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ABSTRACT 

RAPE MYTHS, RAPE CULTURE AND UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS:  

AN ANALYSIS OF THE UNIVERSITY OF GUELPH’S SEXUAL VIOLENCE 

PREVENTION EDUCATION 

Keely Kavcic 
University of Guelph, 2019

Advisor(s): 
Dr. Mavis Morton 

Sexual violence is an issue pervasive on university and college campuses, however 

research on this topic has primarily been focused in the United States, and focuses on 

experiences of sexual violence, with limited focus on the social system it flourishes 

within. Guided by the principles of Community Engaged Scholarship, this research 

project utilizes a feminist framework to examine rape culture on the University of Guelph 

campus, and the impact of education efforts in mitigating rape culture and rape myth 

acceptance. Through the use of online survey modules, and focus groups, this research 

project finds that while education offered does have an impact on student’s acceptance 

of rape myths, male students are still more likely to accept these myths over female 

students. Based on the findings of this research project, it is recommended that future 

research focus on the impact of sexual violence prevention education on male students 

specifically.  
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1 Introduction 
Sexual violence is often used as an umbrella term, as it encompasses any 

physical or psychological act that is committed, threatened, or attempted against a 

person without their consent (Sexual Violence and Harassment Action Plan Act 

[SVHAP Act] 2016). The umbrella term can refer to instances of sexual assault, sexual 

harassment or sexual exploitation (SVHAP Act 2016). Furthermore, sexual violence 

may be conceptualized as occurring on an escalating continuum (Kelly 1988). Here, 

sexual violence ranges from the most common occurrences such as sexist and 

gendered attitudes and beliefs, and can escalate to verbal threats, and ultimately acts 

of physical violence to demonstrate such beliefs (Kelly 1998; Kavanaugh 2013; 

Kavanaugh 2015; Leidig 2010; McMahon and Banyard 2012; Osborne 1995; Phillips 

2017; Williams 2007). 

According to the self-reported data collected by the government of Canada, 

there are 37 instances of sexual violence reported for every 1,000 Canadian women 

(Conroy and Cotter 2017). However, this statistic only accounts for instances reported 

to officials, and an estimated 96 percent of sexual assaults are unreported or 

unidentified (Johnson 2012; Spencer et al. 2017). Given that women aged fifteen to 

twenty-four account for almost half of the reported instances, high school and 

university-aged women are the most at risk for sexual violence (Johnson 2012). It is 

estimated that anywhere between one in four (Hayes-Smith and Levett 2010) to one in 

five (Canadian Federation of Students-Ontario 2015) university-aged women will 

experience some form of sexual violence during their time at school. The variance in 



 

 

2 

 

these rates is due to a lack of reporting as well as inconsistencies in definitions of 

sexual violence during data collection. While men are also survivors of sexual violence 

(Avegno, Mills and Mills 2009; Davies and Rogers 2006; Davies, Pollard and Archer 

2006; DuMont et al. 2013; Elliot, Davis and Briere 2004; Reddington and Wright 

Kreisel 2017; Stermac, Del Bove and Addison 2004), it is important to note that sexual 

violence remains overwhelmingly gendered, with most perpetrators being male, and 

most survivors being female (Bonnar-Kidd 2010; Maxwell 2015; Sinha 2013; Strain, 

Hockett and Saucier 2015).  

In most situations, instances of sexual violence go unreported, for a variety of 

reasons, but one of the most common being shame felt by the survivor, or fear of 

becoming subject to judgement for their perceived role in the violence (McCauley et al 

2007; Wolitzsky-Taylor et al 2011). This is often the result of commonly held beliefs 

about rape survivors and instances of sexual violence, best described as rape myths. 

Rape myths were first identified by Burt (1980), who explained them to be, “prejudicial, 

stereotyped, or false beliefs about rape, rape victims, and rapists – in creating a 

climate hostile to rape victims” (217). The concept was further explained by Lonsway 

and Fitzgerald (1994), who added that rape myths are best understood as 

stereotypes, explaining that they are, “attitudes and beliefs that are generally false but 

are widely and persistently held, and that serve to deny and justify male sexual 

aggression against women” (134). Most rape myths are directed at the survivor of the 

violence, focusing on her behaviour or demeanour as the result of what happened to 

her, and developing a credible victim. Some examples include beliefs that women lie 
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about their experiences, that women must resist their attacker to be real victims, that a 

woman’s drinking resulted in her assault, or that women’s clothing or interactions with 

men were misleading and lead to her assault (McMahon 2010; McMahon and Farmer 

2011; Payne et al. 1999). The acceptance of these myths results in a victim shaming 

perspective in which the blame is shifted from the perpetrator to the survivor during 

events of sexual violence (Masser et al. 2010). In line with rape myths, many initiatives 

addressing sexual violence focus on preventing acts of violence by addressing what a 

woman can do to deter any act against her (Armstrong et al 2006; Jozkowski and 

Wiersma-Mosley 2017).  

