating in rape research. I wanted to hear their voices. I wanted to
understand their gaze. I wanted to empower the social aspect of social inquiry .
Jennifer Greene writes, "what is important to know, what constitutes an appropriate
and legitimate focus for social inquiry, is the phenomenological meaningfulness of
lived experience-people's interpretations and sense makings of their experiences in
a given context" (1998, p. 384).
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Thus, I approached these interviews with two conflicting voices in my head.
The post positivist voice reminded me that "good researchers don't get emotionally
involved with research subjects" (Schwartz, 1997, p. 71). The feminist voice
reminded me that this is no longer the case. Fontana and Frey (1998) argue:
There is a growing reluctance ...to continue interviewing women as "objects,"
with little or no regard for them as individuals .... The emphasis is shifting to
allow the development of a closer relation between interviewer and
respondent, attempting to minimize status differences and doing a way with
the traditional hierarchical situation in interviewing. Interviewers can show
their human side and answer questions and express feelings.
Methodologically, this new approach provides a greater spectrum of responses
and a greater insight into respondents-or "participants," to avoid the
hierarchical pitfall (Reinharz, 1992, p. 22)-because it encourages them to
control the sequencing and the language of the interview and also allows them
the freedom of open-ended responses. (p. 65)
These conflicting voices remained with me throughout each interview. I
constantly struggled to balance my need to follow the general format of the protocol
and my need to be a genuine human being with the 30 participants who so generously
shared their lives with me. I tried to create a private and safe interview environment.
I asked questions when I thought clarification was needed, but I tried to not ask for
details unnecessarily. In the end, I used my best instincts as a guide and did my best
to allow each participant to choose for herself just how much she wanted to share
with me. I felt very comfortable with this strategy, as did the conflicting voices in my
head.
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Pilot Test by Telephone
I approached the 30 telephone interviews with a great deal of anxiety. Several
factors contributed to my increased anxiety level. Because time and money were
severely limited, I conducted all 30 interviews myself during the last month of the
semester. I was afraid response rates would be negatively affected because it was so
late into the semester. I had relied very heavily on the nonverbal cues of the
participants during the personal interviews, and I hated the idea of not being able to
look into the eyes of the women with whom I was speaking. In addition, I had some
preconceived notions about the inappropriateness of conducting rape research over
the telephone based on the 45 conversations I had just processed from the pretest and
personal interviews regarding data collection method preferences. These notions
negatively colored my expectations, prejudicing me against this method of data
collection and causing me to literally dread making these telephone calls.
Unfortunately, the anxiety with which I approached these interviews remained
with me throughout the completion of all 30 interviews. I really did not have control
over the creation of a safe interview space, and I felt like I was intruding into their
private space. There really were many distractions to the participants within their
private space, over none of which I had any control. My anxiety combined with the
ambiguous nature of the setting when using the telephone encouraged me to stick
closely to the HSIRB approved protocol for these interviews, which can be found in
Appendix H. Because I had less direct social interaction with these participants, the
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interviews remained centered on collecting data without the benefit ofpersonally
conversing with participants as much as I would have liked.
The conflicting post positivist and feminist voices did not abandon me during
this phase ofthe data collection. The post positivist voice was elated at the robotic
cold feeling I had while conducting these interviews. In fact, that part ofme really
believed that these were the "most valid" responses I had recorded thus far, as they
were less contaminated by my personal influence. As soon as the collection of
participant narratives became a reserved and distant event it ceased in my thinking to
be a qualitative endeavor and instead became the quantitative collection ofopen
ended responses later to be cleaned, codified, and statistically manipulated. My
behavior gave the appearance that I had accepted the role ofthe objective researcher,
carrying a clipboard ready to crunch the numbers I was collecting.
The feminist voice vomited after every data collection session. That part of
me felt betrayed like I had become a perpetrator, violating my own beliefsystem
about the personal nature ofthis research. There are multiple feminist voices in my
head, which should not be surprising, as there exists a multitude offeminisms
(Reinharz, 1992; Tong, 1998). A different feminist voice reminded me why I was
behaving this way. Much ofmy anxiety stemmed from the fact that the interview
setting was not ideal. Without access to their nonverbal cues in unstable settings, I
could not get more personal with participants without running the risk ofcausing
them emotional harm. In addition, I already knew that almost everyone who had
already completed interviews with me in person did not approve ofusing the
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telephone for such a sensitive questionnaire, which made me feel even worse about
having to do these interviews over the phone. Attempting to personalize the
interviews further would have violated their voice even more. Under such
circumstances, I did the right thing.
Pilot Test by Mail
Because I had no direct contact with the 120 women to whom I mailed
questionnaires, I chose the pieces of information they received in the mail very
carefully, as they were all the representation of myself and my project that I had to
offer these potential participants. The HSIRB approved original cover letter can be
found in Appendix I. I personalized it as much as possible, but for the most part, it is
a standardized form.
I used only University envelopes to help legitimate the questionnaire. I
marked each envelope confidential to voice my concern for and commitment to
protecting privacy. I addressed each envelope by hand to give it a more personal
touch. I also enclosed a self-addressed stamped return envelope.
Thomas Mangione recommends that a "pretty commemorative stamp" (1998,
p. 421) be used for both the outgoing and the return envelopes. On the day I went to
my local United States Post Office, however, they were fresh out of "pretty"
commemorative stamps. Only two commemorative stamps were available to me.
One had the flag of the United States on it, and the other one had a photograph of
Malcom X. I chose the stamp with Malcom X for several reasons. First, I did not
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want to offend any of our international students by waving the flag at them. I did not
want anyone to jump to the erroneous conclusion that only the lives and experiences
of citizens of the United States are perceived as valuable. Second, my choice of
stamp represents my values to each woman who sees that stamp. I support the
promotion of the civil right's movement and the celebration of those who bravely
shaped its history, while I do not support the promotion of blind patriotism or
militarism. In my eyes at least, Malcom X and the flag symbolize these things.
Third, they were all out of the new stamps that cost $0.40, which includes $0.33 to
cover the postage and a $0.07 donation to breast cancer research. This would have
been the ideal stamp to use as it gives a clear message that women are valuable while
at the same time actually taking action on that message.
Data Analysis
Pretest
I analyzed the data from the 15 pretest interviews using what Miller and
Crabtree call an "immersion/crystallization analysis" style in which the three core
steps of analysis (developing an organizing system, segmenting the data, and making
connections) "are collapsed into an extended period of intuition-rich immersion
within the text" (1998, pp. 302-303). I took notes during each interview and re-read
them all after each completed interview, looking for any problems or inconsistencies
in the questionnaire design. I included the voices of the participants by quoting and
paraphrasing in the findings whenever it is possible and appropriate to do so.
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Pilot Tests
For the pilot tests, I examined several aspects of the data. I examined the total
survey error within each of the individual pilot tests. I also calculated descriptive
statistics on each of the individual pilot tests. For the group as a whole, I examined
how often intoxication played a factor in rape, what participants had to say about
what the best method of data collection is, and which questions they would have liked
to have been asked. In addition, I examined my own emotions and those expressed
by the participants and how these played a role in the research process.
Total Survey Error
Paul Lavrakas (1998) contends that coverage error, nonresponse error, and
measurement error all need to be included when examining the total survey error.
Thomas Mangione (1998), however, warns that "there are four major types of errors
that you want to guard against: sample selection bias, nonresponse error, item
nonresponse error, and response error" (p. 400). Both include nonresponse error,
which is the "biased nature of the responding sample" (p. 400). We can never really
measure nonresponse bias because we have no way of knowing if there exists a
significant difference between the recorded responses given by those who completed
the questionnaire and the responses that would have been recorded by those who did
not complete the questionnaire. However, a high response rate, near or above 75%, is
the usual safeguard (Mangione, 1998).
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There are inconsistencies in the literature on how to calculate response rates.
Frey and Oishi (1995) argue:
Response Rate = Completed interviews/Number in the eligible sample.
Eligible respondents include completed interviews, refusals, partial
completions, those with answering machines or who never answered, and
numbers where a language barrier existed....Often, survey research is reported
with a response rate based on the ratio ofcompleted interviews to refusals
plus completions. This produces the "public relations" rate that makes the
surveyor look good but is not an accurate record ofresponse success. (pp. 3031)
Lavrakas (1998) suggests:
Most survey professionals agree that response rates are best considered as a
range rather than a single value. In general, response rates are affected by the
survey topic, the length ofthe questionnaire, the caliber ofthe organization
and interviewing staff conducting the survey, the length ofthe field period,
rules for callbacks and refusal conversions, and other factors. (p. 462)
I followed the suggestion ofLavrakas (1998) that 4 "quality-of-response
indicators" (p. 462) be reported rather than just one response rate. The first indicator
is the "sampling pool's efficiency in reaching eligible people" (p. 462). I calculated
this by dividing the number ofcompletions by the total number in the sample. The
second indicator is the "proportion of'possibly eligible' persons/households sampled
that were interviewed" (p. 462). This is comparable to the response rate as defined by
Mangione (1998) and is calculated by dividing the number ofcompletions by the total
number in the sample minus all those coded as pagers, faxes, not eligible, wrong
numbers, disconnected, and business/government. The third indicator is "the
proportion of'known eligibles' interviewed" (Lavrakas, 1998, pp. 462-463). I
calculated this by dividing the number ofcompletions by the total number of
completions, terminations, and refusals in the sample. The final quality-of-response
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indicator is the cooperation rate, which is "the ratio of refusals to completions" (p.
463). Lavrakas contends that using random digit dialing surveys in the 1990s, his
"rates for these four indicators typically are about 55% (efficiency), 60% (all possible
eligibles), 65-70% (all.known eligibles), and 1:3 (refusals to completions)"
(Lavrakas, 1998, p. 463).
Coverage error includes both sample selection bias and other biases created
from improper within unit selection (Lavrakas, 1998). "Sample selection bias ... can
be introduced when you draw a sample from a list that is incomplete in a significant
way" (Mangione, 1998, p. 400). I do not need to concern myself with the other
biases, because I am contacting specific individuals; however, Lavrakas (1998)
suggests that any list missing 20% or more of its contents should be replaced.
Measurement error includes those variances and biases caused by errors
associated with the questionnaire itself, and/or the interviewer, and/or the participants
(Lavrakas, 1998). These include both item nonresponse error and response error.
Item nonresponse error is the "failure of respondents to answer individual questions,"
(Mangione, 1998, p. 401). This missing data can occur when participants answer
outside the given response categories, leave questions blank, and/or do not follow
directions carefully. It becomes problematic when 40%-60% of the responses are
missing (Mangione, 1998). Response error occurs when participants misunderstand
the intended meaning of the questions and give answers based on this misinformed
meaning (Mangione, 1998).
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Descriptive Statistics
All of the responses were entered into a data file in SPSS 9.0 with which I
preformed descriptive statistical analyses on each of the individual samples. I
calculated the prevalence rates for each individual sample by dividing the number of
participants within each sample who responded affirmatively to any rape question by
the total number of participants within that individual sample. I also calculated these
figures for the entire data file, treating all 126 participants as one group.
Furthermore, I wrote notes during each interview, and I included the voices of the
participants by quoting and paraphrasing in the findings whenever it is possible and
appropriate to do so.
Intoxication and Rape
I ran crosstabulations to examine the number of affirmative responses to the
questions regarding intoxication by sample. I also calculated these figures for the
entire data file, treating all 126 participants as one group. I included the voices of the
participants by quoting and paraphrasing in the findings whenever it is possible and
appropriate to do so.
Data Collection Methods Preferences
I asked each participant who completed an interview with me either in person
or over the telephone to specify her preference of data collection method for this
questionnaire. These data were also entered into the SPSS data file. I ran
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crosstabulations to examine these preferences by sample, and I include the voices of
the participants by quoting and paraphrasing in the findings whenever it is possible
and appropriate to do so.
The Participants' Questions
Each participant was asked to add any comments about the questionnaire, its
contents, or the process of completing it. These data were also entered into the SPSS
data file. As there were only 126 competed surveys and not all of them included
comments, I did not attempt to codify and categorize the responses in order to run
statistical analyses. Instead, I examined them repeatedly for patterns, consistencies,
and discrepancies. I include the voices of the participants by quoting and
paraphrasing in the findings whenever it is possible and appropriate to do so.
Emotions and Rape Research
I collected data on my own emotions during the data collection phase, the
analysis phase, and the writing phase of this project. I began by being keenly aware
of my emotions and writing as often as possible in my personal journal. I treated
these entries much like I did the comments from the other participants in this project.
Christine Mattley's chapter in Researching sexual violence against women
(Schwartz, 1997) focuses "on the difficulty researchers face managing emotion on
two levels: first, emotion management in the field during the research process and
second, emotion management as part of dealing with other people's reactions toward

one during the research process" (p. 101 ). I did not separate the two issues. Instead, I
dealt with my emotions stemming from my interactions with my colleagues as just
another part of dealing with my emotions during the research process.
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CHAPTERV

