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Extensivoprior researchhas indicatedthai sexualassaultis highly prevaLent amongAmericancolloge students.The
purposeof thi.. study was te assessSpanishstudents’altitudes aboutforced sex and actualexperienceswith male-a~ainst-
feniale sexual aggression(SA) al a major university campus.A date-rapostory was prosentedwhereupongrudenis(¡Y =

4l2) indicated the extenttewhich they íhuughí forced sexwas accopíableor unacceptablein tenhypothetical situations
(Giarusso. Johnson, (ioodchilds, & Zelíman, 1979). A secondsecíjonexaminedwhethera femalenr maJeSpanishsiudení

had experienced or engaged in a broad range of coereive sexual activities (Kuss & Oros, 1982). A third sectioi, elicited
help-seeking behavior in those caseswherea femalestudenthadexperionced unwanted sexual aeíivily (Ogletreo. 1993).
It was hypoíhesized thai síudcnts wuuld differ in their acceptance of forced sex as a function of sex, branch and year uf
study. and actual experienco with SA. Results showed thai acceptanee of torced sex was significantly relaledtu sex, year
uf study and experiencewith SA. Resulis also revealed thai 17.5% of alí male students (e z 189) acoepíedforced sex
and 33.2% of alí female students (n = 223) had experiencod sorne form of unwanted sexual activity; 7.7% of ihe women
had experienced akernpted or cumpleted rape.Only 39% of Ihose women victimized sought any form nf help. The
mplicaíions uf ihese findings for rape-prevention progratns aro discussed.

Kev words: acv¿¿ainta;;ec ropa, /úrced .1-c.c rape en-tiar, hc/p-.rceking be/íaí’io,; ptrt’cntion rezad aggtc.r.rwn

Tal y como han mostrado investigaciones previas, la agresión sexual es muy común entre los estudiantes universitarios
estadounidenses. El objetivo de esta investigación es analizar tanto las actitudes de los estudiantes españoles hacia el
sexo torzado como las experiencias reales de agresión sexual <AS) de los varones hacia las mujeres dentro del campus
universitario. En una primera sesión, a los estudiantes <N = 412), se les presentaban diez situaciones hipotéticas de
violación. Los participantes debían indicar hasta qué punto el sexo torzado les resultaba aceptable o inaceptabie (Oiarusso,
Johnson, Goodchilds y Zelíman, 1979). En una segunda sesión se pedía a varones y mujeres que indicasen si habían
tenido experiencias o participado en actividades sexuales forzadas <l<oss y Oros, 1982>. También se investigó el
comportamiento debúsqueda de ayudade lasalumnasen el casode habertenido una experienciasexualno deseada
(Ogletree,1993). La hipótesis estableciaquehabria diferenciassigniticativas en el gradode aceptacióndel sexo torzado
enfunción del sexo, dela carrera,del cursoy de las experienciasrealesde AS. Los resultadosrevelaronquela aceptación
delsexotorzadose relacionabasignificativamentecon el sexo, el curso y la experienciaconAS. Los resultadostambién
mostraronque el 17.5% de los varones<n = 189) aceptanel sexo torzadoy el 33.2% de las alumnas(o = 223) han
tenido algunaforma de actividadsexual no deseada. El 7.7% de las mujereshan vivido un intento de violación o una
violación. Solamente el 39% de las víctimas buscó algún tipo de ayuda.Por último, se comentan las implicacionesde
estos resultadospara la elaboraciónde programaspreventivosde violación.
Pa/abras e/ave: vio/ación entre conocidos, sexo forzado, mitos de vio/ación, comportamiento de búsqueda de ayuda,
prevención de la agresión sexual
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Ample evidencesupportsthe premisethat matesexual
aggression(SA) againsíwomen amongcollegestudentswho
know eachother is a widespreadphenomenonin the United

Siales. In addition, extensive pasí empirical and
epidemiotogicalresearchreveal tha sexualcoacion is
especiattyprevatenton coltege campuses(Abbey, ¡991;
Benson,Charíton,& Goodhart, 1992: Dutí & Giacopassi,
1987; Frinter & Rubinson, 1993; Koss, Gidycz, &

Wisniewski, 1987; Rapaport& Burkhart, 1984). Koss et al.
conducteda surveyof 6,159 students(3,187 women and
2,972 men) from 32 differeni institutionsof highereducalion
throughoutthe United States.Sexualcontact(fondting or
kissing after verbal pressure,misuseof authority,or useof
thrcais or physicat force) was reportedby 14.4% of Ihe
women;sexualcoercion(intercourseafter verbal pressure
or misuseof authority)by 11.9%;attemptedrapeby 12.1%;
aud rapeby 15.4%.Thus, frorn the ageof 14 years,27.5%
of the college womensurveyedhadexperiencedan act that
mct the legal definition of attemptedor completedrape.
Among alt Ihe women,53.7% reponedsorneform of sexual
victimization. Afíer an extensivereview of the titerature,
Shotland (1992) found that prevalencefigures of sexual
assault amongcollege siudentsrangefrom 20 lo 25%,
however,Lundberg-LoveandGeffner(1989)reportedthai

thosefigures vary between15 and44%. Prevaleneefigures
seemto dependon the age of subjects,methods of dala-
colleclion, andthe entenathat aredefined in the studies.
Estimales of the percentageof rapes commiited by a

perpetralorwho is known to the victirn rangefrom 50%
(Rabkin, 1979) to 88% (Russelt, 1984). Often these
acquaintancesarehoyfriendsanddates(Koss. Dinero, Seibel,
& Cox, 1988; Russell, 1984). Most studies aboní the
frequencyof sexualassaultamongcoltegesludentsindicate
íhat25 lo 60% of coliege incahaveengagedin sorneforin
of sexually coercive behavior (t3erkowitz, 1992; Check&
Malamuth, 1983; Koss et al., 1987; Rapaport& Burkhart,
1984). RapaporíandBurkharl reponedthaI 39% of <he men
sampleddeniedcoerciveinvotvemeuir;28% admittedhaving

useda violent methodat least onceand 15% hadforceda
woman to have intercourse.Despileihe high incidenceof

sexualassauliidentified in surveys,reportsto ctinicians,the
police, andadrninisiratorsare exlremetylow (Warshaw,
1988). Significant disruptionin variousaspecísof a woman’s
life occurs after sexualcoercion. Many researchershave
reportedlong- and shorí-íermeffectsof sexualcoercion

(e.g., Burgess& Hotmstrom, 1974; Ellis, 1994; Kosset al.,
1988; Resick, Calhoun,Alkeson, & Ellis, 1981). Many
victims do not receivehetp (Warshaw, 1988).