In order for these negative beliefs to be widely accepted within a certain social 

environment, such as a higher education campus, there also needs to be a culture 

that reinforces and supports sexual violence. Such culture has been identified as a 

rape culture (Herman 1984). Rape culture exists when a society’s beliefs and ideals 

normalize the act of sexual violence, which in turn fosters a climate that allows rape to 

occur (Herman 1984). Such culture, then, sees resulting rape or other acts of sexual 

violence as a normal part of life (Nicoletti et al 2009), rather than an issue of concern. 

Following Herman’s definition of rape culture, Nicoletti and colleagues (2009) further 

that the normalization of sexual violence towards women allows male perpetrators’ 

behaviour to be excused amongst the members of larger society.  

University and college campuses in particular, provide an environment in which 

rape culture flourishes (Armstrong et al 2006; Armstrong et al 2014; Gross et al 2006; 

Hayes et al 2016; McMahon 2010; Jozkowski 2015a; Jozkowski and Wiersma-Mosely 
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2017; Moynihan and Banyard 2008; Nicolleti et al 2009; Thompson and Cracco 2008). 

As a result of campus culture that encourages partying and drinking, many instances 

of sexual violence are often negated through the perception that the survivor lost 

control, and thus subjected themselves to the opportunity to be taken advantage of 

(Armstrong et al. 2014; Sanday 2007). In conjunction with alcohol and party 

consumption, university campuses foster a dating culture that encourages a high 

number of sexual partners, while also still holding true to traditional gender dating 

roles and expectations (Armstrong et al 2014; Gross et al 2006). This expected 

behaviour of students has been classified as a hook-up culture (Arnold 2010; Bogle 

2007; Bogle 2008; England, Shafer and Fogerty; 2008 Garcia and Beiber 2008; 

Harden 2013; Heldman and Wade 2010; Kimmel 2008, 195-196; Paul and Hayes 

2002; Rhoades 2012), in which male students are encouraged to pursue casual 

sexual encounters, while female students are expected to both participate in “hooking 

up”, while maintaining traditional gendered expectations of conservative sexual 

behaviour (Bogle 2008; England, Shafer and Forgerty 2008; Kalish 2013; Kimmel 

2008, 210-213; Rhoades 2012). Campus hook-up culture creates an environment that 

excuses male students’ behaviour of drinking and engaging with multiple sexual 

partners, which research has shown creates ambiguity around consent, and act as 

precursors to sexual violence (Flack et al. 2007; Bogle 2008; Heldman and Wade 

2010; Jozkowski 2015b; Kimmel 2008, 199-200; Paul and Hayes 2002; Sutton and 

Simons 2015).  
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In an attempt to address the rate of sexual violence on campuses, in March of 

2016 the Ontario government introduced Bill 132, mandating every college and 

university in the province to have a policy in place for students to report instances of 

sexual violence (Moore et al. 2016; SVHAP Act 2016). The policy also mandates 

every college and university in the province to provide access to training for 

administration, faculty, staff, and students on campus (Moore et al. 2016; SVHAP Act 

2016). In addition to training on the policy and procedures, many institutions also offer 

additional training and education resources for students in an effort to prevent 

instances occurring on campus. Most prevention initiatives focus on encouraging 

bystander intervention (Banyard 2014; Coker 2018; Coker et al 2011; Katz 1995; 

Kroshus et al 2018; McMahon 2015) or encouraging female students to take 

preventative actions (Armstrong et al 2006; Hayes et al 2016; Jozkowski and 

Wiersma-Mosley 2017). Often, these approaches fall short of implementing a change 

in the campus culture, as they do not address the root of the problem – the culture the 

act thrives in (Coker 2018). In order for initiatives on campus to be effective, they need 

to challenge the present social norms and values surrounding sexual violence, rather 

than encouraging others to prevent perpetrators (Berkowitz 2005; Davis and Liddell 

2002; Fabiana et al. 2003; Jozkowski 2015a; Lonsway 1996; Senn 2011; Potter, 

Moynihan and Stapleton 2011).  