FINDINGS
Pretest
The group of 15 women who completed pretest interviews with me was not
very heterogeneous. Their ages ranged from 19-24. The median age was 20. This
group was even more homogeneous with regard to race/ethnicity. Over 93% of these
women identified themselves as Caucasian. The remaining woman identified herself
as an African-American.
I think it is methodologically and ethically inappropriate to disclose any
information I gathered from this group of women regarding their victimization. The
purpose of these interviews was to finalize the questionnaire and not to calculate a
prevalence rate. Furthermore, because of the extremely small size of this group, I do
not feel comfortable reporting any data about their victimization even in aggregate
form. These were the first interviews I conducted, which drew additional attention to
them from inquisitive people. I believe this puts the privacy of these particular
participants at an added risk, which warrants this extra measure of protection.
This group gave me a very clear message about their preferences of data
collection methods. As Table 1 shows, only 13.3% of the women stated a preference
for personal interviews. Another 6.7% stated a preference for telephone interviews,
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Table 1
Method Preference of Pretest Group
Frequency

Percent

Valid Percent

Cumulative
Percent

Personal

2

13.3

13.3

13.3

Telephone

1

6.7

6.7

20.0

Mail

4

26.7

26.7

46.7

Not
Telephone

8

53.3

53.3

100.0

Total

15

100.0

100.0

Sample

while 26.7% stated a preference for self-administered mail questionnaires. The
remaining 53.3% suggested that either personal interviews or self-administered mail
questionnaires are equally acceptable but not telephone interviews. Thus, over 93%
of this group did not prefer telephone interviews for this questionnaire. Participants
used the following language to describe their thoughts about telephone interviews:
This topic is too hard of a topic for over the phone ....It's scary ....You never
know who is listening on the phone. The world is full of perverts ....The
phone is bad. Perverts could be listening ....The telephone is the worst
method. You can not build adequate trust over the phone ....While there are
advantages and disadvantages to every method, the phone feels less
comfortable to me than the other two methods... .I would have hung up on you
if you would have asked me to actually answer these questions over the
phone. You can't talk about this stuff with some faceless stranger ....Using
the telephone to talk about sexual violence is impersonal and rude.
I made several changes to the questionnaire, most as a result of these
interviews. Some of them I made based on my own opinions after having looked at
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the questionnaire myself repeatedly during the pretest. For example, I used bold
lettering and moved "DO NOT put your name any where on this form" one line
closer to the title of the questionnaire to draw more attention to this request for
anonymous participation. In addition, I used bold lettering for both the transitions
between sections and the request for additional comments at the very end of the
questionnaire along with the last line that expresses my gratitude for their
participation to further emphasize those messages. I also changed the wording from
user-friendly system to "user-friendly" method because it felt more comfortable to me
at the time. The HSIRB approved revised questionnaire that I used in the pilot tests
can be found in Appendix J. In addition, the approval letter from HSIRB for these
changes can be found in Appendix K.
Some adjustments to the definition of "had sex" were needed. Participants
pointed out to me that I inadvertently left out the word vagina from the original
definition in the section regarding penetration by objects, which I corrected. Several
participants suggested that the term sexual intercourse be changed to vaginal
intercourse for precision, clarity, and consistency with the remainder of the terms
used in the definition. Participants presented no other comments, concerns, or
questions regarding the definition, except to suggest that I include a reminder to refer
back to this definition of "had sex" when answering the questions at each transition
between sections, which I thought was an excellent idea.
Several participants suggested that five sections were too many, and I should
collapse some of the categories if possible. One participant suggested that I phrase
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the questions to read "Has anyone ever had sex with you ... " and add a contingency
question to specify the relationship. While this design would drastically reduce the
length of the questionnaire, it would not sufficiently trigger recall of sexual events
involving different relationships across a life span and could result in additional
response error from under-reporting.
Because the level of intimacy between the victim and the perpetrator is the
main distinction between categories, I chose to collapse the categories into two main
groups: those people with whom participants have been intimate and those people
with whom participants have not been intimate. In addition, I separated those people
with whom the participants have not been intimate into two groups: those with whom
the participants are not familiar, such as strangers, and those with whom the
participants are familiar. This group included anyone else the participants had not yet
mentioned.
I added a contingency question that requests participants to define their
relationship with the perpetrator to each of the questions about sex partners in order to
allow for the separation of different relationships within that section. No comments
were made by participants to suggest that this might also be necessary within the
stranger section.
Most of the individual questions regarding the method of rape remained
unchanged. I did however make changes to two of the questions. First, I moved the
location of the fifth question about being asleep or unconscious so that it is now the
last question in each section. Participants consistently misinterpreted this question to
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mean that the victim was "passed out drunk" because it was originally placed before
the intoxication question and because it included the word unconscious. This context
effect blurred the boundaries between the two questions, which totally contaminates
the process of compartmentalizing people's experiences into specific categories. I
removed the word unconscious altogether, as it seems it only served to compound the
meaning of the question rather than to clarify it.
Second, I separated the intoxication question into two separate questions with
a distinction between whether or not the state of intoxication was voluntary. It
became clear to me during these interviews that two separate issues were involved in
this question. It is important to be able to separate those incidents when perpetrators
intentionally alter their victims' state of consciousness without their consent from
incidents when the participant is voluntarily drunk. The lines defining what is rape
and what is not are much more clearly drawn with regard to involuntary intoxication.
The lines become more fuzzy, however, when voluntary intoxication is involved.
It should be mentioned that participants made several suggestions that did not
result in changes being made to the questionnaire. These were primarily requests for
additional information as contingency questions. Participants were interested in
finding out about the sex and race/ethnicity of the perpetrators. Most often, however,
participants were interested in information regarding the location of the incident; the
definition of the incident, specifically if and to whom the incident was reported. It
should be noted that I too was interested in adding questions regarding the age and
race/ethnicity of the perpetrator as well as the perception of the victim. I did not do
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so primarily out of fear. My time frame was severely limited, and I could not afford
for HSIRB to decide to turn my project over for a full review because I wanted to add
additional questions to the already approved questionnaire. I was fairly confident that
the approval process would not be too long for subtracting already approved
questions and adding some bold lettering to a few already approved statements, which
would allow me to finish the project on time. If the approval process had taken any
longer than it did, I would not have been able to finish all the data collection within
the semester. This particular battle would have to wait for another day.
Several minor changes to the cover letter also needed to be made. The HSIRB
approved revised cover letter can be found in Appendix L. The majority of the
changes were to the second paragraph. I replaced the word survey with questionnaire
for parallelism and used bold lettering for the first two sentences to bring attention to
the short time requirements to complete the questionnaire and the desire for
anonymous participation. I changed the number of questions from 40 to 27 and the
time requirements from 10-15 minutes to only 5-10 minutes. In addition, I used bold
lettering for the ending of the letter to emphasize my gratitude for their participation.
Pilot Tests
Total Survey Error
Table 2 shows the quality of response indicators for the pretest group in
addition to those for the personal interview group and the telephone interview group.
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Table 2
Quality ofResponse Indicators
Sample
Indicator

Pretest

Personal

Telephone

Efficiency
(55%)

15/65
23.1%

30/85
35.3%

30/85
35.3%

Possible Eligibles
(60%)

15/44
34.1%

30/63
47.6%

30/65
46.2%

Known Eligibles
(65-70%)

15/20
75%

30/32
93.8%

30/45
66.7%

Cooperation Rate
(1:3)

1 :3

1:15

1:2

The efficiency rates and the possible eligible rates are low for each group with a high
efficiency rate of35.5% and a high possible eligible rate of 47.6%. The known
eligible rates meet or exceed the standard of65%-75% set by Lavrakas (1998). The
personal interview group had a known eligible rate ofover 93%, while the telephone
interview group had a rate of66.7%, and the pretest group had a rate of75%. The
cooperation rate ofthe pretest group matched the suggested standard of1:3, while the
personal interview group far exceeded this with a 1: 15 rate. The cooperation rate for
the telephone interview group fell below the standard at 1:2.
Ofthe 120 questionnaires I mailed out, only 3 came back with forwarding
problems that made them ineligible. Ofthe remaining 117 possible eligible
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questionnaires, 66 were returned. This is a response rate of56.4% (66/117). The
return rate is 55.0% (66/120). These rates are over twice as high as I was expecting.
The coverage error within these groups is unacceptably high (over 20%).
There were 3,216 names deleted from the original data file containing the sampling
frame because they were missing local addresses. This means that 24.4%
(3,216/13,187) ofthe names were missing from the original sampling frame. In
addition, a total of235 names were drawn from which to conduct these interviews. I
had to code 55 ofthem as not eligible due to missing telephone numbers. This means
that approximately an additional 23.4% ofthe names within the remaining sampling
frame are also ineligible. This leaves only 7, 638 valid names on the sampling frame
out of13,187 names. Thus, over 40% ofthe sampling frame are ineligible. I have no
way ofknowing ifthere is a significant difference between those people whose names
remained on the list and those people whose names were removed. Consequently, it
is inappropriate to generalize findings from these samples to the population.
The findings with regard to measurement error are mixed. The rate ofitem
nonresponse is very low, which is good. Because I conducted the interviews myself,
I made certain that no responses were missing. No participant refused to answer any
ofthe questions either. Thus, the item nonresponse rates for the pretest group, the
personal interview group, and the telephone interview group are all zero. Ofthe 66
returned questionnaires in the mail group only 7 were missing any data. This is an
item nonresponse rate of10.7%, which is far below the level ofconcern (40%).
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More importantly, there was no systematic pattern to the missing data from
those 6 questionnaires. Two questionnaires included all the responses to the main yes
or no questions but one participant did not indicate her age(s) at the time of the
incident(s) after responding yes to one of the questions, and the other did not define
her relationship to the perpetrator. A third questionnaire· was missing a response to
the last question in the stranger section, while another questionnaire was missing a
response to a different stranger question. One participant did not respond to any of
the 9 questions in the last section. Another participant skipped all of the questions on
the third page, while another participant skipped all of the questions on the last page.
I do have some concern, however, over potential response error within the
questionnaire, specifically with the concept of a stranger. These are difficult issues in
the real world, and they become even more difficult when we try to quantify them in
these neat tidy little packages. During the personal interviews primarily, some
participants had difficulty distinguishing between strangers and acquaintances, which
would fall under the category of anyone else. Several women responded yes initially
within the stranger section, only to have me later move those responses to the anyone
else section. Table 3 shows the number of participants who responded affirmatively
to any of the questions within the stranger section of the questionnaire by sample. All
but one of them occurred within the mail group, which makes me suspicious. Even
when I take into consideration the larger sample size of the mail group, I suspect this
number is artificially high. Table 4 shows the number of participants who responded
affirmatively to any of the questions within the sex partner section of the
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Table 3
Stranger by Sample Distribution
Stranger

Total

No

Yes

Count
% Within Sample

29
96.7

1
3.3

30
100.0

Telephone Count
% Within Sample

30
100.0

0
0.0

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

58
89.2

7
10.8

65
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

117
93.6

8
6.4

125
100.0

Sample
Personal

Table 4
Sex Partner by Sample Distribution
Partner

Total

No

Yes

Count
% Within Sample

21
70.0

9
30.0

30
100.0

Telephone Count
% Within Sample

19
63.3

11
36.7

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

44
67.7

21
32.3

65
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

84
67.2

41
32.8

125
100.0

Sample
Personal
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questionnaire by sample. The distribution is relatively the same for all three groups.
Table 5 shows the number of participants who responded affirmatively to any of the
questions within the anyone else section of the questionnaire by sample. The
proportion of positive responses in the personal interview group (40%) is
substantially greater than the proportion found in the mail group (7.0%). The
distribution within the telephone interview group is in between these two distributions
(16.7%), which is still less than half the proportion of positive responses found in the
same sized personal interview group.
Table 5
Anyone Else by Sample Distribution
Anyone Else
Sample
Personal

Telephone

Mail

Total

Count
% Within
Sample
Count
% Within
Sample
Count
% Within
Sample
Count
% Within
Sample

Total

No

Yes

18

12

30

60.0

40.0

100.0

25

5

30

83.3

16.7

100.0

58

5

63

92.1

7.9

100.0

101

22

123

82.1

17.9

100.0
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One could argue that this simply represents a strong positive relationship
between reporting and distance created in the method of data collection. This may be
the case, however, I do not believe it is the entire case because an examination of the
relationships associated with those positive responses shows an interesting pattern.
Within the mail group, three of the five positive responses represent incidents
associated with relatives, such as uncles, grandfathers, cousins, and brothers. These
relationships are not likely to be confused with strangers. The other two positive
responses represent incidents associated with more ambiguous relationships, such as a
friend and a classmate. These could be confused with or defined as strangers more
easily. Seven of the 12 positive responses within the personal interview group
represent incidents associated with these more ambiguous relationships, including bar
pick ups, acquaintances, football players, brother's friend, fraternity members, and a
ride home. Five of the 8 positive responses within the telephone interview group
represent these types of incidents as well. This suggests some confusion or at least a
lack of consensus with the definitions of the lines that separate strangers from
acquaintances. The crosstabulations used for this discussion can be found in
AppendixM.
Descriptive Statistics
Table 6 shows the statistics on age for the total group as a whole. The ages of
the 126 women who participated in the pilot tests ranged from 18 to 44. The median
age was 20. The majority of the women reported ages that are clustered at the
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younger end of the age continuum, but several women reported being in their 30s and
40s, which brought the mean age over 21.
Table 6
Statistics on Age for the Total Group
Age
N
Mean