Rapein which the assailantandvictim know eachother
is calledacquainlancerape. It seemslikety that acquaintance

rape and other forrns of SA are rooled in the cultural
siereotypesof men and women that dictate Ihe way they
areexpectedto interací sociatly and scxualty (Burt, 1980;
Gross, 1978; Malamuth, 1983). A numberof researchers
andtheoristshavesuggesredthai sexualassaiilt is rhe resiití

of “normal” socializationproeessesthaI menexperienceand
that the perpetrators’altitudes,betiefs, and socializalion
experiencesarethe coreeondilionswhich predisposea man
to assaulian acquaintancesexuatlyor to believethat assault
is justifiable (Bensonet al., 1992; Gross, 1978; Margolin,

Miller, & Moran, 1989; Meuhlenhard& McFalt, 1981;
Warshaw, 1988; Weis & Borges, 1973). College men who

rapearenot necessarilypathotogical,buí may be exíending
culturally supportedsexrole stereutypes.A man may be
socializedto believe that womendo not reatly mean it when

they say “no” lo sexualadvances(Bensonet al., 1992;
Mueh¡enhard,Friedman,& Thomas,1985; Muehlenhard&
Hotlabaugh,1988). Rape mythsdistort the facts aboutaud
the violenceinvolved in rapeandinappropriatelymovethe
Ibeusof attention frorn the crime andthe assaitantonto the
victim and her behavior.Thesemyths can include, for
example: a) belicving that the viclin deservedlo be
assautted;b) thaI womcn seerettydesireto be raped;e)that
a womancannotbe rapedagainsíher wilt; d) that no harm
wasdone;e) thai sexualassaultneverhappened;1) or that
rape is justifiable undercertaincircumstanees(Aizenman
& KeIley, 1988; Burt, 1980; Malamuth, 1981; Warshaw,
1988). Many youngpeoplein the IJnitedStatesbetievethere
is nothing wrong with forced sex betweenacquaintances

(Aizenman & Kelley, 1988; Check & Malamuth, 1983;
Fisher, 1986; Goodchilds,Zetíman, Johnson,& Giarusso,

1988; Koss, 1988; Muehtenhardet al., 1985). Meuhlenhard
aud MeFalí (1981) asked 10<) cotlegestudentsto respond

anonymouslylo questionsaboutacceptablebehaviorin
dating situations. Men reponed that nonconsenting
intercoursewasjustifiable when <he womaninitiated the

date, when Ihe man paid, or when the couplc went to the
man’sapartment.Muehtenhardet al. (1985) foundthat <he
justifiability of rapealso inc,-easedwhena man misread11w
womans cuesand when it seemedthat she “¡ed him un.”
The inability and unwittingness of nien who commit

acquaintancerape lo tabel their aetionscorrectlyhasbeen
documentedin a numberof studies(Peterson& Franzese,
1987; Quackenbush,1991). Adherenceto rape-supporiive

aititudeshasalsobeenassoeiatedwith actualexperienceas
a perpeirator (Koss, Leonard. Beezley, & Oros, 1985;
Malamulh, 1981; Rapaport& Burkhart, 1984).

The prevatenceof mylhs concerningforcible sexual

relationsthat havebeenobservedamongAmericancoltege
siudentshasnot beenexaminedamongSpanishcollege
students.Moreover,thereareno dataaboulwhetherforced
sex amongstudentswho are acquaintedwith eacholher
occursat any major Spanishuniversity campus.Ihe kind
of soarcessoughtby Spanishstudentsafíer having been
sexually viclimized is also unknown.

The principal aim of this project is to determineto what
exlentandunderwhich circumstancesattitudesthatsupport
SA areacceptedwithin a Spanishcollege populalion. Wc
explore whetheracceplabitityof forcible sexual coniacis
differs as a funetionof sex, branchof sludy, year of study,
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and actual experieneeswith forced sex. Secondly, we

examinewhat kind of sexualactivities arebeingcarriedout
againstihe woman’s will audto whai extentSA is prevalení

among Spanish students on a university campus.
Furthermore,we also examine whai percentageof <he

women seekshelp afler having beensexuallyvictimized ¡u
someway. Which kind of help is sought,ant! for whai kind
of unwantedsexualexperience?Finally, kw studieshave
determinedtheretation betweenaltitudesof individuals who

hadversusthosewho had not beeninvolved ¡u forcedsex.
When comparingstudentswho haveexperiencedsomeform
of sexualviolence wiih thosewho havenot, what aretheir
respectivealtitudes abouícondoningsexualviotence?Are
theseatíitudesgenerallymore acceptedor are<hey rejecied?
For íbis reason,we examine <he relationship betwecn
accepianeeof SA andunwaniedsexualcontacisexperienced
by women andSA perpetratedby men,respectivcty.

Method

Participants

A tolal of 432 Spanish students compleled the
questionnairefor this study. Ourfinal samplesize, after
discardingincompleteor untrustworthycases(it = 20), was
412. The final sampleconsistedof 223 women (54%) and

189 men(46%).The averageageof ihe 118 first-yearfemale
síudentswas 19.3 years (SD = 1.9); of the 109 first-ycar
matestudents19.5 years(SD 2.6);of the 104 fourth-year

female studenís,23.2 years(SD 1.4); andof the 81 fourth-
yearmatestudents23.2 years(SD = 1.7). The subjeclswho
participaledin this study wereenrolled in one of thc five
following departments:82 psyehotogystudents(20%), 77
economicsstudents(19%), 87 naturalsciencesludenis(21%),
77 literalure sludents(19%), and88 medicinestudents(21%).
In Tahle 1, the distribution of thefinal sampleis presented.

SelectionProcedure.The sampling goal of this study
wasto administerihe questionnairesal a major university
campusin Spain.Datafor the presentstudy were therefore
collectedal the AuionomousUniversity of Madrid, which
hasa studenibody of 35,000.The aim wasa sampleof 500
students.Participantswere recruitedaccording<o a cluster
s-ampling design.Five departments(psychology,economics,
medicine, literature, and natural science)were chosen
becauseof the possiblesiudentdiversity. In eachbranch of

study,a ftrst-year (junior) and fourth-year(senior) student
classwas recruited, resuliing in a total of len classesfrom
five departments.Setectionof <he ctassesin the various
branchesof síudy wasbasedon avaitability, si/e, ant! class
composilion. In eachclass,a minimum of 25 participanís
of both maleandfematestudcntswasrequired.