1.1 Research Context  

 The issue of sexual violence will continue to exist on university campuses as 

long as students participate in rape culture and foster an acceptance of rape myth. 
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However, previous research suggests that effective education can act as a deterrent 

for the issue (Withey 2010), suggesting that in properly educating students on what 

rape myths are, and how rape culture exists around them, increases their awareness 

of the issue, and alertness to behaviours contributing to the problem.  

This research was largely inspired by the work of Doris Buss, Diana Majury, 

Dawn Moore, George S. Rigakos and Rashmee Singh in their 2016 Report “The 

Response to Sexual Violence at Ontario University Campuses”. In this report, the 

authors call for on-going education throughout student’s university careers, with 

institutions being responsible for ensuring the education they provide is continuous 

throughout students’ time on campus, and continually updated to ensure relevance to 

the current campus culture (Moore et al., 2016). Further, the authors call on 

institutions to continually assess the effectiveness of their education efforts, stating,  

On-site research – e.g., program evaluation and impact studies – 
should be integrated into the delivery of educational programming and 
training. Given that we really do not know what works in reducing 
sexual violence and shifting rape culture, innovation and research 
should be a central component of the provincial strategy on sexual 
violence on campuses (Moore et al. 2016, 55). 

In line with this, the current research project highlights the importance of assessing 

education efforts in preventing a culture of sexual violence on campuses.  

The current community-engaged (CEnR) research study explores University of 

Guelph undergraduate students’ perceptions of rape culture on campus, and their 

acceptance of common rape myths. CEnR is research conducted within a partnership 

between members of the University and the community, with a goal of meaningful 
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outcomes and mutual benefit for both parties (Baker et al. 1999; CCPH Board of 

Directors 2013; Minkler and Wallerstein 2008; Mikesell et al. 2013; Stanton 2008)1. 

The community partnership for this research project emerged from my own 

involvement with the University’s Sexual Violence Advisory Committee, and existing 

professional relationships with the Vice-Provost/Associate Vice President of Student 

Affairs, and the Director of Wellness Education. The specific community-partner for 

this research project includes the University of Guelph’s Sexual Violence Advisory 

Committee (SVAC), the University’s Sexual Violence Education and Awareness Sub-

Committee (SVEAC) and Jean Thompson, the chair of the SVEAC. The goals of this 

CEnR were identified in partnership with the SVEAC. The Sub-Committee wanted to 

understand undergraduate students’ perceptions of rape culture, and acceptance of 

rape myths, compared to their involvement with sexual violence prevention education 

on campus. By assessing student responses to common rape myths included in the 

Illinois Rape Myth Acceptance Scale-Revised (see Appendix B), we were able to 

understand which rape myths are most commonly accepted by students on campus, 

and if their interaction with campus initiatives had an impact on their likelihood to 

accept these myths. In collaboration with my community partner, I generated a list of 

components of rape culture, to assess which elements students viewed as part of rape 

culture both in society, and on campus. By assessing students’ understandings of 

rape culture, we were able to understand which components of rape culture are most 

commonly understood by students, and if interaction with campus initiatives had an 

 
1 A detailed explanation on CEnR is included in Chapter 3: Methodology  
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impact on this. In addition to the understanding students’ acceptance of rape myths, 

and knowledge of rape culture, students were also consulted to determine if they were 

engaging with education efforts provided by the University, and if not, what barriers 

they saw in preventing them to do so. Findings from this research project help to 

inform the SVAC and the SVEAC of any discrepancies between the education 

initiatives presented to students, and the student’s understanding of rape culture and 

rape myths. Following the completion of this research project, I will be providing the 

SVAC SVEAC with a summary of findings from this research project. By providing the 

committees with a summary of findings, they will be able to better direct their 

education and awareness efforts in coming academic years, and use the information 

to better inform their policy and decision making process. 