Valid
Missing

126
0
21.31

Median

20

Mode

19

Std. Deviation

3.83

Minimum

18

Maximum

44

The statistics on age for the personal interview group are found in Table 7.
Table 8 shows this information for the telephone interview group, while Table 9
contains this information for the mail group. The median age for each group was 20,
and the mean age for each group was over 20. The personal interview group and the
mail group were more similar to each other than they were to the telephone interview
group. The distribution of ages was much less dispersed within the telephone
interview group as no one reported her age to be over 29.
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Table 7
Statistics on Age for the Personal Interview Group
Age
N

Valid
Missing

30
0
21.67

Mean
Median

20

Mode

19
4.48

Std. Deviation
Minimum

19

Maximum

40
Table 8

Statistics on Age for the Telephone Interview Group
Age
N
Mean

Valid
Missing

30
0
20.60

Median

20

Mode

19

Std. Deviation

2.36

Minimum

18

Maximum

29
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Table 9
Statistics on Age for the Mail Group
Age

N
Mean

Valid
Missing

66

·o

21.47

Median

20

Mode

20

Std. Deviation

4.05

Minimum

18

Maximum

44

Minority women were over-represented in these pilot tests. Only 11% of the
student population at WMU are comprised of minorities (WMU, 1998). Table 10
shows the breakdown of responses to the race/ethnicity question by sample group.
Overall, 19% of the women who participated in the pilot tests identified themselves as
minorities. Once again, the personal interview group and the mail group were more
similar to each other than they were to the telephone interview group. Minorities
were so over-represented in this sample that the ratio of minority to Caucasian
participants was 1 :2. Table 11 shows that each participant who chose the response
category "Other" specified Asian as her race/ethnicity.
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Table 10
Race/Ethnicity Responses by Sample
Total

Race
Other,
.
.
African- American
.
Please
Caucas1an ff1span1c
American 1nd1an
Specify

Sample
Personal

Count
% Within
Sample

Telephone Count
% Within
Sample
Count
% Within
Sample

Mail

Total

Count
% Within
Sample

2

4

0

24

0

30

6.7

13.3

0.0

80.0

0.0

100.0

3

6

0

20

1

30

10.0

20.0

0.0

66.7

3.3

100.0

2

4

1

58

1

66

3.0

6.1

1.5

87.9

1.5

100.0

7

14

1

102

2

126

5.6

11.1

0.8

81.0

1.6

100.0

Because systematic random sampling techniques were used, statistical
inferences about the population can be made from the pilot test data; however, the
sample sizes are too small to justify making such inferences. In other words, I have
no reason to believe that these 126 women are representative of the population. Thus,
it is inappropriate to make generalizations to all female WMU students based on these
data.
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Table 11
Other Race/Ethnicity Responses by Sample
Other Race

Total

Asian

NA

Count
% Within Sample

2
6.7

28
93.3

30
100.0

Telephone Count
% Within Sample

3
10.0

27
90.0

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

2
3.0

64
97.0

66
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

7
5.6

119
94.4

126
100.0

Sample
Personal

There are many ways to estimate a prevalence rate with this group of women
depending on the definition of rape used. Appendix N contains the SPSS
Crosstabulations showing the distribution of responses by sample for each of the 27
questions. At one extreme end we could include as a victim anyone who answered
yes to any of the 27 questions regardless of the victim's age or her relationship to the
perpetrator. As Table 12 shows, this broad definition results in an overall prevalence
rate of 45.1% for the 122 women who responded to all 27 questions. At the other
extreme we could include as a victim anyone who answered yes to stranger force as
long as the victim was not younger than the age of 16. As Table 13 shows, this
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Table 12
Prevalence Rate With a Broad Definition
Total

Victim
Not
Victim

Victim

Count
% Within Sample

14
46.7

16
53.3

30
100.0

Telephone Count
% Within Sample

16
53.3

14
46.7

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

37
59.7

25
40.3

62
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

67

55

122

54.9

45.1

100.0

Sample
Personal

Table 13
Prevalence Rate With a Narrow Definition
Narrow Victim
Not Victim Narrow Victim

Sample
Personal

Total

Count
% Within Sample

30
100.0

0
0.0

30
100.0

Telephone Count
% Within Sample

30
100.0

0
0.0

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

65
98.5

1
1.5

66
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sam_Qle

125
99.2

1
0.8

126
100.0

79
narrow definition results in an overall prevalence rate of 0.8% for the 126 women
who responded to this question.
I believe there is a problem with the wording of the question regarding
voluntary intoxication. The purpose of the question is to solicit positive responses
from participants whose consent is meaningless because it was obtained after the
participant became voluntarily intoxicated, drugged, or in some other way incapable
of consenting. Some of the positive responses came from participants whose consent
to sex was obtained prior to the state of intoxication, which contaminated the data.
As Table 14 shows, using a definition that does not include the three questions
involving voluntary intoxication results in an overall prevalence rate of 34.4% for the
122 women who responded to this question.
Table 14
Prevalence Rate Without Voluntary Intoxication
Victim Without Intoxication

Total

Not Victim

Victim

Count
% Within Sample

17
56.7

13
43.3

30
100.0

Telephone Count
% Within Sample

21
70.0

30.0

9

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

42
67.7

20
32.3

62
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

80
65.6

42
34.4

122
100.0

Sample
Personal
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Ifthe crime ofrape is to be separated from child molestation, the age ofthe
victim at the time ofthe incident needs to be taken into consideration. As Table 15
shows, using a definition that does not include the three questions involving voluntary
intoxication or any incidents involving victims under the age of16 results in an
overall prevalence rate of26.2% for the 122 women who responded to this question.
While I can certainly understand the need to separate these incidents under certain
circumstances, I personally would have enormous difficulty suggesting to the one
participant that she was not really raped by that football player when she was 15 years
old or to the other participant that she was not really raped by her brother's friend
when she was 14 years old just because these women were born a few months too late
for the definitional cut off line.
Table 15
Adult Prevalence Rate Without Voluntary Intoxication
Adult Victim Without
Voluntary Intoxication
Not Victim Victim

Sample

Total

Count
% Within Sample

21
70.0

9
30.0

30
100.0

Telephone Count
% Within Sample

24
80.0

6
20.0

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

45
72.6

17
27.4

62
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

90
73.8

32
26.2

122
100.0

Personal
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Intoxication and Rape
Table 16 shows the number of participants within each group who responded
affirmatively to any of the three questions involving involuntary intoxication.
Overall, 5.6% of the 124 women who responded to this question reported that they
have had an experience during which sex was mixed with involuntary intoxication.
The stories that were shared with me about these particular incidents involved either
unguarded drinks or trusting the wrong person to guard drinks as such settings as
fraternity parties, after sporting events, or at other campus related parties.
Table 16
Prevalence Rate of Involuntary Intoxication
Involuntarily
Intoxicated
Sample

Total

No

Yes

Count
% Within Sample

27
90.0

3
10.0

30
100.0

Telephone Count
% Within Sample

28
93.3

2
6.7

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

62
96.9

2
3.1

64
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

117
94.4

7
5.6

124
100.0

Personal

Table 17 shows the number of participants within each group who responded
affirmatively to any of the three questions involving voluntary intoxication. Nearly
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one third (30.6%) of the 124 women who responded to this question reported that
they have had an experience during which sex was mixed with voluntary intoxication.
Some of these 38 women were victims, while some of them were not. Some of them
voluntarily became intoxicated after voluntarily consenting to have sex. According to
participants, mixing sex with mind-altering substances is sometimes the mutual goal
of the experience. Is it appropriate to label all of these incidents rape?
Table 17
Prevalence of Voluntary Intoxication
Voluntary Intoxication

Total

No

Yes

Count
% Within Sample

19
63.3

11
36.7

30
100.0

Telephone Count
% Within Sample

20
66.7

10
33.3

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

47
73.4

17
26.6

64
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

86
69.4

38
30.6

124
100.0

Sample
Personal

Data Collection Method Preferences
Participants in these pilot tests gave me a clear message about their
preferences of data collection method. As Table 18 shows, almost 97% of the 60
participants who responded suggested that using the telephone to call and offer
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participants their choice of data collection method is preferred to just adopting one
method for all participants.
Table 18
Offering Choice by Sample Distribution
Choice
Sample

Total

Choice

No Choice

Count
% Within Sample

30
100.0

0
0.0

30
100.0

Telephone Count
% Within Sample

28
93.3

2
6.7

30
100.0

Count
% Within Sample

58
96.7

2
3.3

60
100.0

Personal

Total

As in the pretest, the overwhelming majority of participants who responded in
the pilot tests did not find the use of the telephone to conduct this questionnaire to be
an acceptable method of data collection. Over 93% suggested using either the mail or
personal interviews for this questionnaire. Table 19 shows the distribution of data
collection method preferences by sample.
Participants used the following language to describe their thoughts on the
different data collection methods:
Confidentiality is the issue, and I don't feel like the telephone gives me
that. ... The telephone doesn't adequately deal with all the privacy
issues....Using the telephone is too risky. Someone who shouldn't be might
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be listening in on the call....I am not comfortable talking on the phone....The
mail is too impersonal and victims won't send it back. The personal interview
method is best if time permits but if not, then the mail will have to do, but the
telephone is out of the question. It is a bad idea....You will get better valid
and more truthful answers in person....Personal interviews are required to
give the person answering the questions someone to go to for clarification
with the questions and also for help if they need it....With the mail, I will
forget to do it even if I really want to and with the phone, I can't think because
there is too much visual and auditory stimuli at home....Not the telephone,
that is for sure. It is too noisy and distracting on the phone....The telephone
reduces the feeling of privacy and safety and comfort but you can talk freely
in person with a real person and you might feel more private with a mailed
survey too....There are too many distractions with the telephone. You need to
either read it alone or sit with someone face to face ....No one likes to talk
about personal stuff on the phone because of privacy and distractions and it is
too hard to get into a mindset to think about these questions ....Giving choice
is a must because people will give you better information, which means more
than just the number of yeses and nos....The telephone sucks for this
questionnaire....Most people will just say no to everything on the telephone
just to get it over with. They won't really care about what you are doing
because it isn't real unless they read it or talk to you in person.
Table 19
Data Collection Method Preferences by Sample Distribution
Total