Appointmentswere madewith <he teachersbeforehant!
to arrangeihe sehedule.Stut!entscompleted<he questionnaires
anonymouslyaud votuntarity in class.The questionnaires

wereadministeredat the beginning of classor, if <his was
not possible,afier class.Thesurveywaspresentedat moming,
midday, or cvening classant! took 15 minuies to cumplete

and wasadminisieredin May 1996. A mateexperimeníer
(MD.) used a brief setof standardinstructions to mitigate
experimenterinfluence.Subjectswereinformedthat ihe study
concernedaltiludesaboutaudexperienceswith forcible sexual

contactsoccurringonly betweenacquaintedindividuals.
Furíhermore,they were toid how many maleand female

participantswererequiredin the class,and<he time needed
to complete <he survey. In <he instructions, they were

requestedlo rate their own individual opinion ant! to avoid
the tendencyto give socially desirableanswers.Stut!ents

whodid not wish tu nr were unable<o participatewere asked
to remain in thcir seatsant! <o do other work. This ensured
that participants could complete their questionnaires

indivit!ually. To avoid the possibitity of studentsinforming
anddiscussingwith other polential participanís<he purpose
of <he study,the experimentercarriedout no t!ebriefing after
complelion of thequestionnaires.A short publicationin <he
local univers¡íy newspaperaboui<he aim of Ihis research,

with a summaryof the most imporrantresults,waspromised
at <he time of administration.No s<ut!entreceivedctasscredit
for participating.

Instru¡ncnts

Survcy Instrunwnt. ‘fo collect the data, the self-report
questionnaireentilled QuestionnaireaboutForcibleSexual
Relations wasdivided into threesections.In Ihe first seetion,
respondents’allitudes abouttheacceptabilityof forcible
sexualcontactswere examinedby administrationof the
ForcibleDale RapeScale(FDRS),devetopedby Giarusso,
Johnson,Goodchilds.audZÑtman(1979). Then,their actual
experienceswith sexualzggrcssionwereexploredwith Ihe
Sexual ExperiencesSurvey (SES),developedby Koss ant!
Oros (1982). In ihe third section,a brief questionnaireby
Ogletree(1993)wasusedío examinestudents’help-seeking
behavior.

Afler obtaining backgruunt!information suchas age,
sex, ant! branch ant! ycar of stut!y, a brief introduction of
the surveyexplainedjIs contentctearly,ant! somet!efinitions
were madeexplicit. Both mateant! femalerespondeniswere
requested to complete the first two sections of the
questionnaire:eachsectionconíainedten items.OnIy female
respondeutswho in someway hadbeensexuallyvictimized
were requestedto completea third section,wilh eleven
ctues<ionsahout assistancethey might possibly havesought.
In the survey introduction, the definition of a “known
persun’was‘any personwho may be a casualacquaintance
up to a closeintimate.” A ‘Torced sexualretationship”was
delinedas ‘‘any form uf uuncouseutingsexualactivity.’’

Ihice Spanishpsychotogypostgrat!uatesant! a professor
of Health ant! Biological Psychotogycarefully transiated
the FDRS,Ihe SES,ant! the hetp-seekingquestionnairejulo
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the Spanishlanguage.The original English queslionnaires
were firsí transiatedin<o Spanishant! ihen backmio Engl¡sh

to detectwhethertherewereanyerroneoustranslations.To
increaseihe probabi¡ityof truthful answers,after finishing
ihe secondor third sectionof the survey,participaníswere
requesled<o rateon a 6-poiní scatehow sincerelythey had

answeret!al’ questions:6 was codedas torally sincere, 5
Jáirly sincere,4 slightly sincere,ant! 1 totally insincere.
Only subjectswilh seoresof 5 or 6 were included for
stalis<icatanatyses(95.4%).

Date-RapeVignette. In the presenís<udy, the au<hors
wanted<o be sure tha< aH respont!entsunders<oodlhat the
questionnairefocusedon forced sexualcontac<sbelween
aequaintedint!ividuats. For this reason,we selecteda
hypotheticatvignettefrom Davis, Peck,ant! Storment(1993).
In this vignet<e, a date-situa<ionis describedin which a boy
ant! agirí (Louis ant! Eva) who had beengoing steadyfor
a long time were at a party. After Ieavingthe party, thehoy
forcessexualcontactwith the girí (seeAppendixA). A stight
modification of the dating scenarioutilized wasnecessary.
The original English namesof <he characterswere replaced
by Spanishones. After readingthe date rape scenario,

stut!entswerepreseníedthe FDRS.
Percibir Date RapeSca/e.Queslionsfrom the FDRS,

designedby Giarussoel al. (¡979) were usedlo assess
Spanishstudents’attitudes.Originally, they askedhigh-
schoolsluden<s“Is it all right ifa matehotdsa femaledown
ant! physicatlyforcesher lo engagein sexualinlercourse?”
in nine t!ifferent eircumslances,suchas “when agirí getsa

guy sexualtyexcited” or ‘when aguy spendsalot of money
on a girí,” etc. Giarussoet al. required Ihe students<o
respondyesor no. In orderto give participanísthe chance

to accepíor rejectitems in differing degrees,we askedlhem
to rate meir acceptabilitybr eachof <en circumslanceson
a 6-point rating scale, where 1 was rated deflnitely
unacceptable,2 fairly unacceptable,3 slightly unacceptable
ant! 6 definitely acceptahie.Furthermore,we did not supply
ano opinion ratingpoint on this scalebecausethe majorily
of sludentsmight not have a clear-culopinionaboutalí the
situa<ions,ant!, thus,a no opinion responsecouldbe chosen.
The researchcoutdalso leadsubjeclsto choosethis option
insteadof more sincere ones.The FDRS is shown in
Appendix 8.

Giarussoel al. (1979)investigated<he unidimensionality
of theFDRS. Resultsof a factor analysisof yes/noresponses
of higlvschool studentsyielded a single factor thai the
authorslabeted‘Torce.” Fischerant! Chen(1994) assessed
te FDRS by exploratory factor anatysisto detectwhether

a singlefactor describedthe covariancesíructureadequately
using dalafrom 341 femaleant! 237 malecollegestut!ents.
The propor<ion of variance accoun<edfor by a single
common factor solution was .636. A lwo-factor model was
discardedalter further inspec<ionof <he íransformedfactor
loadingsfrom both orthogonalandoblique rotalions.Fischer
ant! Chenconcludedthai te FDRS is unidiniensional.A

principal-componentsfactor anatysisof ihe FDRS was

performedant!yieldet! onefactor, which wasconsisten<with
Fisherant! Chen’s findings.AII ten items loadedon one

factorant! accountedfor 59.1%of ihe variance.As alleged,
<he FDRS is also unidimensionalin our Spanishsample.
Cronbach’salphaon the FORSwas .93 for alí men (u =

189) ant! .82 for alí women (n = 223), which indicatesthat

<he FDRS is internally consis<ent.