1.2 Research Objectives  

This research study contributes to the discussion of sexual violence education at 

the University of Guelph, while also suggesting potential areas of improvement for the 

University in the deliverance of these materials. The main objective of this research 

was to understand the impact of education provided by the University of Guelph to 

students, on students’ acceptance of rape myths, and knowledge of rape culture. To 

achieve this objective, the research was focused in two areas. First, I focus on 

whether undergraduate students understand “rape culture” as explained by the 

University of Guelph, and through the use of the IRMAS-R, which rape myths they are 

most accepting of. In doing this, I also examine the impact that engagement with 

various education initiatives has on their understandings and acceptances of rape 
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culture and rape myths. Then, I explore if students are in fact actively engaging with 

the various education efforts, and if so, which efforts are most widely engaged with. In 

doing this, I also examine which efforts students are not engaging with, and why they 

may be deterred from doing so.  

1.3 Research Questions  

To guide the objectives of this research, the following research questions were 

created:  

1. How do undergraduate students at the University of Guelph understand rape 

culture on campus?  

a. To what extent does the UofG students’ knowledge of rape culture align with 

the education provided by the UofG about sexual violence? 

2. How common is rape myth acceptance among undergraduate students at the 

University of Guelph?  

a. Does engagement with education provided by the UofG have an impact on 

students’ acceptance of rape myths? 

3. Are students actively engaging with education provided by the University of Guelph 

that addresses sexual violence, rape culture and rape myths? 

a. If students are not actively engaging with education provided by the UofG, what 

is hindering their ability, or desire, to do so?  
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1.4 Overview of Chapters  

Chapter Two of this thesis provides readers with an overview of the current 

literature, as it pertains to the topic of sexual violence, and more specifically, sexual 

violence on campuses of higher education. Following a discussion of the historic 

identification of rape culture and rape myths, this chapter reviews recent studies on 

instances of sexual violence on campuses, exploring various reasonings for the rates 

of occurrence – namely, hook-up culture, and a culture of drinking on campus. The 

chapter also explores recent and historic literature pertaining to the impact of 

education on sexual violence prevention, and provides an overview of education 

efforts presented by the University of Guelph. Finally, the chapter also provides an 

overview of the theoretical perspectives that guide this thesis’ research, focusing on 

the social construct of gender, hegemonic masculinity, and the role of power and 

privilege in experiences of sexual violence, within a feminist framework.  

Chapter Three then provides an overview of the Community-Engaged Research 

(CEnR) methods that guided this thesis, providing readers with an overview of CEnR, 

and explaining how its principles were used throughout this thesis. This chapter also 

describes the specific research methods used in this project, highlighting the mixed 

methods approach used, and how analysis was conducted for each component of the 

research project. Finally, this chapter concludes by providing a reflection of my 

experience as a researcher working on this CEnR project, and highlights my 

positionality as a student-researcher.  
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Chapter Four presents the findings from the research project, highlighting key 

findings from both the online survey and the focus groups. This chapter begins by first 

providing readers with descriptive statistics from the online survey respondent pool, 

and then presents findings from both data collection methods, guided by the research 

questions noted above.  

Finally, Chapter Five concludes this thesis, by situating the research findings 

within the literature and theoretical perspectives. Specifically, this chapter focuses on 

the impact education had on University of Guelph student’s acceptance of rape myths, 

and how this aligns with the prior research discussed in Chapter Two. This chapter 

then focuses on specific research findings, which discuss lack of event attendance, 

situating reasons given by students within the Feminist framework discussed in 

Chapter Two. This chapter then discusses limitations of the research project, practical 

implications from the research findings, and concludes by discussing future research 

directions.  

  



 

 

12 

 

2 Literature Review and Theoretical Framework 
This chapter reviews current literature that pertains to the topic of sexual violence, and 

more specifically, sexual violence on campuses of higher education. The chapter 

begins by providing a historic overview of the defining of rape culture, and 

identification of common rape myths. It then provides an overview of recent literature 

that focuses on the culture of sexual violence on campuses, specifically highlighting 

campus hook-up and drinking cultures as avenues for sexual violence to occur. It will 

then explore literature that discusses impacts of education on sexual violence 

prevention, and different types of education that can be provided to students, with a 

specific focus on the education initiatives provided by the University of Guelph. Finally, 

the chapter closes with an overview of the theoretical perspectives that guide this 

thesis, focusing on a feminist perspective of the social construction of gender, notions 

of hegemonic masculinity on campuses, and the role of power and privilege in 

occurrences of sexual violence.  