Method Preference
Personal Telephone Mail

Sample
Personal

Count
% Within Sample

Telephone Count
% Within Sample
Total

Count
% Within Sample

10

2

11

33.3

6.7

8

Not
Telephone

36.7

7
23.3

30
100.0

2

9

11

30

26.7

6.7

30.0

36.7

100.0

18

4

20

18

60

30.0

6.7

33.3

30.0

100.0
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The Participants' Questions
Overall, participants were very generous with their opinions about what
questions should be asked when conducting rape research. While many participants
suggested asking additional questions, only one participant suggested that any of the
existing questions were unnecessary when she wrote, "What is the point? You are
just asking the same questions over and over again just trying to be nosy." Another
participant offered the following advice:
More emphasis should be placed on gaining strength to leave the abusive
relationships rather than just leaving. If the abuse was successful, the victim
knows/thinks they are weak and cannot leave the ones they love. Too much
emphasis is on the physical abuse when there is just as much psychological
abuse.
No one directly challenged or questioned the specific behaviors involved in
the definition of "had sex," although several participants felt the need to indicate
when incidents involved "just oral sex." This may indicate that there is some
question in people's minds as to whether or not oral incidents should be counted as
sex. I suspect that more people would have voiced these kinds of concerns if the
word rape or sexual assault had been used in the questionnaire. This would make the
link between rape and oral sex more explicit, which might have encouraged more
discussion. One participant voiced the following concern:
I have over the past 4 years 'had sex' with 17 people. I'm not sure I wanted to
have sex with any of them. It's just always been very hard for me to say no
and when I do, they always convince me to say yes or keep pushing words
into my brain until I do say yes.
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Many participants suggested that information on additional incidents also be
collected. Several participants shared the following statements:
This questionnaire only asks about rape, what about assault or attempted rape?
This is a problem I know firsthand. A man I know was let into my home this
morning and tried to do things to me because he was drunk. I feel sick and
angry. Who is there to stop these people? Who is there to help me even
though I was not raped? .. .It may be beneficial to include an additional section
considering acts such as heavy petting, deep kissing, fondling, etc. done by
others as a result of force, threat, or following expressed refusal....You might
want to think about a sexual abuse survey. Someone may have had a violent
or disturbing sexual episode without actually having sex. I'm one of
them ....You failed to mention attempted rape. I have been threatened and
attacked and fought off an attack ....Attempted rapes and assaults need to be
asked about as well....No one has actually done any of these acts to me but
once someone would have. I think you should ask questions about "not
having sex" also ....
I was surprised at how many different contingency questions that participants
were interested in adding to the questionnaire. Like the participants in the pretest
group, these participants were interested in knowing the sex, age, and race/ethnicity
of the perpetrator. One participant also suggested that information be collected on the
annual incomes of both the victim and the perpetrator as a measure of social class.
Like the participants in the pretest group, many of these participants were
interested in the victim's perception of the incident. One participant asked, "Where is
the word rape? Don't you think you should ask at some point if she defined the
incident as rape?" Another participant suggested that we should ask if the victim's
perception has changed at all since the incident happened.
Many other participants suggested that we should ask questions about the
victim's feelings and behavior after the incident. Many participants suggested asking
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if and to whom the incident was reported, and what the outcome of reporting it was.
Others were more interested in knowing what effect the incident had on the victim's
daily life. Primarily, participants were interested in knowing:
What are the victim's feelings about the incident? ...What negative
consequences did the victim suffer as a result of the attack? ...Did the victim
need any counseling to get over it? ... Does the vktim still suffer any negative
effects in her daily life from the incident? ... How has the incident affected the
victim's relationships?
Like the participants in the pretest group, these participants were very much
interested in finding out the location of the incident. Whenever I asked why that
particular piece of information was important, every participant suggested that
knowing the most common locations these incidents occur is directly related to
preventing rape and sexual assault from happening. One participant put it this way,
"Ifl know where most rapes happen, then I know where not to go." Another
participant said, "If women are informed as to the most common location of these
incidents, then we will be better armed to protect ourselves and prevent it from
happening to us."
Emotions and Rape Research
The management of my emotions during this research project was nothing
short of a daily struggle from the beginning. I prepared myself for the very real
possibility that I would hear stories that would remind me of my own life, which
might re-open some old wounds and cause me grief. Sure enough, I heard stories that
set off my grieving process from my own issues. In addition, I heard other stories
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that have made me begin to question my own definitions of certain situations, which
has really thrown my reality a curveball. I think the biggest shock, however, was my
lack of preparation for the stories that made me afraid for the safety of my teenage
daughter. Instead of focusing on the victimization I survived as a teenager, hearing
the stories of the victimization of some of these young women made me terrified for
my daughter's future. She just turned 15 years old and thinks she is ready to start
dating. Her timing could not be any worse. This particular issue may take me a
while to resolve.
As I moved from the design stage of this project into the data collection stage,
I became more and more protective of the women who participated in this project. I
watched myself and felt myself reverting back to the behaviors I learned working
with victims of domestic violence at the YWCA. Protecting their safety was my first
priority, and offering them the opportunity for empowerment through having a voice
was my second. Collecting the data became my third.
Protecting their safety involved protecting the privacy and confidentiality of
all the participants involved in this project, which produced a lot more anxiety than I
had anticipated. Each participant who came to the Kercher Center for Social
Research walked with me down the entire length of the hallway to a back comer
office where the interviews could be conducted privately. I found walking past the
open office doors of that hallway extremely uncomfortable. It is perfectly normal for
faculty and graduate students to glance up from their own work to smile and/or say
hello when someone walks down that hallway. Others occasionally loiter and make
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conversation, which I usually find to be a nice ritual. I have been known to do it
myself when I can afford the time, but I did not like it all when I was with these
women. It is a small department, and people knew I was conducting interviews for
my thesis on rape prevalence. With this little bit of information, people's
imaginations tend to fill in any blanks, and their curiosity gets peaked, especially
people who work in the social sciences. Being a voyeur is just part of the job. Again,
I am afraid it is the nature of the beast. In this context, however, I became very
paranoid that someone might somehow be able to link the stories in my thesis with a
participant that they might have remembered seeing with me at the Kercher Center.
I dealt with my discomfort as we walked down that hallway by talking with
the women. I did not want to draw any additional attention to us or to the subject of
the research, so I chose a neutral subject through which to build some rapport. I
created small talk around midterms and vacation plans, since I finished both sets of
personal interviews just before and just after spring break.
I do not think I was the only one who felt discomfort walking down that
hallway. After every interview, I gave participants the option of walking out the
same way in which they entered or through the back door of the computer room,
which would allow them to avoid walking past any other people in the Kercher
Center. The overwhelming majority of women chose to leave by the back door.
Very few women chose to walk down the hallway again. I walked every participant
out regardless of which exit she chose, just to ensure that she made it safely to the
door without interruption. I asked them all to come to the Kercher Center to
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participate in this research with me, and I felt personally responsible for their safety
while they were there. Although there were no real incidents during the interviewing,
the anxiety and concern I felt were nevertheless very real.
Offering the opportunity for empowerment by giving participants a voice in
the research meant several things to me. For one, I needed to pay careful attention to
the language used by participants so as not to misquote or misrepresent them.
Because I did not use any recording device other than writing notes on the
questionnaire, writing quickly and accurately at the same time was important. This
also gave me great anxiety during the interviews. For another, I needed to refrain
from succumbing to the temptation to assume the role of the expert when talking with
the participants. Their responses and their thoughts and feelings about those
responses were the important issues at hand, not attempting to convert them to having
a set of thoughts and feelings about those responses that was perfectly consistent with
my own. Several times I felt burning in my stomach and a dull ache in my chest, and
I would catch myself holding my breath as I listened to participants tell me that what
happened to them was not really rape because the person who had sex with them after
they expressed refusal was their boyfriend or husband. Part of me wanted to just cry,
and another part of me wanted to argue with them and say, "My God, don't you hear
what you are saying? Don't you get it? No one has the right to take sex from you
whenever they want to have it without your consent just because you are in a
committed relationship!" This, however, is not conducive to offering someone the
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opportunity to share her voice; rather, it is more conducive to further silencing her
voice and thus further reducing her sense of self.

CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSIONS
Discussion of Findings
Total Survey Error
Overall, the results of both the pretest and the pilot tests were positive. The
high response rates indicate that this topic is relevant enough in the lives of female
WMU students to stimulate sufficient interest to warrant further research. I do,
however, have some serious concerns over the extraordinarily high rate of coverage
error. I find it disturbing that a research oriented university like WMU does not have
the infrastructure in place to generate a reasonable list of currently enrolled female
students with their local contact information for the purpose of conducting research.
This weakness in the research design can affect a researcher's abilities to obtain
funding for future research.
While the participants were satisfied with the questionnaire overall, it still
needs improvement. Because of the ambiguity involved in attempting to distinguish
between strangers and acquaintances, I need to add a contingency question asking the
participant to define her relationship to the perpetrator. In addition, the voluntary
intoxication question needs work. More importantly, more information on the

92

93
participant's perception of the incident is needed, especially when intoxication is
involved.
Descriptive Statistics
We may never agree completely on the definition of rape, but at least we can
collect consistent data for comparison purposes. These data may reveal patterns that
stimulate more discourse about definitional lines. Researchers who define rape in
narrow terms will no doubt find lower rape rates more similar to the 0.8% found in
this study, while those who define rape in broad terms will no doubt find higher rape
rates more similar to the 26.2%, 34.4%, and 45.1 % also found in this study. This is
nothing new. As the literature suggests, we already have this condition now. The
difference is that now these drastically different rates can come from using the same
questionnaire but manipulating the responses differently. The responses to all the
questions will be available for cross comparison even if the primary researchers do
not include those responses in their calculations, which will allow for a different kind
of discourse on rape research.
Obvious patterns can be seen with these data. Some patterns suggest
something about the level of intimacy involved in the relationship between
perpetrators and victims. Other patterns suggest something about the age of the
victims or their race/ethnicity. While minority students were over-represented in this
study, the numbers were not large enough to allow me to report on these data without
putting these students at some additional risk of exposure. The benefit of the

discourse on these patterns does not justify that risk. The point is that it is possible
with large enough samples to do these kinds of analyses and to generate the kinds of
discussions that are sorely needed.
Too often in these cases, the researcher will collapse the race/ethnicity
categories into just two: white and non-white. While it is theoretically acceptable to
do this, I just cannot convince myself to do it. The practice may be excused as just
another trade-off we have to make in the name of social scientific research, but to me
it is just another subtle example of the ethnocentric nature of so much of our research.
I must address one more issue relating to race/ethnicity that emerged from this
study. The response categories within the race/ethnicity question are obviously not
sufficient for the population of WMU students. WMU has a large proportion of
international students, and I sincerely hope none of the seven Asian students were
offended at having to choose "Other" as their race/ethnicity because Asian was not
provided as an option. It is ethnocentric to include the category Asian American and
to exclude Asian. I must apologize for the subtle waving of the flag of the United
States in the faces of these particular participants. Unfortunately, this is an issue over
which I have no control at the moment and will have to take up with HSIRB before I
continue research in this area on this population.
Intoxication and Rape
Of all the findings from this study, the frequency (45.1 %) with which
voluntary intoxication and sex were combined has me the most perplexed. It is
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through my attempts to understand this particular issue that so many other questions
emerge. For example, exactly where do we draw the line with intoxication? When is
a person too intoxicated to consent or refuse? Does the state of intoxication nullify
any consent attained prior to the state of intoxication? When and under what
conditions are people allowed to change their minds and either withdraw consent or
decide to give it?
I cannot help but remember the lessons I learned working at a behavioral
counseling center with clients who had been arrested for drug and/or alcohol related
offenses. It did not take long working in that environment to learn that usually when
a person drinks to the point of a blackout, very few if any people around that person
have any clue that the person is in a blackout. The intoxicated person may go about
his or her business as usual but will have no memory whatsoever of the ensuing
events once the state of intoxication has passed. Each person's level of tolerance to
intoxication is different, as is the way each person experiences the effects of mind
altering substances. This alone makes setting the definitional lines problematic.
At this point, all I can honestly conclude from this study is that we need to
gather more information on what is going on here. We need more information than a
few closed-ended questions can provide. We need to continue talking with
participants about these experiences and what they mean to the participants. We need
to continue listening to what the participants are already telling us, and these women
are saying that intoxication, rape, sexual assault, sexual coercion, sexual