SexualExperiencesSurveyFor ihe .seeondsectionof
the survey, we usedthe SES (Koss & Oros, 1982), a <en-
item, anonymous,setf-reportquestionnairefor exploring SA
ant! vietimization from Ihe ageof foerteenby meansof
i<ems aboutsexual intercourseassociatedwith various

degreesof eoercion,threat, ant! foree. Respont!entswere
askedif they hadexperiencedsexualinlercourseor other
sexualactivities (oral or anal intercourse)when unwanted
as a result of pressure,arguments,threats (verbal nr
physical),or sornedegreeof physical force, or if íhey had
everbeenraped. During iheactual adminisíration,separa<e
wordings were used for women ant! men. The femate
wording is presentedin the following sampleiíem (wilh

malewording in brackets): “Have you ever had [engaged
in] sexual intercoursewhen you [the woman] didn’l want
lo becausea man [you] used sornedegreeof physicatforce
(lwisting your [her] arm, holding you [her] t!own, etc.) to
make you [herj?” According lo te items of the SES,male
respondentscanbe only Ihe perpetralorsof SA, ant! femate
respont!ents,the victims of SA. The temis “rape,” “victim,”

ant! “perpetralor” wereavoidedin orderto reduceanybias
íhatcenit! be introduced,usinginsteadneutralwordingsant!
personalpronouns.

This section wasadministeredafter the date-rapevignelle
ant!FDRS to makecertainIhal ah studenlsunderstoot!that

tite questionswere aboutSA amongacquainledint!ividuals.
The SES employsa dichotomous-choiceformat(yes or no)
ant! if a subjectansweret!yes to any i<em, then he or she
was asket!to quaníify Ihe numberof occurrencesof this
specificexperience.The texí of alt ten items of the SES
(wilh female wort!ing) can be found in Table 4, in the
Resultssection.

Koss ant! Gidycz(1985)reportedan intemalconsis<ency
of .74 (for women)ant! .89 (for men) for Ihe SES.A lest-
relesí meanreliabilily of 93% belweenadministrationsone
weekapartwasfound. The Pearsoncorrelationbetweena

woman’s level of victimization basedon self-reportant! her
tevel of viclimization basedon responsesto an in<erviewer

several months laler was .73. The Pearsoncorretation
betweenaman’s self-reportedlevel of SA audthaíobtained
in a posttestface-to-faceinterview severalmonthslater was
.61. The intemal consislencyretiabiliíy (Cronbach’salpha)
we oblainedfor the SESitems was.57 ant! .43, respectively,
for women(n = 223) ant! men (n = 189), which is no< an
acceptablelevel. In alt probabili<y, this wasdueto the mw
prevalencerateson alt <en items of theSF5.The parti<ion

of the responsesof studentswho did, venusthosewho did
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not, experienceor perpetrateSA thus resultedin low item
variance. These reliability figures did not affeet our
remaining stalislical resultsant! were merely meanífor
comparisonswith prior and/orfuture siudies.Contrary to

our findings amongSpanishs<udents,Americansludents
answeredaffirmatively moreoften on alí SESitems (Koss
el al., 1987), resulting in higher reliabili<ies (Koss & Gidycz,
1985).

HelpSeekingQuestionnaire.The womenwho answeret!
oneor more of the ten items of the SESaffirmalively were

requestedto filI in a thirt! section. We used a brief
questionnaireby Ogletree (1993). Eleven items were
designedto determinewhether women who had been
sexuallyvictimized by an acquaintance,indeedsoughthelp
ant!, if so, from whom, ant! how soonafter the assault.
Help-seekingbehaviorwasdefinedas “any communication
aboul a troublesomeevení that is aimed at obtaining
support, advice, or assistancein times of distress.”
Assistancecoult! be sought froni friendsand relatives as
well as from professionalhelp agencies.This sectionused
a t!ichotomous-choiceformal (yes or no). Table6, which
is presentedin ihe Resultssectiun,showswhich forms of
help could be sought.

Procedures

ScoringProcedures.To delerminewhelhera studen<
acceptedforced sex, we íransformedthe six-point sealeof
the FDRS to dichotomousresponses,recodingseores1, 2,

ant! 3 as unacceptable,ant! seores4, 5 ant! 6 as acceptable.
According to this method, in Ihis study, a student who
responded“acceplable”(scores4, 5, or 6) on at least one
of the tensituationsdescribedin the FDRS,wasconsidered
as someonewho accepísforcedsex.

On the SES,Koss el al. (1987) originally categorized
the mosí seriousor severetypesof aggressionor a~.,sault.
In their study,respondeníswereclassifiet!accordingto the
severestform of SA or victimization lhat they reponed
having expenienced- i.e., the four levelswere: “sexual
contact,” “sexual coercion,” “atíemptedrape,” and“rape”

(seeTable 5). In ourstudy,we also clasgifiedourrespondenís
accordingto diesefour levels.The groups labeled“rape”
(affirmativc responsesto items 8, 9, aud/or 10, as well as
to any lower-numbered i<ems) and ‘attempted rape”
(affirmative responses<o items 4 aud/or5, but nol lo any
higher numbered items) included indivit!uals whose
expeniencesmet legal definitions of <besecrimes in the

Spanishlegislation. The group labeled“sexualcoercion”
(affirmalive responses<o items 6 and/or7, buí not to any
highernumbeuedi<ems) includedsubjectswho bat! engaged
in or experiencedsexual intercoursesubsequentto the use
of menacingverba] pressureor the misuseof authority.No
lbrea<sof force or direc< pbysicalforre were used.The group
labeled“sexualcon<act” (affirmative responsesto items 1,
2, and/or3, buí not to any highernumbereditems)consisled
of individuals who hadengagedjo or experiencedsexual
behaviorsuch asfondling or kissing but thatdid not involve
altempiedpenetralion,subsequentto the useof menacing
verbal pressure,misuse of authority,threatsof harm, or

aclualphysical force.

StatisticalAnalyses

Tbis study involved three independenívariables:tbe
participants’sex (maleor female), tbeir branch of study
(psycbology,economies,medicine, litera<ure, ant! na<ural
seience),ant! year of study (first-yearor fourth-year).AII
tbree intlependen<variableswere between-subjecívariables.

This resultedin a 2 x 5 x 2 fac<or desigo.
The studyinvoived threedependenívariables:-accepcability-

ratingsof forcible sexualrelationships,experienceswitb SA,
andthe kind of belp that may havebeensought.

Explorationof <he relationshipswasdoneby chi-square
analysisant! ANOVA. In the ANOVA, Ihe six-point seale
responseswere used.

Tbe reliabili<y of the FDRS ant! <he SESis basedon
American university or bigh-schools<udenls.We wisbedto
comparetheseresults with thoseob<ainedusing responses
by a Spanishsrudentpopulation.For <his. we used item
total-correlah on 5.

Table 1 .

Distribution of Studentswho completedalt tite Questionnaires

Brancbof Study
Women Men

~ year
41h year ~ year 4111 year

Psychology 22 24 ¡8 18

Economics 24 ¡5 ¡8 20
Literature 25 23 25 4”

Medicine 24 22 23 t9
NaturalScience 23 20 24 20

18

Note,a N = 4t2. ti Duetounexpectedearly terminationof the academieyear, in this class no more participantswereavailable.
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Table 2
Nuníberaud Percentagesof Stude,¡tswho AcceptForcedSexaud Differencesas a Fuaction of Sa cm FDRS

Women (/1 = 223)
Situation

2.
3.
4.