2.1 Rape Myths and Rape Culture  

 The concept of rape myths was first identified by Burt (1980), who defined them 

as “prejudicial, stereotyped, or false beliefs about rape, rape victims, and rapists” 

which acted to “creating [sic] a climate hostile to rape victims” (217). More than a 

decade later, Lonsway and Fitzgerald (1994) added to this definition, explaining these 

myths to be stereotypes, that though generally false, are widely and persistently held” 

(134), further adding that they exist to “serve to deny and justify male sexual 

aggression against women” (134). The perpetual acceptance of such beliefs leads to a 
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culture that is supportive of sexual violence, a culture that Herman (1984) defined as 

“rape culture”. Herman (1984) explained that such a culture exists when widely held 

beliefs and ideals, which become a social norm, normalize the acts of sexual violence, 

and as result allows for rape to occur. This then leads to a social acceptance of acts of 

sexual violence, regarding them as a part of life, further normalizing acts of violence 

against women and excusing male behaviours (Hlavka 2014; Nicoletti et al 2009). As 

Buchwald, Fletch and Roth (2015) explain, rape culture is “a complex of beliefs that 

encourages male sexual aggression and supports violence against women” (xi), with 

members of society providing excuses for perpetrators of sexual violence (Haiven 

2017), and questioning the validity of a survivor’s claims (Burnett et al 2009; 

Jozkowski and Wiersma-Mosely 2017; Koss, Gidycz and Wisniewski 1987; McMahon 

2010; McMahon and Farmer 2011; Payne et al 1999). 

In their development of the Illinois Rape-Myth Acceptance Scale, Payne, 

Lonsway and Fitzgerald (1999) grouped common myths into four categories: a) she 

lied, b) he didn’t mean to, c) she asked for it, and d) it wasn’t a “real” rape (McMahon 

2010; McMahon and Farmer 2011; Payne et al. 1999). In each instance, the myth(s) 

act as a means of shifting the blame from the perpetrator to the survivor (Burnett et al 

2009; Calogero 2013; Kitzinger and Frithl 1999; Liebenberg, Ungar and Ikeda 2013; 

Masser et al 2010; McEwan 2009; Suarez and Gadalla 2010). Each myth is explained 

in further detail below.  
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2.1.1 She Lied  

 The first category of rape myths, “she lied” speaks to the belief that women 

make false accusations against men, which comes from a misconception of the 

number of false reports made against men. Relatedly, there is a belief among 

university-aged men that the attention provided to sexual violence, and encouraging 

support for reporting will lead to an overcorrection of the issue, resulting in increasing 

numbers of university men being unjustly persecuted (Yoffe 2014). While research 

shows that the number of false accusations is less than ten percent of all reported 

cases (Ferguson and Malouff 2016; Kelly 2010; Lisak et al 2010; Lonsway 2010; 

Sophn et al. 2001; Weiser 2017), this is often perceived as a much higher rate.  

 Often, reports are believed to be falsified due to a woman’s regret in engaging 

in a sexual interaction, or in an attempt to retaliate against a man for unrelated 

circumstances (McMahon 2010; McMahon and Farmer 2011; Payne et al 1999). 

Further supporting the notion of false accusations, is the belief that recanted reports 

always result from a survivor lying about the situation (Weiser 2017). This has also 

been disproven by research, which suggests recanted statements often result for 

survivor’s experience of stress, stemming from external pressures, pressure from the 

accused perpetrator, or fear of retaliations (Spohn, White and Tellis 2014).        

2.1.2 He Didn’t Mean To  

 The second category of rape myths identified in the literature speaks to the 

perpetrators’ actions, and a lack of intent in causing harm. Originally stemming from a 

belief that men perpetrated violence as result of uncontrollable desires (Payne et al 
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1999), this has further been expanded to include explanations for a perpetrator’s 

actions as result of inebriation (McMahon 2010; McMahon and Farmer 2011), a lack of 

understanding consent (Kitzinger and Frith 1999; Jordan 2004; Jozkowski et al 2014), 

and a lack of clarity when initiating a “hook up” (Flack et al. 2007; Bogle 2008; 

Heldman and Wade 2010; Kimmel 2008, 199-200; McMahon and Farmer 2011; Paul 

and Hayes 2002; Sutton and Simons 2015). While the impact of alcohol, consent and 

hook-up culture are explained in further detail later in this chapter, it is important to 

understand that these are often used as excuses for a male’s perpetration of violence 

against a female.  