irresponsibility, sexual miscommunication, and the sexual politics of every day life
are all very much related. As one participant said:
The lines are not clear nor are they consistent. We need to start talking more
with each other and we need to talk with men too. Talking with women alone
will not solve these issues. It will take the combined efforts of men and
women alike to make the kinds of change necessary to solve these kinds of
issues.
I was so relieved to hear this. Too often I hear people complain about the
phallocentric nature of most research but they present solutions that I can call nothing
other than "uterocentric." Combating sexism with sexism just does not make sense to
me. It gives me hope to hear so many women join me in this thought.
Data Collection Method Preferences
Participants were very clear on their preferences for data collection method.
Their comments made it perfectly clear that the telephone is not an adequate method
for collecting data of this nature. The high cooperation rates with the personal
interview groups and the high response rate with the mail group indicate that these are
acceptable methods of data collection, while the low cooperation rate with the
telephone interview group indicates that this is not an acceptable method. No clear
pattern emerged indicating that the mail is or is not preferred to personal interviews,
which of course suggests that this is an area in which future research is badly needed.
I also find it very interesting that no one in the telephone interview group
reported her age to be over 29. This could of course just be a random meaningless
fluke, but it could mean something entirely different. If using the telephone for this
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questionnaire created as much distress for participants as they suggested to me that it
does, then lying about their age might be a relatively innocuous way of venting that
discomfort. It could be a passive aggressive outlet for those uncomfortable emotions.
In addition to the comments offered by participants on this matter, my own
discomfort during the telephone interviews indicates to me that this is not an adequate
method of data collection for this questionnaire. One could, of course, argue that my
discomfort was a direct result of the conditioning on my mind from the participants'
comments, but does it really matter what caused my discomfort? Its existence
inhibited me from doing the job of data collection to my satisfaction. That alone
makes it an unacceptable method of data collection for me.
The Participants' Questions
Primarily, these participants were interested in issues related to prevention
strategies and the perception of the victim. The need for information about the
perception of the victim is directly related to the issue of whose voice gets privileged.
The participants did not question me on how the prevalence rate would be calculated
for this questionnaire. I believe participants understand how quantitative survey
research works in that it is the researcher who collects the responses, manipulates the
numbers, and presents the findings. I believe participants want their voices heard by
being able to offer their own perceptions of those numbers. Combining the voices of
the participants with the numbers and voices of the researcher means that in the end
both sets of voices are heard. There should not be a question of whose voice is
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privileged if no voice has been silenced. It may not be possible to hear every single
voice, but it should be a goal that no voice be silenced.
I agree with the participants that the prevention of rape and other sexual
violence is ultimately the desired goal; however, I have some grave concerns over
how that goal gets played out in the real world. It seems to me that many times the
language of prevention is tied to victim blaming, which is used to further stigmatize
and marginalize women. I am not pointing to any alleged plot by men in general to
do this. I am merely suggesting that this is the result of what is happening and that
we must find a way to stop the negative consequences that this has for the everyday
lives of women. For example, a 1980 study showed that the criminal justice
personnel participating in the study, which included judges, prosecutors, and police,
"had beliefs about the causes of rape and how rape can be prevented that tend to put
the responsibility on the victim" (Home, 1993, p. 312). I have to agree with
Elizabeth Stanko, who said, "my work taught me to listen to the anxieties and
precautionary strategies women use to avoid sexual violence as [original emphasis
included] evidence of women's place in society" (1997, p. 83). Victoria Pitts and
Martin Schwartz (1997) further warn:
Counseling women to change their behavior to avoid being raped and blaming
them for that behavior ignores the fact that women have the right to walk
alone at night, the right to go on dates, the right to go to a bar, and the right to
drink alcohol. Women have to restrict their lives not because their behavior is
wrong or illegal but because men take advantage of the vulnerability of
women. In the short run, activity restriction may be the best advice for
women who wish to avoid rape, but blaming survivors for the degrading and
violent behavior of men not only legitimizes a society in which women are
forced to restrict their lives out of fear of rape but takes away their right to be
angry about it. (p. 70)
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Although I can certainly appreciate the need for prevention strategies, and I
think it is a very worthy focus for further research and activism, I fear that the
language of prevention itself is used as a way to yet further violate victims by
blaming them for not preventing their own victimization and to further control
women through the use of fear tactics. We must never forget that it is not the victim
who is responsible for the rape; it is the rapist who is responsible. Real prevention
will require change at the structural level coupled with change at both the
interpersonal and intrapersonal levels (Iadicola & Shupe, 1998).
Too often the language of prevention is used not to talk about these issues but
to explain away the horrors that happen to victims every day. She should have known
better than to have done something or said something or worn something or been
somewhere. She should have. Those three little words summarize what I hear in my
heart when I hear the way the language of prevention is being used. She should have.
In three little words his behavior is understood, and her pain is dismissed. She
should have. In those three little words for that brief moment in time I can pretend
that I do not have to feel afraid because what happened to her was directed at her
BECAUSE SHE SHOULD HAVE. This false sense of security may be dangerous
for me, but the negative consequences are exponentially worse for the victimized
woman whose life will never be the same again because she believed she should
have.
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Emotions and Rape Research
This project was a great deal more difficult than I had anticipated it would be
in terms of managing my own emotions. I naively assumed that being prepared for
my emotions would somehow make them easier to manage. On the contrary, being
prepared for them only made me overestimate how much I could handle. I went into
this project thinking I was prepared for the emotions I would feel from hearing the
stories of other women's experiences and from dealing with the memories of my own
experiences. I thought being prepared meant that the actual process of dealing with
my emotions would somehow be easier. I was wrong. Being prepared did not make
my emotions any easier to manage. I was just more conscious of the process of
feeling them.
I was not prepared for some of the emotions I felt. I became very paranoid
about the interest in my work by inquisitive colleagues and peers. I distanced myself
from most people and felt very guarded around others during this project. There
were days when I simply could not bear the thought of coming to campus and talking
about sexual violence. There were days when I could not do anything but cry. There
were days when my tears turned to rage, and I needed to be alone to deal with it
constructively. S urprisingly, there were also many days that I enjoyed a sense of
serenity, which I see not so much as freedom from the storms of life, but more as a
sense of peace amid them.
One of the hardest emotional processes with which I had to deal was the
constant struggle within myself over not silencing anyone's voice. I was sickened by
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the string of affirmative responses and the stories that were shared with me. It was
literally gut wrenching to listen to participants casually describe situations to me that
I define as rape and then proceed to tell me that while the incident may have not been
ideal it certainly was not assault or rape or a crime or wrong really. Ifl were still
working with drug and alcohol clients I would have lab�led this behavior denial. It is
that voice in my head that thinks she knows everything which begins voicing her
truths at this point. If we do not step in and show these women "the truth" then how
are they ever going to see it?
One participant told me, "I think a lot of girls don't realize that if someone has
sex with you while you're unconscious after voluntarily drinking alcohol or using
drugs that it's rape. This happened to me and it took a lot of convincing before I
understood and accepted what had happened." At first, this statement seemed to only
justify the position of this particular voice in my head. After all, without the
intervention of experts who knew better than the victim, this participant would never
have seen the light.
The other feminist voice in my head was angry enough on occasion to choke
the fascist life right out of that voice. The only real expert in that participant's
situation is that participant herself. Her perception of her situation is all that really
matters. Instead of telling her my perception, my goal was to hear about hers and to
try to understand it as best I could from her own perspective. It was also my goal to
empower women. By allowing each woman to lead the course of the conversation, I
offered my perceptions only when they were solicited. Even though in my heart I
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knew this was the right thing to do for the sake of empowerment, it was by far the
most difficult thing to do as well.
In the end, I realized that I do not know nearly as much as I think I know
sometimes, which has also set off a slight reaction of insecurity. Although I knew
some of the definitional lines were fuzzy, I thought I could at least conclude that
anyone who answered yes to the question about being asleep when someone else "had
sex" with them had been victimized. After all, it is impossible to get consent from
someone who is asleep. One participant told me that her boyfriend liked to wake her
up and surprise her like that sometimes. My first reaction was an intense desire to let
that one fascist, yet still feminist, voice in my head rip into this woman and set her
straight. She had clearly been brainwashed by this guy, the media, the church, the
family, the state, and society to think that this was some romantic gesture when in
fact she had obviously been raped. Instead, I let my other voices control my listening
abilities. Eventually, I heard what this woman was saying to me. Rape is about
nonconsent, and I made the erroneous conclusion that people are consistent in the
way they determine consent. I say I operate under the philosophy that yes is assumed
until a no is received, but that is not what my reaction to this situation is saying. This
participant did not refuse and yet I considered it rape because yes was never received.
This is not consistent with my philosophy. From this, I can conclude a couple of
things. For one, I do not fully understand these issues as just another member of
society let alone as a social scientist. For another, this issue of consent needs to be
discussed with participants and further explored in future studies. And finally, it is a

103
good policy to resist the fascist feminist voice in my head even when I am certain
beyond a shadow of a doubt that she is right because that is usually when I am
attempting to silence another's voice with the egocentric ramblings of my own. I
need to never forget my own experiences where this issue is concerned. I needed to
define my own situations for myself and anyone who tried to tell me otherwise only
drove me deeper into the need to justify my own definitions. Over-powering the
disempowered in the name of empowerment is a lot like fighting sexism with sexism;

it just does not work.
Limitations and Things I Will Do Differently Next Time
There are several aspects of this study that I will change if I am fortunate
enough to do this kind of study again. First, I will start earlier and allow more time
for writing the scripts for scheduling and conducting the interviews. I was so
concerned about jumping through the bureaucratic hoops required by HSIRB that I
did not really personalize those scripts. When the time came to use them, I found that
while I used the same words on the page, I needed to rearrange many of the words
and entire sentences in order to make the flow of the conversation work for me.
Second, I could have drastically increased my efficiency rates and my possible
eligibles rates if I had not panicked about not getting done on time. Each of the
samples with the exception of the mail sample was drawn in smaller runs of either 20
or 45 names. I started each group with a list of 45 names with the intention of calling
each number at least four times before moving onto the next list of names. After the
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third attempt, however, I started panicking and decided to move on to the next list.
Once I had completed the number of interviews I had originally wanted, I stopped
calling. Consequently, I made only one attempt to reach many numbers, which is
what made my rates so low. My efficiency rates were only approximately half as
high as they should have been primarily because of the.high coverage error and the
inadequate number of attempts I made to reach each potential participant. My
possible eligible rates were only approximately two-thirds as high as they should have
been, primarily because of my panic to finish on time. The high coverage error did
not affect these rates as the ineligible numbers had already been removed.
Third, White and Humphrey (1997) report that "by asking respondents to
report how many times each event had occurred, we are able to calculate a continuous
measure of sexual assault experiences" (p. 40). I chose to simply ask participants to
identify at what age(s) the incidents occurred. I was seriously unprepared for how
many of the participants answered affirmatively to more than one question per
questionnaire and also for how many different incidents could be talked about for
some affirmative responses. For example, one questionnaire contained 12 affirmative
responses while two others contained six. While these were not typical
questionnaires, it was not uncommon to see three affirmative responses on one
questionnaire. Maybe it was because I was na'ive in some respects, but part of me
just did not want to accept that there would really be that many multiple affirmative
responses within each questionnaire. The responses did not allow me to measure
frequency as I had hoped.

105
Fourth, I wanted this questionnaire to remain gender-neutral to allow for
victims and perpetrators of either sex; however, due to the limitations imposed by
HSIRB I did not include the questions necessary to determine the sex of either party.
By not including these questions and only including females in the sampling frame, I
may have inadvertently painted a heterocentric and sex;ist picture of sexual violence.
While I will agree that starting with college aged females is a natural place to start, I
would never suggest that it is an appropriate place to limit the focus of all research.
Rape and sexual violence are a part of men's lives and women's lives of all
sexualities. Limiting our focus and our discourse to only male perpetrators of female
victims only further marginalizes and stigmatizes these victims and inappropriately
encourages anti-male sentiments, which only makes matters worse in my opinion.
Fifth, I will ask more questions about the research process in the future. I
wish I had asked participants whether they think the sex and race/ethnicity of the
interviewer will have an impact on reporting sexual violence. I also wish I had
relaxed and asked more impromptu questions as the opportunity arose during these
interviews, but I was nervous and still had the fear of HSIRB lurking in my head.
Next time I will still allow the participant to lead the pace and set the depth of the
discussion, but I will allow myself more flexibility with my discourse with
participants.
Finally, I will not be so hard on myself next time. This research process at
times seemed to suck the life right out of me. I found myself overwhelmed and numb
many times, which tells me that I was not taking care of myself properly during the
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process. Sometimes I overestimated the amount of stress I could handle and did not
give myself permission to slow down. Next time I will definitely set a limit to the
number of interviews I conduct in one day. I will limit the number of days in a row
that I allow myself to conduct interviews as well, because the process is very
draining, and I did not adequately give myself time to re-balance between interviews,
which really upset my emotional stability. In addition, my life did not slow down
during these interviews, and my own personal life caused me some intense grief.
Sometimes being prepared for difficult times is just not enough to make those times
any less difficult. This research process has been one of those times.
Suggestions for Future Research
Improvements in future research within this area will include clear definitions
regarding the behaviors included; more attention given to sampling procedures; the
use of multiple methods for testing causes, correlations, and consequences of rape;
replication of strong designs; and especially the introspection of researchers into their
own underlying assumptions about rape (Bergen, 1993; DeKeseredy, 1997; White &
Farmer, 1992; White & Humphrey, 1997; White & Sorenson, 1992). White and
Farmer (1992) strongly suggest that multi-strategic approaches need to be applied to
the concept of rape in order to fully understand sexual assault and its implications to
society. National studies with strong research designs that take into consideration the
methodological concerns discussed in this paper and elsewhere in the research
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literature should be conducted in order to first establish more accurate prevalence and
incidence rates of both rape and attempted rape.
Further testing with this questionnaire is definitely needed. I consider the
pretest and pilot test interviews I conducted to be a way of examining the
questionnaire's content validity as it is defined by Litwin (1995):
Content validity is a subjective measure of how appropriate the items seem to
a set of reviewers who have some knowledge of the subject matter. The
assessment of content validity typically involves an organized review of the
survey's contents to ensure that it includes everything it should and does not
include anything it shouldn't. (p. 35)
I listened to what input participants offered to me about the content (and the process)
of the questionnaire, rather than turning it over to "the experts," whoever they are
supposed to be. In my thinking, real women living in this society are the real experts
on what we want to know about the rapes and other sexual violations that happen to
us in our daily lives. As a result, in the end, the questionnaire became the product of
our collective labor.
This is just a first step in testing the questionnaire. Now that we have a better
idea of what we want to know, we also need to continue testing to make sure the
questions are worded in such a way as to solicit that information. This will involve
further pretesting and pilot testing with larger samples in addition to also testing the
questionnaire's criterion and concurrent validity. "Criterion validity is a measure of
how well one instrument stacks up against another instrument or
predictor. ...Concurrent validity requires that the survey in question be judged against
some other method that is acknowledged as a "gold standard" for assessing the same