5.
6.
7.
8.
9.

10.

N

5
8
2
O
3

2
5

o
5
2

Note. FDRS= ForcihieDateRapeSeale.
* p <.05, ** j’ < .ot, ~ ¡‘<.001.

Results

Attitudesabout Acceptanceof ForcedSex

Table 2 sbows the results (in actual numbers ant!
percenlages)of the responsesof alí male ant! femalestudents
in alí <en circumstancesof <be FDRS.Among alí male
students(e = 189), 17.5%repor<ed that it was acceptable
for a boy to forne sex on a girí in one or more of the ~en
hypothetical si<uations.This percentagedroppedto 6.3%
amongalí femalestudents(it = 223). On <be FDRS, alí male

sludenísaccep<edforced sex more than al! their female
counterparts,>5(1, N —412) = 9.62, p = .0021.Among
flrs<-year students,more than onefifíh (22.2%)of ihe males
(it = 109) acceptedforced sex in one or morecircumstances
versus5.1% of alí the females(n = ¡18). First-yearmales
acceptedforcedsexmore <han their femalecaunterparís,>5
(1, N = 227) = 14.39,p = .00015. Among fourth-year
studenís,11.1% of themales(it = 81)accepíedforcedsex

Table 3
Percentagesof Stude,tís4to acceptForcedSexaccord¿ng

versus7.7% of the females(it = 104). Fourth-yearmales,
however,did nol acceptforcedsexsignificanlly more than
fouríh-yearfemales,>5(1, N — 185) = .63779,p = 0.42451.

The acceptanceof forcedsexaccordinglo sex,brandiof
s<udy, and year of s<udy is presentedin Table 3. Tie
percenlageof acceplanceof forced sex rangedfrom 44%
(first-yearmale li<eratui-e students)to 0% in severalotber
brancbesof study. Firs<-yearmale literaturestuden<swere
significantly more likely to respondthai u wasacceptable¡br
a hoy to force sexon a girí in oneor more situationsIlion
were their femalecounterparts,>5(1, N — 50) = 8.42, p =

.0037.This wasalso tie casefor first-yearmedicinestudents,
with nialesexpressingmore acceptanceof forcedsexthan
females, >5(1, N — 47) = 4.56, p = .0327. Other group

comparisonsrevealedno siatistically significanídifferences.
At grouplevel,male stut!ents(u = 189)accepíedforced

sex In situationstwo, three, four, seven, fine, and ten

significantly more than females(u = 223) did (seeTable 2
andAppendix B). Forcedsex was most accep<ableamong

to Se?¾Brandt ant! Yearof Sttídy~

Women Me,,
Brancí of Study

jst year % year % 10 year% 41h year %

Psycho¡ogy
NaturalScience
Economics
Literature

Medicine

Men (n 189)

N >5 (df = 1)

2.2
3.6
0.9
o
1.3
0.9
2.2

o
2.2
0.9

6
¡6
14
6
8

5
20

3
13
13

3.2
8.5
7.4
3.2
4.2
2.6

10.6

1.6
6.9
6.9

0.36
444*

II
7.l8~<
3.28

1,87
12.69***

3.57
5.26k

10.5! **

O
4.3

12.5
8.0
O

o
15.0
6.7

13.0
4.5

1l.t
4.2

33,3
44.0
17.4

5.6
2t).0
15.0
O
5.3

Note, Percentageslo actual nurnhersof Tabte 1.
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alí maleswben “they havebadsexhcfore” (si<uation7) and
¡casI accep<ablewhen “sbe gets drunk or high ant! passes
out” (situa<ion8). Firs<-yearroaleant! females<udents(a =

109 ant! 118, respectively)differed significan<ly in thesame

six situations,as did alí maleant! female subjects,al<hougb
the most signifucantdiffcrenceswere fount! in situations
sevenant! ten, p < .005. Among the fourtb-yearstudents,
malesand fernales (n 81 ant! 104, respectively)dilfered
only in situationsthreeant! seven.p < .05, despitetbere
being no overalí statistically significant difference.

Comparisonof tbe females(first-yearversusfourtb-year)

did not revealany stalis<ical t!ifferences in any of <he ten

imaginarycircumstances.Comparisonof tbemalesrevealed
sornedifierencesbetweenthe first-years<udents(a = 109)
ant! fourtb-year stut!ents (ti 8 1) in situalions two, nine,

ant! ten,p < .05. Howeverno overalís<atistieallysignificant
differencewas found in <his group.

To test thcseeffects in more detail, an ANOVA was

carnet!out, in which acceptanceof forced sexwasusedas
tbe dependentvariable(with the 6-point scaleformat), wi<h

sex, yearof study,experiencewith SA, ant! branchof study
as independentvariables.Main effects,as welI as lwo- ant!

Table 4
SexualExperiencesSurvey(Koss & Oros, 1982)andPerceniagesof Subiecísvvlío ExperiencedDescribedSex,íalBehaviors

andMeansant! StandardDeviationsof Aínountof SexualExperiencesfronítheAgeof 14

Womcn (a = 223)
SexualBehavior

M SD

Mcn (a = ¡89)

% Al SD

1. llave you givenin to sexplay (fondling. kissing, or petting,but nor intercoursc)
wbenyou didn’t want to becauseyou wereoverwbelínedby a ‘nan’s continual

argumenísant! pressure?

2. Haveyou hadsexplay (fondl¡ng, kissing, or petting, but nol ntercourse)
whenyou didn’t want to becausea man usedbis positionof autborisy(boss,
<cachencampcounselor,supervisor)to makeyou?

3. llave you liad seN play (fondling, kissing,or petting, buí not intercourse)
when you t!it!n’t want to becausea man threatenedor usedsornedegreeof

physical force (twisting your arm. holding you t!own, etc.) to rnakeyou?

4. llave you bat! a man attemptsexual intercourse(get on top of you, attempt

to insertbis penis)wben you didn’t want to by threateningor usingson,e
degreeof forre (twisting your ana,,holdingyou down, etc.), but intercuurse

did ant occur?

5. Haveyou hada man attemp< sexualintercourse(geL on top of you. attempt
to insertbis penis)when you didn’t want to hy giving you alcohol or drugs,

but intercoursee/id ant occur?

6. llave yúu given in tu sexual intercoursewben you didnt want lo because
you were overwbelmedby a man’scontinualargumentsant! pressure?

7. llave you h~d sexual intcreoursewben you t!idn’t want tu becausea man
usedbis position of authority (boss, teacher,campcounselor,supervisor)<o
makeyou?

8. llave you bat! sexual intercoursewben you t!idn’t wan< to becausea man
gayeyou alcohol or drugs?

9. llave you bat! sexualirítercoursewberí you didn’t want ¿o becausea man

threatenet!nr usedsornedegreeof pbysicalforce (twisting your amn~,holding
you t!own. etc.) <o makeyou?