 In addition to a belief that certain circumstances can excuse a perpetrator’s 

behaviour, the media furthers the position that males sometimes rape without the 

intent to, often overemphasizing their character prior to the accusation of sexual 

violence being made (Weiser 2017). The most notable recent examples of this are the 

2015 People v. Turner and the 2012 Steubenville High School case, which led to the 

indictment of Ma’lik Richmond and Trent Mays (Pennington and Birthisel 2016; Collins 

and Dunn 2018). In both instances, there was an outpour of public reaction following 

media publications, which spoke to the perpetrator’s status as athletes, their academic 

abilities, and the impact that the sentencing would have on their futures (Pennington 

and Birthisel 2016; Collins and Dunn 2018). In both these cases, as is typical with 

many others (Baum at al 2018), the focus on the perpetrators’ previous characteristics, 

and the impact the sentencing would have on their futures, resulted in overlooking the 

survivor’s experience, and the impact had on the survivor. In these instances, the 
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media’s reporting of perpetrators acts as an unintended means to diminish the validity 

of the violence, positing that the character of the accused in some way mitigates the 

seriousness of their actions.   

2.1.3 She Asked for It  

 The third, and most common rape myth category that exists as identified in the 

literature speaks to a woman’s role in her own victimization, either by result of action 

or inaction (Armstrong et al 2006; Armstrong et al 2014; Burnett et al 2009; Calogero 

2013; Hackman et al 2017; McMahon 2010; McMahon and Farmer 2011; Payne et al 

1999; Profitt and Ross 2017; Suarez and Gadalla 2010). In this, survivors are seen as 

somewhat, or fully, responsible for their experience, due to circumstances surrounding 

their behaviour, their physical demeanor and dress, or a lack of clarity in objecting to 

the sexual encounter (Armstrong et al 2006; Armstrong et al 2014; Burnett et al 2009; 

Calogero 2013; Hackman et al 2017; McMahon 2010; McMahon and Farmer 2011; 

Payne et al 1999; Profitt and Ross 2017; Suarez and Gadalla 2010; Zelin, Walker and 

Johnson 2018). Just as with the myths falling with the “he didn’t mean to” category, 

alcohol use and participation in hook-up culture are also considered when determining 

a survivor’s responsibility (Armstrong et al 2006; Bogle 2008; England, Shafer and 

Forgerty 2008; Hackman et al 2017; Kalish 2013; Kimmel 2008, 210-213; Rhoades 

2012; Zelin, Walker and Johnson 2018), though in this instance, rather than acting as 

an excuse for the situation, act as a grounds for blame, often judging a survivor for 

allowing herself to be subjected to the violence, as result of inebriation or actively 
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engaging in hook-up culture. The role of alcohol and hook-up culture as they pertain to 

sexual violence are discussed further in this chapter. 

At the core of myths that question a survivor’s role in their experience lies an 

undermining of the perpetrators actions. McEwan (2009), summarizes the extent of 

these beliefs, writing,  

Rape culture is telling girls and women to be careful about what you 
wear, how you wear it, how you carry yourself, where you walk, 
when you walk there, with whom you walk, whom you trust, what 
you do, where you do it, with whom you do it, what you drink, how 
much you drink, whether you make eye contact, if you’re alone, if 
you’re with a stranger, if you’re in a group, if you’re in a group of 
strangers, if it’s dark, if the area is unfamiliar…what time it is, what 
street it is, what environment it is, how many people you sleep with, 
what kind of people you sleep with, who your friends are, to whom 
you give your number…to take self-defense, to always be alert 
always pay attention always watch your back always be aware of 
your surroundings and never let your guard down for a moment, lest 
you be sexually assaulted and if you are and didn’t follow all the 
rules it’s your fault [emphasis added]  

While the writing of McEwan is bold, and direct, it encompasses the reality of the 

myths that speak to a woman “asking for it”. In the acceptance of these myths, 

survivors who have breached one of the many social norms dictated for preventing 

victimization are challenged for their actions, which are seen as leading to a 

perpetrators decision to victimize them (Armstrong et al 2006; Armstrong et al 2014; 

Burnett et al 2009; Calogero 2013; McMahon 2010; McMahon and Farmer 2011; 

Payne et al 1999; Profitt and Ross 2017; Suarez and Gadalla 2010; Zelin, Walker and 

Johnson 2018).  
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 The acceptance of myths that fall within this category have been used to 

explain why women do not report their experience(s) of sexual violence (Weiser 2017), 

with many fearing judgment for the choices they made, or things they may not have 

done, being the cause for their situation (International Association of Chiefs of Police 

2004; Spencer et al 2017; Wolitzky-Taylor et al 2011).  