108
variable" (Litwin, 1995, p. 37). The SES designed by Mary Koss is the gold standard
against which this questionnaire could be judged. Other researchers often use the tool
as tests of its reliability and validity have already been conducted. Koss and Gidycz
(1985) contend:
Women who have experienced rape were observed to respond consistently to
the Sexual Experiences Survey whether given privately or in the presence of
an interviewer. However, the results revealed a tendency among male
participants to deny behaviors during interviews that had been revealed on
self-reports ....Changed responses may indicate false self-reports, but they
may also suggest that participants are willing to reveal behavior anonymously
that they do not wish to discuss openly. (p. 423)
This also suggests that further research is still needed to determine how data
collection may or may not affect the findings of the research.
There is one additional type of validity testing I need to mention, mainly
because I am having considerable trouble with it. "Divergent (discriminant) validity
is another theoretically based way of thinking about the ability of a measure to
estimate the underlying truth in a given area" (Litwin, 1995, p. 44). The underlying
assumption implicit in this statement, however, is that there is only one objective
"truth" to be measured, a notion with which I have a serious problem. Every time I
attempt to reconcile with this notion, the hair on the back of my neck stands up,
because I know I am about to be silenced again. I shall continue to struggle with this
issue as I proceed with this research; but for now, I can only accept that there is not
one but are multiple truths in the world. What I accept as "the truth" may or may not
be compatible with what anyone else accepts as "the truth," but these truths are real in
our own minds, and as such, they have direct and real impact on our daily lives. They
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are real in that we take action based on those truths we believe (Ellis, 1994). They are
real in their consequences (Thomas, 1966). Furthermore, these truths are never static.
I redefine my own truths every time I revisit them.
It is my inability to reconcile with the notion of one objective truth that
prevents me from wholeheartedly embracing quantitative methods and the paradigm
of post positivism from which they emerge. On the other hand, I can not
wholeheartedly embrace relativism either. I can only tolerate so much of it before my
head begins to spin and nothing makes sense to me any more at which time I need to
jump back into the calming safety net of post positivistic black and white thinking
agam.
Guba and Lincoln (1994) support the notion of mixing qualitative and
quantitative methods, but they strongly disagree with mixing paradigmatic
philosophies. "Questions of method are secondary to questions of paradigm, which
we define as the basic belief system or worldview that guides the investigator, not
only in choices of method but in ontologically and epistemologically fundamental
ways" (p. 105). I have not yet decided if what I am experiencing is just a normal part
of attempting to balance two conflicting paradigmatic philosophies or ifl am really in
the process of a paradigmatic shift (Kuhn, 1996) away from post positivism
altogether.
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Conclusions
While I am struggling with the notions of post positivism and objective truth, I
still agree with Miller and Crabtree (1998) that an adequate research design often
requires both quantitative and qualitative approaches integrated within a multimethod
approach. One without the other is inadequately incomplete. According to Walter
DeKeseredy (1997), getting valid and reliable data from a representative sample can:
increase the probability of influencing campus and government officials to
devote resources to curb sexual assault in university/college dating
relationships. However, reasonably accurate statistics ...often do not motivate
policy makers to devote more time, energy, and money to the prevention and
control of woman abuse. (p. 48)
Fontana and Frey (1998) argue:
The structured interview proceeds under a stimulus-response format,
assuming that if questions (previously determined to elicit adequate indicators
of the variable under examination) are phrased correctly, the respondent will
answer them truthfully. Such an interviewing style often elicits rational
responses, but it overlooks or inadequately assesses the emotional dimension.
(p. 53)
Miller and Crabtree contend that "knowing the probabilities is not enough and
is often inappropriate. The stories' uniqueness and context are also essential threads
in the fabric. Without them our bodies and lives remain fragmented and power is
imposed" (1998, p. 309). Indeed, Clough (1992) warns, "knowledge produced under
the guise of objective science is too often used for purposes of social control" (as
quoted in Denzin, 1998, p. 336). Thus, Rachael Kennedy Bergen (1993) suggests that
in-depth interviews using feminist methodologies are the best method available to
investigate the topic of rape, because they deobjectify the participants and force the
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researcher to critically examine the ways in which the research might affect the
participants, while keeping in mind the ultimate goal of the liberation of all women.
I can not honestly say that one method is the best as a result of this study, but I
can say that using the telephone is the method of data collection least preferred by the
participants, including me. I can also say that I strongly believe asking participants
what they want out of research and how they want to participate is the right thing to
do.
Florence Home argues that "reform efforts to date have targeted symptoms
rather than underlying causes. Permanently altering violence against women requires
fundamental social change. A greater number of women have entered the legal
profession and can work from inside the system to bring about change" (1993, p.
312). Socialist feminism argues that even if we do change the laws and structural
flaws that create and perpetuate inequality, women and men will never be truly equal
until their minds have changed and their ideologies and attitudes are also changed
(Tong, 1998). I believe that giving an opportunity to be heard to the voiceless is the
first step in allowing them to develop their own voice.
I believe that research of this nature is a step in the right direction as are the
collaborative efforts of men and women committed to the goals of equality. The trick
is going to be linking together "those in the research and academic communities who
are knowledgeable in conducting qualitative research studies to those in the policy
arena who can commission such work and who will make use of the findings" (Rist,
1998, p. 422). Making the links is the important step. This research is just one small

112
step in that direction, linking researchers, participants, and text in an attempt to open
a dialogue about conducting feminist rape research.
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DO NOT put your name any where on this form
Anonymous Questionnaire on Sexual Violence
I.

General Demographics

1. What is your age? ________
2. Which of the following best describes your race/ethnicity?
a. African-American

f. Hispanic

b. Alaskan Native

g. Multiracial

C.

American Indian

h. Pacific Islander

d.

Asian-American

1.

Other, please specify

e. Caucasian
II.

Sexual Violence
Each of the following questions includes the phrase "had sex." The meaning of this phrase

includes the following acts: sexual intercourse, anal intercourse, oral intercourse, or penetration of the
mouth or anus by objects other than a penis. Please do not include any other behaviors as sex acts
when answering these questions.
The first series of questions asks about your past sexual experiences with strangers.
PLEASE ANSWER YES OR NO TO THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS.
1. Has a stranger ever had sex with you by threatening to use force? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen?______________
2. Has a stranger ever had sex with you by actually using force? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen?______________
3. Has a stranger ever had sex with you by threatening to use a weapon?

Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
4. Has a stranger ever had sex with you by actually using a weapon? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
5. Has a stranger ever had sex with you when you were asleep or unconscious? Yes No
If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
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Has
a
stranger
ever
had
sex
with
you
when
you
were
intoxicated,
drugged,
or
in
some
other
way
6.
incapable of consenting or refusing? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? _______________
7. Has a stranger ever had sex with you after you expressed refusal? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
8. Has a stranger ever had sex with you when you did not want to but were too afraid to express
refusal? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
The next series of questions asks about your past sexual experiences with acquaintances with
whom you have not had a romantic relationship. PLEASE ANSWER YES OR NO TO THE
FOLLOWING QUESTIONS.

9. Has an acquaintance with whom you have not had a romantic relationship ever had sex with you
by threatening to use force? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? _______________
10. Has an acquaintance with whom you have not had a romantic relationship ever had
sex with you by actually using force? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
11. Has an acquaintance with whom you have not had a romantic relationship ever had
sex with you by threatening to use a weapon? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? _______________
12. Has an acquaintance with whom you have not had a romantic relationship ever had
sex with you by actually using a weapon? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
13. Has an acquaintance with whom you have not had a romantic relationship ever had sex with you
when you were asleep or unconscious? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? _______________
14. Has an acquaintance with whom you have not had a romantic relationship ever had sex with you
when you were intoxicated, drugged, or in some other way incapable of consenting or refusing?
Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
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15. Has an acquaintance with whom you have not had a romantic relationship ever had sex with you
after you expressed refusal? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
16. Has an acquaintance with whom you have not had a romantic relationship ever had sex with you
when you did not want to but were too afraid to expressed refusal?

Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________

The next series of questions asks about your past sexual experiences with dates. PLEASE
ANSWER YES OR NO TO THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS.

No

17. Has a date ever had sex with you by threatening to use force? Yes

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________

18. Has a date ever had sex with you by actually using force? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
19. Has a date ever had sex with you by threatening to use a weapon? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
20. Has a date ever had sex with you by actually using a weapon? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
21. Has a date ever had sex with you when you were asleep or unconscious? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
22. Has a date ever had sex with you when you were intoxicated, drugged, or in some other way
incapable of consenting or refusing? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
23. Has a date ever had sex with you after you expressed refusal? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
24. Has a date ever had sex with you when you did not want to but were too afraid to express refusal?
Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
This next series of questions asks about your past sexual experiences with sexual partners,
significant others, or spouses. PLEASE ANSWER YES OR NO TO THE FOLLOWING
QUESTIONS.
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25. Has a sexual partner, significant other, or spouse ever had sex with you by threatening to use
force? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? _______________
26. Has a sexual partner, significant other, or spouse ever had sex with you by actually using force?
Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
27. Has a sexual partner, significant other, or spouse ever had sex with you by threatening to use a
weapon? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
28. Has a sexual partner, significant other, or spouse ever had sex with you by actually using a
weapon? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
29. Has a sexual partner, significant other, or spouse ever had sex with you when you were asleep or
unconscious? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
30. Has a sexual partner, significant other, or spouse ever had sex with you when you were
intoxicated, drugged, or in some other way incapable of consenting or refusing?
Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
31. Has a sexual partner, significant other, or spouse ever had sex with you after you expressed
refusal? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
32. Has a sexual partner, significant other, or spouse ever had sex with you when you did not want to
but were too afraid to expressed refusal? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
This final series of questions asks about your past sexual experiences with anyone else you
have not yet mention. PLEASE ANSWER YES OR NO TO THE FOLLOWING QUESTIONS.

33. Has anyone else you have not yet mentioned ever had sex with you by threatening to use force?
Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
If yes, please describe your relationship with that person___________
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34. Has anyone else you have not yet mentioned ever had sex with you by actually using force? Yes
No
If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ---------------If yes, please describe your relationship with that person----------3 5. Has anyone else you have not yet mentioned ever had sex with you by threatening to use a
weapon?

Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ---------------If yes, please describe your relationship with that person___________
36. Has anyone else you have not yet mentioned ever had sex with you by actually using a weapon?
Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ---------------If yes, please describe your relationship with that person___________
37. Has anyone else you have not yet mentioned ever had sex with you when you were asleep or
unconscious? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
If yes, please describe your relationship with that person___________
38. Has anyone else you have not yet mentioned ever had sex with you when you were intoxicated,
drugged, or in some other way incapable of consenting or refusing?
Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
If yes, please describe your relationship with that person___________
39. Has anyone else you have not yet mentioned ever had sex with you after you expressed refusal?
Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
If yes, please describe your relationship with that person___________
40. Has anyone else you have not yet mentioned ever had sex with you when you did not want to but
were too afraid to expressed refusal? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ---------------If yes, please describe your relationship with that person___________
Please provide below any additional comments regarding your feelings and/or thoughts about this
survey to help create a more user-friendly system of collecting information on this sensitive subject.
Thank you for your participation!
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Script for Scheduling Pretest Interviews
Hello, my name is Edie Fisher from the Sociology Department at Western Michigan
University. Dr. Caringella-MacDonald and I are conducting a research project
entitled "Rape Prevalence Assessment Tools." Your number was randomly selected
for participation from the roster of female WMU students. May I speak with
[NAME]?
Is this a safe time to talk?
This project is designed to create and test a new, more user-friendly questionnaire on
sexual violence as part of my thesis requirements and we would like your feedback on
the questionnaire. Your answers will be strictly anonymous and by providing them,
you are indicating your consent to use those answers. You do not have to answer any
question you do not wish to answer and may terminate the interview at any time.
This survey itself contains 40 yes/no questions and altogether the interview should
take no more than15 to 20 minutes. If you have any questions, you may call Dr.
Susan Caringella-MacDonald at (616 387-5279), the Human Subjects Institutional
Review Board at (616 387-8293) or the vice president for research at (616 387-8298).
Should you experience any emotional discomfort in completing this survey, you may
contact the YWCA Sexual Assault Program for free information or other assistance at
(616 345-3036).
I am scheduling 15 to 20 minute anonymous and confidential interviews at the
Kercher Center for Social Research room 2520 of Sangren Hall Mondays through
Saturdays 9:00 am to 9 PM. Are you familiar with the location?
[If yes, continue. If no, give directions first then continue]
What day and time work best for your schedule?
Thank you for your time. I look forward to seeing you at the Kercher Center on
[Day] at [Time]. Good-bye.

AppendixD
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Script for Scheduling Personal Interviews
Hello, my name is Edie Fisher from the Sociology Department at Western Michigan
University. Dr. Caringella-MacDonald and I are conducting a research project
entitled "Rape Prevalence Assessment Tools." Your number was randomly selected
for participation from the roster of female WMU students. May I speak with
[NAME]?
Is this a safe time to talk?
This project is designed to create and test a new, more user-friendly questionnaire on
sexual violence as part of my thesis requirements. Your answers will be strictly
anonymous and by providing them, you are indicating your consent to use those
answers. You do not have to answer any question you do not wish to answer and may
terminate the interview at any time.
This survey contains 40 yes/no questions and will only take about 10 to 15 minutes to
complete. If you have any questions, you may call Dr. Susan Caringella-MacDonald
at (616 387-5279), the Human Subjects Institutional Review Board at (616 387-8293)
or the vice president for research at (616 387-8298). Should you experience any
emotional discomfort in completing this survey, you may contact the YWCA Sexual
Assault Program for free information or other assistance at (616 345-3036).
I am scheduling 10 to 15 minute anonymous and confidential interviews at the
Kercher Center for Social Research room 2520 of Sangren Hall Mondays through
Saturdays 9:00 am to 9 pm. Are you familiar with the location?
[If yes, continue. If no, give directions first, then continue]
What day and time work best for your schedule?
Thank you for your time. I look forward to seeing you at the Kercher Center on
[Day] at [Time]. Good-bye.
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HSIRB Approved Protocol for Pretest Interviews
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Protocol for the Pretest Interviews
Hello, my name is Edie Fisher. I am the Student Investigator for this research project.
I am working with Dr. Susan Caringella-MacDonald on this project, which is being
conducted as part of my thesis requirements. Thank you for coming. I would like to
remind you that your participation is completely voluntary, anonymous, and
confidential. Your name will not be recorded anywhere or associated with any
information you may provide. You may feel free to not answer any question you do
not wish to answer and may stop this interview at any time. May we continue?

The purpose of this project is to create a new questionnaire on sexual violence that is
easy to understand and less stressful for the participants. The questionnaire is
comprised of 40 yes/no questions and takes approximately 10 minutes to complete.
At this time we are interested in knowing your thoughts and feelings during the actual
process of answering the questions, so in addition to the questionnaire itself, there
will be a series of questions aimed at understanding your interpretations and thought
processes. Altogether, the interview should take no more than 15 to 20 minutes.