28 2.2 2.1 19 4.1 10.3

4 .3 0.5 2 1.5 0.6

6 ¡.3 0.5 1 2.5 0.7

5 ¡.6 1.2 ¡ 1.0 —

2 ¡.5 0.6 3 3.8 4.3

8 3.4 2.9

o

1 ¡.0

2.2 ¡.3

2.0 ¡.3

1 1.0

1 2.3 2.3 0

lO. llave you bat! sexacis(anal or oral intercourscnr penetrationby objeets
otberthan <bepenis)when you didn’t want <o becauseamantbreatenedor
usedsorne degreeof pbysical force (twisting yourarm, holding you down.

etc.) to makeyou?

20

5.0 5.~7 ¡ .0
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Table 5
Prevalence-RatePercentagesof SexualAggressioit (Men) atid Victi,aizatioa (Women)fromAge 14

Aggressionor Victimization Level
Women (n = 223) Men (a = 189)

Tabulated0 Untabulated” Tabulated~ Untabulatedti

Sexualcontact t9.7 31.5 ¡5.3 2t.2
Sexualcoercion 5.8 7.6 5.3 5.8
Attenipedrape 4.5 5.8 2.t 3.7
Rape 3.2 3.2 t.6 1.6

Note, ~ Respondentsareclassifiedaccordingto the most severetype of SA or victimization.
~ Tbe percentagesof personswho reportedeachindividual ací of SA or victimization.

three-wayinteractions,were exarnined.The results showed
a slrong main effect for sex, F(1, 408) = 8.799,p = .003,
with men beingmore acceptingthan women.A secondmain
effect wasfount! for brandiof study, P(4,408) = 3.259,p
= .012, with moreacceptanceof SA in economics,natural
science,ant! ¡iterature.Tie interactionof year of stut!y and
experiencewith SA was statistically significaní, F(1, 408)
= 5.556,p = .0 19, with acceplanceof SA higlier amongtie
first.year studentswho hadbadexperiencewitb SA. A three-
way interaction of sex-year-experiencewiíh SA was also
revealed,F(l, 408) = 7.971,p = .005, wilh tie acceptance
of SA higlier among thefirst-yearmale studentswilh SA
experience.Altbough experiencewith SA showeda <endency
to be rela<ed to the acceptanceof forcedsex, tus wasnot
stalistically significaní, F(1, 408), = 3.499,p .062.

Prevalenceof SexualAggressionor Victimization

The responsefrequenciesfor eachitem of tbe SES are
presentedin TaiJe 4. We found tbn< 33.2% (a = 74) of tic
women respondentshadbeenvictimized in sorneway and
24.3% (a = 46) of the men admitíed involvemení in sorne
form of SA. The frequenciesof victirnizalion rangedfrom
0% of women wbo reported unwan<edsexual intercourse
subsequentto misuse of Ihe man’s aulhority, to 28% wlio
reportedunwantedsexual contactsubsequentto verbal
pressure.The frequencywitli wbich men reponedhaving
perpetratedeacb form of SA rangedfrom 0% of rnen
reporting obtaining sexualintercourseby threateningor
using somedegreeof pbysical force, lo 19% of men who
indicaledthatthey hadobíainedsexualcontact(throughthe
useof verbal pressure).ttem responsefrequenciesant! te
meansant!s<andardt!eviaíionsfor tbe numberof times thaI
a behaviorwasreported,are shownin Table 4.

Respondentswere classif¡edaccordingto Koss et al. ‘s
(1987) metiod of scoring; i.e., the higbestdegreeof sexual
victimization or aggressionreportedby the stut!ent. That is,

we tabulated the frequencies for each of tbe four
classifícaíions.More specifically,a respondeníwho answered
iterusone(“sexualcontact”)ant! eight (“rape”) affirmatively
woult! only be includedin the “rape” classificaíion.In this

way, we were ableto caleulalefor eaehclassificationlíe

exactnumberof studentswho hadhadthis kind of experience.
As aresultof this scoringmeíhod, tbe most serioussexual
victimization experiencedby Ihe womenwas: sexualcontact

for 19.7%;sexualcoercionfor 5.8%; attemptedrapefor 4.5%;
ant! rapefor 3.2%.Tie mosíextremeleve?of SA perpetrated
by Ihe men was: sexualcontad for 15.3%;sexualcoercion
for 5.3%; atlemptedrapefor 2.1%; ant! rapefor 1.6%.

However,we alsocalculatedtbe tolal numberof síudents
who gaye affirmative responsesfor each of the four
classifications,which appearsin líe untabulatedcolumn of
Table 5. Table 5 showstbe prevalenceratesof tahulaledand
untabulaledscoringsfor SA ant! victimization.

Among tbe male respondentswho liad engagedin
sexually aggressiveacts, 43 (19.5%) indiea<ed lbey bat!
perpelratedonly onespeciftcsexualaggressiveact (i.e., one

affirmalive responseon the SES); ¡8 (8.1%) admitíedhaving
been involved in lwo different forms of sexualaggressive
acts (i.e., two affirmative responseson líe SES); ant! 12

(5.5%) in tiree or more different formsof sexualaggressive
acts (i.e., tbreeor more affirmative responseson tie SES).
Among líe victimized women,33 (17.5%) liad experienced
one specificunwantedsexualact; 11 (5.8%) iwo unwanted
sexualaets;and 2 (1%) had experiencedtiree or more
unwantedsexualaclivities.

Table 6
Victirn” I-felp-SeekingSoarce

Source n

Friend 22 75.9
Counselor/tberapist 2 6.9
Police 3 tO.3
Rapecrisis center ¡ 3.4
Parent(s) 5 17.2
Otber relative t ¡ 37.9
Physician/bospiral 3 ¡0.3

Note. “ n = 29, althoughthe sum of tie frequenciesis 47,
becausesornesubjectshelp at severalsources.

21
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Help-SeekingBehavior

Table 6 sbowsthe numberof women who sougbt help
ant! from which sources.The resu¡tsof SF5 revealed<bat
74 (33.2%) of tbe 223 women respondedaffirmatively <o

at leasíoneitem ant! are tbereforeconsideredvictims of
some forrn of SA. Of the 74 women who bat! been
victimized, ¡3 (17.6%) indicatedtbat theydid not seekany
help after llie iticident, whereas29 (39.2%) did seekhelp,
ant! 32 (43.2%) did not answertbis item.

Of <he 29 womenwho sougbt he¡p, mostof tbem went
to severa~sourcesbr help. Within this group. 22 (75.9%)
askedafriend for belp, ant! 11(37.9%)sough<help from a
relative. On¡y 2 (6.9%) sought help from a counseloror
therapist, ant! 3 (10.3%) wení to the poNce lot help.

Furthermore,5 women(17.2%) tumedloa parent,3 (10.3%)
wení to a hospital or a physician,ant! ¡ (3.4%) went to a

rapecrisis cenler.Ah thosewho went to a counseloror
therapist,the police, a hospital,a physician,or a rapecrisis
centeralso sougbtbelp from a relativeor friend.