2.1.4 It was not a “Real” Rape 

The final category of rape myths identified are myths that speak to the 

circumstances surrounding an experience, and if it constitutes a “real” rape. While not 

as prevalent today, these myths were historically accepted to challenge a survivor’s 

experience, by comparing it to how a rape was believed to occur (Payne et al 1999). 

This notion stemmed from the idea of rape being a crime between strangers, with 

attention focused on an unknown rapist, and the notion of rape or acts of violence 

being perpetrated by strangers as crimes of opportunity. Recent research has 

however shifted this focus, with attention being brought to the occurrence of sexual 

violence within relationships or between acquaintances (Armstrong et al 2006; Koss et 

al 1987; McMahon 2007; Orchowski et al 2018; Sampson 2002; Suarez and Gadalla 

2010; Weiser 2017). Additionally, this category speaks further to a woman’s inaction, 

emphasizing that rape cannot occur if a survivor did not physically or verbally resist 

the perpetrators advances and actions (McMahon 2010; McMahon and Farmer 2011).   

2.2 Culture of Sexual Violence and Higher Education Campuses  

In 1987, Koss, Gidycz and Wisniewski published the first national study on 

rape, focused on university-aged students, leading to the development of the one-in-
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four statistic, and the realities of acquaintance and date rape (Koss et al 1987). Nearly 

three decades later, the issue of sexual violence as it pertains to university and 

university students has been well researched, with social scientists attempting to 

understand causes of violence, and why it continues to occur at such high rates 

(Armstrong et al 2006; Armstrong et al 2014; Gross et al 2006; Hayes et al 2016; 

Jozkowski and Wiersma-Mosley 2017; Lippy and DeGue 2016; Lopes Baker 2018; 

McCauley et al 2007; McMahon 2007; McMahon 2010; McMahon and Farmer 2011; 

Moynihan and Banyard 2008; Nicoletti et al 2009; O’Connor et al 2018; Quinlan et al 

2017; Sanday 2007; Senn et al 2014; Thompson and Cracco 2008; Wood 2017; 

Wooten and Mitchell 2015).  

In instances when researchers posit explanations for their findings, the causes 

are rooted in a culture of sport on campus (Adams-Curtis and Forbes 2004; Caron et 

al 1997; Forbes et al 2006; Fogel 2017; Humphrey and Kahn 2000; Kroshus et al 

2018; McCray 2015; McMahon 2007; McMahon 2010; Messner and Stevens 

2002;O’Brien et al 2012; Phillips 2017), are the result of fraternity culture (Armstrong 

et al 2006; Humphrey and Kahn 2000; Jozkowski and Wiersma-Mosely 2017; 

Moynihan and Banyard 2008; Phipps et al 2018; Wooten and Mitchell 2015), are the 

result of a drinking culture that exists throughout the student population (Abbey et al 

2000; Abbey et al 2004; Abbey 2011; Armstrong et al 2014; Benson, Gohm and Gross 

2007; Boyle and Slattery Walker 2016; Crosset et al 1995; Gross et al 2006; Hayes et 

al 2016; Lippy and DeGue 2016; McCauley et al 2007; Sanday 2007; Tyler et al 2017; 

Young et al 2017), or are the result of ambiguities surrounding consent in hook-up 
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culture (Flack et al. 2007; Bogle 2008; Heldman and Wade 2010; Jozkowski 2015b; 

Kimmel 2008, 199-200; Paul and Hayes 2002; Sutton and Simons 2015).  

While previous research has examined the impacts of sport culture, fraternity 

culture, drinking culture, and hook-up culture on instances of sexual violence, it should 

be noted that these often occur in unison with one another, and do not exist as 

separate entities throughout college campuses. Both sport and fraternity culture create 

gender-dominated spaces, in which males typically have power over women 

(Armstrong et al. 2006; Fogel 2017; Humphrey and Kahn 2000; Jozkowski and 

Wiesrma-Mosely 2017; McMahon 2007; Moynihan and Banyard 2008), and both 

further perpetuate the existence of drinking and hook-up culture, culminating in a 

“party culture” among students (Haiven 2017; Linder 2018; Profitt and Ross 2017).  