If you have any questions, you may stop and ask me at any time. If you have
additional questions, you may contact Dr. Susan Caringella-MacDonald at (616 3875279), the Human Subjects Institutional Review Board at (616 387-8293), or the vice
president for research at (616 387-8298). Should you experience any emotional
discomfort in completing this questionnaire, you may contact the YWCA Sexual
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Assault Program for free information or other assistance at (616 345-3036). May we
continue?
[Read instructions to questionnaire]
As I read first question, I want to you tell me the first thing that pops into your mind.
[Read question 1]
1. What do you think this question is asking?
2. Restate the question in your own words.
3. Is the question clear?
4. How could you make the question clearer?

Now, tell me the first thing that pops into your mind as I read the next question.
[Read question 2 and repeat the 4 questions asked above.]
[Repeat this same procedure for all the remaining questions.]

That was the last question on the questionnaire. Do you have any additional
comments you would like to make regarding the questions or about your thoughts or
feelings while you answered the questions?
I have one final two-part question for you. Which way of asking these questions do
you think is the best for the participants: in personal interviews, over the telephone, or
through the mail and why do you think so?
Thank you for your participation. The information you provided will be very useful
in designing a better questionnaire.
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HSIRB Approved Protocol for Personal Interviews
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Protocol for Personal Interviews
Hello, my name is Edie Fisher. I am the Student Investigator for this research project.
I am working with Dr. Susan Caringella-MacDonald on this project, which is being
conducted as part of my thesis requirements. Thank you for coming.
I would like to remind you that your participation is cqmpletely voluntary,
anonymous, and confidential. Your name will not be recorded anywhere or
associated with any information you may provide. You may feel free to not answer
any question you do not wish to answer and may stop this interview at any time.
The purpose of this project is to create a new questionnaire on sexual violence that is
easy to understand and less stressful for the participants. The questionnaire is
comprised of 40 yes/no questions and takes approximately 10 minutes to complete. If
you have any questions, you may stop and ask me at any time.
If you have additional questions, you may contact Dr. Susan Caringella-MacDonald
at (616 387-5279), the Human Subjects Institutional Review Board at (616 3878293), or the vice president for research at (616 387-8298). Should you experience
any emotional discomfort in completing this questionnaire, you may contact the
YWCA Sexual Assault Program for free information or other assistance at (616 3453036). May we continue?
[Complete the Questionnaire]
That was my final question. Would you like to add any additional comments
regarding your feelings and/or thoughts about this survey to help create a more user
friendly system of collecting information on this sensitive subject?
Thank you for your participation. The information you provided will be very useful
in designing a better questionnaire.

Appendix G
HSIRB Approved Interviewer Prompts

130

131
Interviewer Prompts
Stranger: A person with whom you are not familiar.
Acquaintance with whom you have not had a romantic relationship: A person
with whom you are familiar but have never had a romantic relationship. For example,
a doctor, teacher, neighbor, friend, classmate, employe_r, co-worker, relative, etc.
Date: A person with whom you interact socially, someone you see, escort, or take
out.
Significant Other: A person with whom you interact socially on an intimate level,
someone you see, escort, or take out on a more regular, monogamous basis.
Romantic Relationship: A relationship conducive to romance, passion, or love.
Force: Strength or power; coercion; to compel to perform an action; to extort.
Weapon: Any instrument used in combat.
Expressed Refusal: Either verbal or non-verbal communication indicating your
desire not to continue.

Appendix H
HSIRB Protocol for Telephone Interviews
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Protocol for Telephone Interviews
Hello, my name is Edie Fisher from the Sociology Department at Western Michigan
University. Dr. Caringella-MacDonald and I are conducting a research project
entitled "Rape Prevalence Assessment Tools." May I speak with [NAME]?
Is this a safe time to talk?
This project is designed to create and test a new, more user-friendly questionnaire on
sexual violence as part of my thesis requirements. Your answers will be strictly
anonymous and by providing them, you are indicating your consent to use those
answers. Your number was randomly selected for participation from the roster of
female WMU students.
This survey contains 40 yes/no questions and will only take about 10 minutes to
complete. If you have any questions, you may call Dr. Susan Caringella-MacDonald
at (616 387-5279), the Human Subjects Institutional Review Board at (616 387-8293)
or the vice president for research at (616 387-8298). Should you experience any
emotional discomfort in completing this survey, you may contact the YWCA Sexual
Assault Program for free information or other assistance at (616 345-3036).
May we continue?
[Complete the survey]
That was my final question. Would you like to add any additional comments
regarding your feelings and/or thoughts about this survey to help create a more user
friendly system of collecting information on this sensitive subject?
Thank you for your time. Good-bye.

Appendix I
HSIRB Approved Cover Letter

134

135
. :, , '

'•· ,,. ,., ,;;
I :·' .._I

'

I' ,. �

,· .... ..

,· .I '

•

' .\\ 1- · 1 , ,:;_

I':,� l

WI.SlH{N MICI-IIC,/\N UNIV[RSIIY
Dear Female WMU Student:
You are invited to participate in a research project entitled "Rape Prevalence Assessment
Tools" designed to construct and test a new, more user-friendly questionnaire on sexual
violence. Your name was randomly selected for participation from the roster of female
Western M1ch1gan l.J111vers11)' students. This project is being conducted by Dr Susan
Canngella-MacDonald and Edie Fisher from Western Michigan University, Department of
Sociology This project is being conducted as part of the thesis requirements for Edie Fisher.
This survey is comprised of 40 yes/no questions and will take approximately 10 to 15
minutes to complete Your replies will be completely anoaymous, so do ao( put your name
anywhere on the form or on the return envelope. You may choose to not answer any question
and simply leave it blank. lfyou choose to not participate in this survey, you may either
return the blank survey or you may discard it. Returning the survey indicates your consent
for use of the answers you supply. If you have any questions, you may contact Dr. Susan
Caringella-MacDonald at (616 387-5279), Edie Fisher at (616 387-5294). the Human
Subjects Institutional Review Board (616 387-8293) or the vice president for research (616
387-8298) Should you experience any emotional discomfort in completing this survey, you
may contact the YWCA Sexual Assault Program for free information or other assistance at
(616 345-3036).
This consent document has been approved for use for one year by the Human Subjects
Institutional Review Board (HSIRB) as indicated by the stamped date and signature of the
board chair in the upper right comer. ·vou should not participate in this project if the comer
does not have a stamped date and signature.
Thank you in advance for your prompt participation.
Edie fisher
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DO NOT put your name any where on this form
Anonymous Questionnaire on Sexual Violence
General Demographics

I.

1. What is your age? ________
2. Which of the following best describes your race/ethnicity?
a. African-American

f. Hispanic

b. Alaskan Native

g. Multiracial

C.

American Indian

d. Asian-American
e.
II.

h. Pacific Islander
I.

Other, please specify

Caucasian
Sexual Violence

Each of the following questions includes the phrase "had sex." The meaning of this
phrase includes the following acts: vaginal intercourse; anal intercourse; oral intercourse; or
penetration of the vagina, anus, or mouth by objects other than a penis. Please do not include any
other behaviors as sex acts when answering these questions.
The first series of questions asks about your past sexual experiences with strangers.
Please answer YES or NO to the following questions.

1. Has a stranger ever had sex with you by threatening to use force? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
2. Has a stranger ever had sex with you by actually using force? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
3. Has a stranger ever had sex with you by threatening to use a weapon? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
4. Has a stranger ever had sex with you by actually using a weapon? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ___________ ___
5. Has a stranger ever had sex with you after you voluntarily became intoxicated, drugged, or in
some other way incapable of consenting or refusing? Yes

No
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If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
6. Has a stranger ever had sex with you after making you involuntarily intoxicated, drugged, or
in some other way incapable of consenting or refusing? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
7. Has a stranger ever had sex with you after you expressed refusal?

Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
8. Has a stranger ever had sex with you when you did not want to but were too afraid to express
refusal? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
9. Has a stranger ever had sex with you when you were asleep? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ______________
The next series of questions asks about your past sexual experiences with current
and past sex partners. Sex partners include anyone with whom you voluntarily have "had
sex." Please remember the definition of "had sex" when answering YES or NO to the
following questions.
10. Has a sex partner ever had sex with you by threatening to use force? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen?_________________
If yes, please define your relationship with that person_____________
11. Has a sex partner ever had sex with you by actually using force? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? _________________
If yes, please define your relationship with that person_____________
12. Has a sex partner ever had sex with you by threatening to use a weapon? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? _________________
If yes, please define your relationship with that person_____________
13. Has a sex partner ever had sex with you by actually using a weapon? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? _________________
If yes, please define your relationship with that person_____________
14. Has a sex partner ever had sex with you after you voluntarily became intoxicated, drugged, or
in some other way incapable of consenting or refusing? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? _________________
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If yes, please define your relationship with that person_____________
15. Has a sex partner ever had sex with you after making you involuntarily intoxicated, drugged,
or in some other way incapable of consenting or refusing? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? _________________
If yes, please define your relationship with that person_____________
16. Has a sex partner ever had sex with you after you expressed refusal? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? _________________
If yes, please define your relationship with that person_____________
1 7. Has a sex partner ever had sex with you when you did not want to but were too afraid to
express refusal?

Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? _________________
If yes, please define your relationship with that person_____________
18. Has a sex partner ever had sex with you when you were asleep? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? _________________
If yes, please define your relationship with that person_____________
This final series of questions asks about your past sexual experiences with anyone
else you have not yet mentioned. Please remember the definition of "had sex" when
answering YES or NO to the following questions.
19. Has anyone else you have not yet mentioned ever had sex with you by threatening to use
force?

Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? _________________
If yes, please define your relationship with that person_____________
20. Has anyone else you have not yet mentioned ever had sex with you by actually using force?
Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? _________________
If yes, please define your relationship with that person_____________
21. Has anyone else you have not yet mentioned ever had sex with you by threatening to use a
weapon?

Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? _________________
If yes, please define your relationship with that person_____________
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22. Has anyone else you have not yet mentioned ever had sex with you by actually using a
weapon? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? ------------------If yes, please define your relationship with that person_____________
23. Has anyone else you have not yet mentioned ever had sex with you after you voluntarily
became intoxicated, drugged, or in some other way incapable of consenting or refusing?
Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? _________________
If yes, please define your relationship with that person_____________
24. Has anyone else you have not yet mentioned ever had sex with you after making you
involuntarily intoxicated, drugged, or in some other way incapable of consenting or refusing?
Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? _________________
If yes, please define your relationship with that person_____________
25. Has anyone else you have not yet mentioned ever had sex with you after you expressed
refusal? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? _________________
If yes, please define your relationship with that person_____________
26. Has anyone else you have not yet mentioned ever had sex with you when you did not want to
but were too afraid to express refusal? Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? _________________
If yes, please define your relationship with that person_____________
27. Has anyone else you have not yet mentioned ever had sex with you when you were asleep?
Yes

No

If yes, at what age(s) did this happen? _________________
If yes, please define your relationship with that person_____________
Please provide below any additional comments regarding your feelings and/or
thoughts about this survey to help create a more "user-friendly" method of collecting
information on this sensitive subject.
Thank you for your participation!
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•4\.,man Sub,ec.ts 1ns1rtutonaf Revew Bo8rd

WESTERN MICHIGAN UNIVERSITY

Dale: 12 March 1999
To:

Susan Caringella-MacDonald, Principal Investigator
Edith Fisher. Student Investigator for thesis

From· Sylvia Culp. Chair
Re:

� �

Changes 10 HSIRB Project Number 98-09-16

This leuer will serve as confirmation that the changes to your research project
"Rape Prevalence Assessment Tools" received 11 March 1999 have been
approved by the Human Subjects Institutional Review Board.
The conditions and the duration of this approval are specified in the Policies of
Western Michigan Univer..ity.
Please note that you may only conduct this research exactly in the form it was
approved. You must seek specific board approval for any changes in this project
Ynu must also seek rcapproval if the project extends beyond the termination date
noted below. In addition if there are any unanticipated adverse reactions or
unanticipated events associated with the conduct of this research, you should
immediately suspend the project and contact the Chair of the HSIRB for
consultation.
The Board wishes you success in the pursuit of your research goals.
Approval Terrmnation:

13 October 1999

\
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You are invited to participate in a research project entitled ''Rape Prevalence Asscssnl�t Cn ,r
1
Tools" designed to construct and test a new, more user-friendly questionnaire on sexual
violence. Your name was randomly selected for panicipation from the roster of female
Western Michigan IJniversity students. This project is being conducted hy Dr. Susan
Canngclla-Macl)onald and Ed1c fisher from Wesccm M1ch,gau L111,cr,ol\. l)cpa11111ua ,J
Stx-iology. This project is being condu.ctcd as par1 of the thesis requirements for l'dtc F,shn.

This questionnaire is comprised of 27 yes/no quei;tions and will only t:ikc :ipproximatel�·
5 to 10 minutes to complete. Your rtpliei. will be completely anonymous, so do not put
your name anywhere on the form or on the return envelope. You may choose to not
answer any question anJ simply leave it blank. If you choose to not panicipate 1n this
survey, you may either return the blank survey or you may discard it. Returning the surYcy
indicates your consent for use of the answers you supply. If you have any questions. you
may contact Dr. Susan Caringella-MacDonald at (616 387-5279), Edie Fisher at (616 3875294). the I luman Subjects Institutional Review Board (616 387-8293) or the vice president
for research (616 387-8298). Should you experience any emotional discomfort in completing
this survey, you may contact the YWCA Sexual Assault Program for free information or
other assistance at (616 345-3036).