Sevenof the 29 vic<ims who soughl help (24.1%) did
not answertbe item about Ihe time-lapsebe<weenthe SA

ant! tlie help-seekingbehavior.Nineteen(86.4%) of <he22
victims who did answertbis item soughthelp within two
weeks after the incidenttook place; 3 (¡3.6%) indicated

they did so within ayear; no womansoughthelp whenmore
<han a yearbat! goneby.

Discussion

In thefirst place, 17.5% of alí mahesludentsversus6.3%
of alí female studentsbelievedthat it was acceptablefor a
hoy to force sexon a girí in oneor moje situations.First.

year malestudents(22.2%) expressedihe most acceptance
of torcedsex, followedby fourth-yearmales(11.1%), fourth-
year fernales(7.7%), wiíh first-year females(5.1%) being
the leastaccepting.A tenla<iveexplanationfor <be difference
in acceptanceof SA betweenfirst- ant! fourtb-yearmalesis
thaI the first-year malesare more likely lo believe in

traditional sexualscripts tban do four<h-year males(see
LaPlante,McCormick, & Brannigan, 1980). Thesemale

s<udenls may believe in, ant! becomesexuallyexcited by,
the idealhat tbeir partnerswill resisttbeir advancesal first
ant! Ihen be overcomewitb passionant! willingly ant! even
enthusiaslicallylake part in sexual intercourse(Check &
Malamurh, 1983; Russell,1984; Shoíl-and,1992). When ihe
female witbho¡ds sexual intercoursethesemalesmay feel
they boyebeentreatedunfairly andthereforebelieve tbat
aggressivebehavioris justified. Prcviousstudies havereported
<hat men who accepís<ereotypicalmytbs aboutrape,who
condoneviolenceagains<women,wbo bold adversarialsexual
beliefs, or accepttradilional sex role attitut!esteadto sbow
greatertolerancetowardsrape,to blamerape victirus more,
aud to report agreater)ikeliboot! of rapingif tbeycoult! be

assuredthai no one would know (Hurí, 1980; Cheek&
Ma]amutb, 1983;Malamuth, 1981; Mueblenhardet al., 1985).
On <be olberbant!, first-yearfemalestut!entsplausibly hold
more conservalivesexualvalues<han do tbeir fourtb-year

counterparts,who may be more liberal insofaras concerns
sexroles.Tbis explanationreceivessomeempiricalsupport
from LaPlanleet al. (1980), wbo found <hat manyyoung
women enact,os well as believe in, tbe traditionalsexual

scrip<, whicb t!ic<ates tba< women shoult! ejiher passively
acquiesce<o their dates’ sexualadvances,or elseuseany
strategyto influencea da<e so as to avoid sexualintercourse
(Peplau,Rubin, & Hill, 1977). ¡o spite of theacceptanceof

sexualscriptsexpressedby first-yearstudentsof botb sexes
(iii differing degrees),it appearsthat university education
producesatwofold ehange:in women,toward“liberalism,”

ant! in meo.toward “more respec<.”
Tberewere significanísexdiflereucesin at<itudes in six

situationsof tbe FDRS,witb malesbeingmore tolerantof
SA in ahí situations.Tbe mostpronounceddifferenceswere
in siíuations“wben tbe couple bat! previously bat! sex”
(situation 7) ant! ‘when <bey bat! datedfor a long time”
(situation 3). Other siluations in wbich male ant! female
studentssliowet! significant t!ifferenceswere: “when sbe
hasbat! sexwitb oneof bis frient!s” (situation 10); “when

hebuys ber dinneror paysbr a movie” (situa<ion4); “when
shegetsblm so sexu-aulyexcited. 1w cannotstop” (sittiation
2); ant! “when sbeagreesto go bornewitb bini” (siluation

9). It is striking thaI both male ant! femaleSpanisbstut!ents
hardly accept<heso-called ‘token-no” mytb (i.e., believing
a womandesiressex even after verbally saying “no”), in
con<ras<to the findings amongAmerican collegeant! bigh-
school s<udentsin tbe United States(Bensone< al., ¡992;
Mueblenliardel al., 1985; Mueblenbard& ¡-lollabaugb. 1988;
Rapaport& Burkhar<, 1984). It seemsplausible tbat rape
myths areno< uniformly ant! wit!ely aceeptediii <be Western

culture. Ralber, ihereis evidencein ibis study of various
subculturalnormsandattitudes.

Furtbeímore,it appearsthat the accep<anceof forcedsex
is significant¡y relatedlo tbe branchof stut!y, huí also to <he

inleraction of sex, ycar of study,ant! experiencewith SA.
Ibe aboyeresults indicate <hat women in tbe economies,
na<uralscienceant! li<crature branchesof s<udy areat grealer

risk of becomingvic<ims of SA than women from otber
branches(psycbologyant! medicine),al<houghcausalrclations
of SA canno<be inferred on the basis of correlalional dala

alone. Onecould specula<etbat tbe reasonwhy womenfrom
ihe psyehology ant! medicine huinchesdiffer lo iheir
acceptanceof SA may lic in tbe “nature” of thesestut!ies,
wbicb could bave a self-selectiveeffect. Tbesefemale

siudenís may rejecí aggressionbeforehand(cg., SA) ant!
then ehoosea studywith higlier bumanitarian-helpinecontent.
Anolber possibleexplanalionof wliy male slut!en<st!iffcr
significantly in tbeir acceptanceof forcedsex wi<h respec<

to their branch ant! year of study may be that o some
branchesant! yearsof s<udy, more involvement in peergroups
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occurswhicb may reinforceviews of womenas beinghighly
sexualizedobjecís.A highly intensivemaJe-peerenvironment
maypromolenarrow,stereoíypicalconceptionsof masculiniíy
ant! may emphasizeviolence, force, ant! compelition in
relationsbips.An importaní goal for future researchis to
examinemore extensive¡ythe groupnorms, beliefs, and
hifesíyles of stut!ents in a¡l brancbesant! yearsof study.

In <be secondplace, SA amongSpanishstut!entswho are
acquaintedwi<h eachother appearsto be common. In the
presentstudy, 33.2% of the women ant! 24.3% of Ihe men
reportedhaving beenin a situalion wberesex bat! been
forced, from the ageof fourteen;tbewomenreponedfondling
or kissing af<er verbal pressure(28%) as tbe mostfrequení
unwantet!sexualacíivity, followed by sexualintercourseafter
verbal pressure(8%). Of alí tbe women, 7.7% reportedan
experiencethaI met <he Spanisli legai definition of atíempled
ant! completed rape, versus 3.7% of ahí men. These
percentagesarebelow therateslisíedin American literalure
but are slill pervasiveant! imposing. At theAutonomous
University of Madrid, over 17,000fema¡esludeníswere
enrolledal the time this researchwasconducted(academie
year 1995-96), whicb could mean lbat more than 1,300
women haveexperiencedan attemptedor completedrape.
Thedifferent prevalence-ratefiguresbetweenmale ant!female
studenísdoesnot necessarilyimply that men bavea lent!ency

to denyor under-reporttheir sexualaggressivebehavior,buí
simply may be due to Ihe fact thai perpetrators,as well as
victims, of SA can also be nonstut!ents.

In Ibe <bird place, our resulís also revealedlhat only a
small percentageof Ibe women who bat! experienced
unwantet!sexualactivities sougbtprofessionalhelp (39.2%).

Mosí victims turned to a friend or relative to obtain belp.
Very few womenwenl to acounselor,a therapist,the police,
a physician or a rape crisis center.This finding is in
accordancewilli prior researcbwherevictims of SA selt!om
reponedIbe incit!ents to official sources(Koss et al., 1987;

Warsliaw, ¡988). Several researchershave suggestet!a
numberof reasonsto explain wby womenwbo experience
sexualviclimization neitherseekhelp norrepontbe ineit!ent
to <heauthoriíies.Tbey fount! thai tbe acquaintanceelemen<
is a powerful determinantof help-seekingbebavior (Koss
et al., ¡988; Wilson & Durrenberger,1982; Yegdis, 1986).
There seemsto be an inverse relationsbip betweenIhe
victim-offent!er rela<ionsbip ant! lielp-seeking.Tbe betier

acquaintedtbe victim is with the offent!er, <he less likely
sbe is lo seek help. Tlie degree<o wbicb the woman
identifies a sexuallycoerciveexperienceas sexualassau¡t

is anolberfactor in help-seeking.As silualionsincreasingly
resembletbe classicrapescenario,women aremore likely
lo seekhelp.Tbeclassicrapescenariomost often involves
a síranger,includesibe useof physicalforce, ant! resultsin
observablephysical injuries. SA with an acquaintancedoes
fol match the stereotypethai peoplebave of SA (i.e.,
strangersin dark alleys)ant!, Ihus,peopleareless likely to
it!entify it as SA.

In ihe founíh place, in contrasí lo ihe findings of
Malaniuih (1981), Rapapot-tami Burkhar¿(1984), ant! Koss
el al. (1985), we did not fint! a direcí relation between
alliludes supportingSA ant! actualexperienceof SA. Dala
analysessbowet! Ihal the stut!entswbo liad experienced
somefora, of SA, versusIhosewho bat! not, did not differ
significantly in ibeir acceptanceof forced sex. Ibis is not
surprising,as ourdata revealedlower levelsof acceplance

of SA ant! fewer experienceswitb SA among Spanisb
uníversítystut!enís,whicb may explainthe lackof significaní
t!ifferencesin our sample.

In summary,our resulís indicatemajor sexdifferences
in Spanishstudenís’attiludes towart!s malesforcingsex on
females. Sex t!ifferences in specific situations were of
particularinteresíto Ihe autliors as, in Ihesecircumstances,
unwantedsexualnetivities may be elicited more easily. We
believethat various assumplionsant! expectationsabout
sexualinteractionbetweenmenant! women maycontribule
<o SA, particularly in Ihosesituationswhereiheseassumplions
ant! expecta<ionsarequite extended.Differencesin altitudes
emphasizetheneedfor betier understant!ingant! more t!irect

comrnunicationbetweenmalesant! females.BecauseIbis
stut!y involved primarily Spanishstudenísfrom oneuniversity
campus,our fint!ings can only be generalizedwilb caution.
It is fon furtber replicationstudieslo t!e<erminewhetherSA

is highly prevalentamonggeneral,nonclinical, ant! noncollege
populationsamplesof Spanishmen ant! women.

The resulís of íbis study poiní oul the necessityof

increasingawarenessaboul SA amongSpanishuniversity
sludenís.The resulísalso documeníIhe needfor prevention
programsant! counsehingfor al] Spanisli women who are

sexually victimized. Ihe campus healíb center al Ihe
AutonomousUniversity of Madrid sboult! makeeveryeffort
lo implementworkshop programsto encouragesiudenís<o
adopíattiíut!es,heliefs,ant! behaviorspromoling healthyt!aling.

Ihe dalaobíainedshow lhat many collegewomen are
at risk of being persuadedto bave unwantet! sex ant!
higblight women’s inability to refusecomfortably.The
majority of Spanisb women in this slut!y who bat!

experiencedunwaníet!intercourseor otber unwantet!sexual
contactswere coercedby conlinuousargumenísant! pressure.
Ibis hasimplications for educalionprogrammingin ihe area

of communication.Throughappropriateclasses,worksbops,
seminars,ant! counselingsessions,college-síut!entpersonoel
must adt!resscommunicationissuesant! offer training in
effecíive communicaíionskills. However, ibe causesof
sexualassaultare complex ant! involve a wide rangeof
men’s experiences,attitut!es,ant! cognilions.
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APPENDIX A

Date-rapevignelte(adaptedfrom Davis, Peck, & Stormont, 1993)

Louix, 19, a¡íd Eva, 18, liad been dati¡íg steadilyforíwo years.Ojie tiglíí ata paríy given by ¡líe /2¿cul¡yof ¡he universily,

¡bey itad botií beendrinking líeavily. Titey bat! a ¡erriJYc ¡míe a/ tlíe party, ant! tiíev were sliglí¡iy e.rcited wliile daítcing.
On tlíe way borne, Louis pulís ¡líe car off auto a e/usenet!street. Theyproceed¡o kiss, ant! Eva allows Louis ¡líe usual
‘‘aboye tite wais¡’ tnucliing. Wlte¡í he reaclíesbetwee¡í ‘ter legs, sucsays ‘‘No, as site alwavs lías, ant!, ar Uds ¡‘cutí,

Louis usually stops ¡oucitbíg líer diere ajíd keeps att kíssi;ig líer Tiíi?s iíight Lonis does,i ¡ siop. Over Eva R cries of ‘‘No,
tío!” líe contutues¡o takeberciotites off a,tt! forcesiter ta líaves exwitlí ¡tun.
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API’ENDIX B

Forcible Date RapeSeale(Giarussoel al., 1979)

“lIs OK for a boy lo force a girí lo havesexwitb him if..”

1. She saysyesal first, but Ihenchangesher mmd ant! saysno.
2. Shegetshm so sexua¡lyexciled, he can’tstop.
3. Tbey havedatedbr a real¡y long time.
4. He buys her dinneror pays for a movie.
5. Shelets him touch her aboyethe waist.
6. She’s wearing/reveahingsexy c¡othing.
7. Tliey havehad sexbefore.
8. Shegetst!runk or bigb ant! passesout.
9. Sheagreesto go homewith him.

lO. Sbe hashadsexwilh oneof bis frient!s.