This consent document has been approved for use for one year by the Human Subjects
Institutional Review Board (I ISIRB) as indicated by the stamped date and signature of the
board chair in the upper right comer. You should not participate in this project if the comer
docs not have a stamped date and signature.

Thank you in advance for your prompt participation,

Edie Fisher
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Please Note: There were no positive responses to three of the nine questions involving
anyone else not yet mentioned. Thus, these three questions (threaten weapon, weapon,
and asleep) are not represented in this Appendix.
Anyone Else Threaten Force

Sample
Telephone

Mail

Total

Count
%
Within
Sample
Count
%
Within
Sample
Count
%
Within
Sample

Brother's
Friend
1

Relationship
Classmate

Total

Grandfather

0

0

1

100.0

0.0

0.0

100.0

0

1

1

2

0.0

50.0

50.0

100.0

1

1

1

3

33.3

33.3

33.3

100.0

Anyone Else Force

Sample
Personal

Telephone

Mail

Total

Count
%
Within
Sample
Count
%
Within
Sample
Count
%
Within
Sample
Count
%
Within
Sample

Brother's
Friend
0

Relationship
Grandfather
1

Ride
Home
1

Total
2

0.0

50.0

50.0

100.0

1

0

0

1

100.0

0.0

0.0

100.0

0

1

0

1

0.0

100.0

0.0

100.0

1

2

1

4

25.0

50.0

25.0

100.0
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Anyone Else Voluntary Intoxication

Sample
Personal

Count
%
Within
Sample
Telephone Count
%
Within
Sample
Mail
Count
%
Within
Sample
Total
Count
%
Within
Sample

Relationship
AcquaintBar
Pick up
ance
1
1

Total
Friend
1

3

33.3

33.3

33.3

100.0

0

0

2

2

0.0

0.0

100.0

100.0

0

0

1

1

0.0

0.0

100.0

100.0

1

1

4

6

16.7

16.7

66.7

100.0

Anyone Else Involuntary Intoxication

Sample
Personal

Total

Count
%
Within
Sample
Count
%
Within
Sample

Relationship
Fraternity
Friend
Member
1
1

Total
2

50.0

50.0

100.0

1

1

2

50.0

50.0

100.0
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Anyone Else Expressed Refusal
Relationship
Mother's
Grandfather
Boyfriend
0
0

Friend

Sample
Count
%
Within
Sample
Telephone Count
%
Within
Sample
Mail
Count
%
Within
Sample
Total
Count
%
Within
Sample

1

Personal

Stepfather
1

Total
2

50.0

0.0

0.0

50.0

100.0

0

0

1

0

1

0.0

0.0

100.0

0.0

100.0

0

1

0

0

1

0.0

100.0

0.0

0.0

100.0

1

1

1

1

4

25.0

25.0

25.0

25.0

100.0

Anyone Else Too Afraid

Sample
Personal Count
% Within
Sample
Count
Tel.
% Within
Sample
Count
Mail
% Within
Sample
Count
Total
% Within
Sample

Relationship
Total
Bro.
Foot.
Grand- Stepm Brother Cousin Ball Fnend
Uncle
father father
Law
player
1
0
4
0
0
0
1
1
1
0.0

25.0

0.0

0.0

25.0

0.0

25.0

1

0

0

1

0

0

1

33.3

0.0

0.0

33.3

0.0

0.0

0

0

1

0

0

1

0

0.0

0.0

50.0

0.0

0.0

50.0

0.0

1

1

1

1

1

1

2

11.1

11.1

11.1

11.1

11.1

11.1

25.0 100.0
0

3

33.33 0.0 100.0
0

2

0.0 100.0
1

9

22.2 11.1 100.0
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Sample by Stranger Threaten Force Crosstabulation
Stranger Threaten
Force

Sample

Yes

No

Total

Personal

Count
% Within Sample

0.0

30
100.0

30
100.0

Telephone

Count
% Within Sample

0
0.0

30
100.0

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

1
1.5

65
98.5

66
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

1
0.8

125
99.2

126
100.0

Stranger Force

Total

Sample by Stranger Force Crosstabulation

Sample

Yes

No

Personal

Count
% Within Sample

0
0.0

30
100.0

30
100.0

Telephone

Count
% Within Sample

0
0.0

30
100.0

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

1
1.5

65
98.5

66
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

1
0.8

125
99.2

126
100.0
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Sample by Stranger Threaten Weapon Crosstabulation
Stranger Threaten
Weapon
Sample

Total

No

Personal

Count
% Within Sample

30
100.0

30
100.0

Telephone

Count
% Within Sample

30
100.0

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

66
100.0

66
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

126
100.0

126
100.0

Stranger Weapon

Total

Sample by Stranger Weapon Crosstabulation

Sample

No

Personal

Count
% Within Sample

30
100.0

30
100.0

Telephone

Count
% Within Sample

30
100.0

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

66
100.0

66
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

126
100.0

126
100.0
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Sample by Stranger Voluntarily Intoxicated Crosstabulation
Stranger Voluntarily
Intoxicated
Sample

Yes

No

Total

Personal

Count
% Within Sample

1
3.3

29
96.7

30
100.0

Telephone

Count
% Within Sample

0
0.0

30
100.0

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

7
10.6

59
89.4

66
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

8
6.3

118
93.7

126
100.0

Sample by Stranger Involuntarily Intoxicated Crosstabulation

Stranger Involuntarily
Intoxicated
Sample

Yes

No

Total

Personal

Count
% Within Sample

1
3.3

29
96.7

30
100.0

Telephone

Count
% Within Sample

0
0.0

30
100.0

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

2
3.0

64
97.0

66
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

3
2.4

123
97.6

126
100.0
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Sample by Stranger Expressed Refusal Crosstabulation

Stranger Expressed
Refusal
Sample

Yes

No

Total

Personal

Count
% Within Sample

0
0.0

30
· 100.0

30
100.0

Telephone

Count
% Within Sample

0
0.0

30
100.0

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

1
1.5

65
98.5

66
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

1
0.8

125
99.2

126
100.0

Sample by Stranger Too Afraid Crosstabulation

Stranger Too Afraid
Sample

Yes

No

Total

Personal

Count
% Within Sample

0
0.0

30
100.0

30
100.0

Telephone

Count
% Within Sample

0
0.0

30
100.0

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

3
4.6

62
95.4

65
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

3
2.4

122
97.6

125
100.0
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Sample by Stranger Asleep Crosstabulation
Stranger Asleep
Sample

Yes

No

Total

Personal

Count
% Within Sample

0
0.0

30
100.0

30
100.0

Telephone

Count
% Within Sample

0
0.0

30
100.0

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

2
3.0

64
97.0

66
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

2
1.6

124
98.4

126
100.0

Sample by Sex Partner Threaten Force Crosstabulation
Sex Partner Threaten
Force
Sample

Yes

No

Total

Personal

Count
% Within Sample

0
0.0

30
100.0

30
100.0

Telephone

Count
% Within Sample

0
0.0

30
100.0

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

3
4.5

63
95.5

66
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

3
2.4

123
97.6

126
100.0
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Sample by Sex Partner Force Crosstabulation
Sex Partner Force
Sample

Yes

No

Total

Personal

Count
% Within Sample

1
3.3

29
96.7

30
100.0

Telephone

Count
% Within Sample

1
3.3

29
96.7

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

4
6.1

62
93.9

66
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

6
4.8

120
95.2

126
100.0

Sample by Sex Partner Threaten Weapon Crosstabulation
Sex Partner
Threaten Weapon

Total

No

Sample
Personal

Count
% Within Sample

30
100.0

30
100.0

Telephone

Count
% Within Sample

30
100.0

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

66
100.0

66
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

126
100.0

126
100.0
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Sample by Sex Partner Weapon Crosstabulation
Sex Partner
Weapon
Sample

Total

No

Personal

Count
% Within Sample

30
100.0

30
100.0

Telephone

Count
% Within Sample

30
100.0

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

66
100.0

66
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

126
100.0

126
100.0

Sample by Sex Partner Voluntarily Intoxicated Crosstabulation
Sex Partner Voluntarily
Intoxicated
Sample

Yes

No

Total

Personal

Count
% Within Sample

9
30.0

21
70.0

30
100.0

Telephone

Count
% Within Sample

9
30.0

21
70.0

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

14
21.2

52
78.8

66
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

32
25.4

94
74.6

126
100.0
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Sample by Sex Partner Involuntarily Intoxicated Crosstabulation
Sex Partner Involuntarily
Intoxicated
Sample

Yes

No

Total

Personal

Count
% Within Sample

0
0.0

30
100.0

30
100.0

Telephone

Count
% Within Sample

2
6.7

28
93.3

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

2
3.0

64
97.0

66
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

4
3.2

122
96.8

126
100.0

Sample by Sex Partner Expressed Refusal Crosstabulation
Sex Partner Expressed
Refusal
Sample

Yes

No

Total

Personal

Count
% Within Sample

0
0.0

30
100.0

30
100.0

Telephone

Count
% Within Sample

2
6.7

28
93.3

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

12
18.5

53
81.5

65
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

14
11.2

111
88.8

125
100.0
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Sample by Sex Partner Too Afraid Crosstabulation

Sex Partner Too Afraid
Sample

Yes

No

Total

Personal

Count
% Within Sample

1
3.3

29
96.7

30
100.0

Telephone

Count
% Within Sample

2
6.7

28
93.3

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

11
16.9

54
83.1

65
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

14
11.2

111
88.8

125
100.0

Sample by Sex Partner Asleep Crosstabulation

Sex Partner Asleep
Sample

Yes

No

Total

Personal

Count
% Within Sample

2
6.7

28
93.3

30
100.0

Telephone

Count
% Within Sample

1
3.3

29
96.7

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

3
4.6

62
95.4

65
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

6
4.8

119
95.2

125
100.0

159
Sample by Anyone Else Threaten Force Crosstabulation

Anyone Else Threaten
Force
Sample

Yes

No

Total

Personal

Count
% Within Sample

0
0.0

30
100.0

30
100.0

Telephone

Count
% Within Sample

1
3.3

29
96.7

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

2
3.1

62
96.9

64
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

3
2.4

121
97.6

124
100.0

Sample by Anyone Else Force Crosstabulation

Anyone Else Force
Sample

Yes

No

Total

Personal

Count
% Within Sample

2
6.7

28
93.3

30
100.0

Telephone

Count
% Within Sample

1
3.3

29
96.7

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

1
1.6

63
98.4

64
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

4
3.2

120
96.8

124
100.0
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Sample by Anyone Else Threaten Weapon Crosstabulation
Anyone Else
Threaten Weapon
Sample

Total

No

Personal

Count
% Within Sample

30
100.0

30
100.0

Telephone

Count
% Within Sample

30
100.0

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

64
100.0

64
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

124
100.0

124
100.0

Anyone Else
Weapon

Total

Sample by Anyone Else Weapon Crosstabulation

Sample

No

Personal

Count
% Within Sample

30
100.0

30
100.0

Telephone

Count
% Within Sample

30
100.0

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

64
100.0

64
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

124
100.0

124
100.0
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Sample by Anyone Else Voluntarily Intoxicated Crosstabulation

Anyone Else
Voluntarily Intoxicated
Sample

Total

Yes

No

Count
% Within Sample

3
10.0

27
90.0

30
100.0

Telephone Count
% Within Sample

2
6.7

28
93.3

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

2
3.1

62
96.9

64
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

7
5.6

117
94.4

124
100.0

Personal

Sample by Anyone Else Involuntarily Intoxicated Crosstabulation

Anyone Else
Involuntarily Intoxicated
Sample

Total

Yes

No

Count
% Within Sample

2
6.7

28
93.3

30
100.0

Telephone Count
% Within Sample

0
0.0

30
100.0

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

0
0.0

64
100.0

64
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

2
1.6

122
98.4

124
100.0

Personal

162
Sample by Anyone Else Expressed Refusal Crosstabulation
Anyone Else Expressed
Refusal
Sample

Yes

No

Total

Personal

Count
% Within Sample

2
6.7

28
93.3

30
100.0

Telephone

Count
% Within Sample

1
3.3

29
96.7

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

1
1.6

63
98.4

64
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

4
3.2

120
96.8

124
100.0

Sample by Anyone Else Too Afraid Crosstabulation
Anyone Else Too Afraid
Sample

Yes

No

Total

Personal

Count
% Within Sample

4
13.3

26
86.7

30
100.0

Telephone

Count
% Within Sample

3
10.0

27
90.0

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

2
3.1

62
96.9

64
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

9
7.3

115
92.7

124
100.0

163
Sample by Anyone Else Asleep Crosstabulation
Anyone Else
Asleep
Sample

Total

No

Personal

Count
% Within Sample

30
100.0

30
100.0

Telephone

Count
% Within Sample

30
100.0

30
100.0

Mail

Count
% Within Sample

64
100.0

64
100.0

Total

Count
% Within Sample

124
100.0

124
100.0
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