2.2.1  Hook Up Culture  

In conjunction with alcohol consumption and partying, university campuses 

foster a dating culture that encourages a high number of sexual partners, without 

exclusivity, while also still holding true to traditional gender dating roles and 

expectations (Armstrong et al 2014; Gross et al 2006; Littleton et al 2009; Lovejoy 

2015). This expected behaviour of students has been classified as a hook-up culture 

(Arnold 2010; Bogle 2007; Bogle 2008; England, Shafer and Fogerty 2008 Garcia and 

Beiber 2008; Harden 2013; Heldman and Wade 2010; Kimmel 2008, 195-196; Paul 

and Hayes 2002; Rhoades 2012), in which male students are encouraged to pursue 

casual sexual encounters, while female students are expected to both participate in 

“hooking up”, while maintaining traditional gendered expectations of conservative 
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sexual behaviour (Bogle 2008; England, Shafer and Forgerty 2008; Kalish 2013; 

Kimmel 2008, 210-213; Littleton et al 2009; Lovejoy 2015; Rhoades 2012; Ryan 

2011). By participating in hook-up culture, female students are often subjected to 

criticism, for veering from a set social script of their gender, while also opening 

themselves up to criticism if instances of sexual violence do occur (Armstrong et al 

2006; Armstrong et al 2014; Hackmand 2017; Lovejoy 2015; Ryan 2011). While there 

tends to be a belief that hookups can elevate a social status, with some women 

participating from a sex positive perspective, embracing the culture of sexual freedom 

(Allison and Risman 2014; Hamilton and Armstrong 2009; Stinson 2010) research has 

demonstrated that perception of a high-partner status is positively associated with 

rape myth acceptance  (Reling, Barton, Becker and Valasik 2018; Reling, Becker, 

Drakeford and Valasik 2018). Specifically, women’s acceptance of rape myths 

increases, when observing instances of sexual violence that occur against other 

women who have engaged in hook-up culture (Armstrong et al 2014; Hackman 2017; 

Reling, Barton, Becker and Valasik 2018; Reling, Becker, Drakeford and Valasik 

2018).  

Further, in relation to alcohol and party culture, hook-up culture creates an 

environment that excuses male students’ behaviour of drinking and engaging with 

multiple sexual partners, which research has shown creates ambiguity around 

consent, and act as a precursor to sexual violence (Flack et al. 2007; Bogle 2008; 

Heldman and Wade 2010; Jozkowski 2015b; Jozkowski et al 2014; Kimmel 2008, 199-

200; Paul and Hayes 2002; Sutton and Simons 2015). In their research evaluating 
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college student’s conceptualization of consent, Jozkowski and colleagues (2014) 

found that in general, male and female college students had different interpretations of 

consent, with men tending to rely on verbal cues, and females tending to use non-

verbal means to give consent. Further, Jozkowski and Peterson (2013) found that 

students tend to adhere to traditional gender roles, in which males are expected to 

initiate sexual acts, and females are to accept or reject their advances. These 

differences surrounding consent, coupled with a state on inebriation, can lead to 

confusion around when and if consent is given in an interaction, acting as a precursor 

to sexual violence.  

2.2.2 Drinking Culture  

 Drinking culture, often a component of party culture, and a norm for college and 

university students (Haiven 2017), has often been used as an explanation for high 

rates of sexual violence on campus (Abbey et al 2000; Abbey et al. 2004; Abbey 2011; 

Armstrong et al 2014; Benson, Gohm and Gross 2007; Crosset et al 1995; Gervais, 

DiLillo and McChargue 2004; Gross et al 2006; Hayes et al 2016; Tyler et al 2017; 

Young et al 2017). Researchers have posited that with the inebriation of alcohol, men 

are often more likely to perpetuate sexual violence, and women are often less likely to 

resist or object to advances or attempts at sexual activity, though they may not 

necessarily consent to it (Flack et al. 2007; Bogle 2008; Heldman and Wade 2010; 

Kimmel 2008, 199-200; Paul and Hayes 2002; Sutton and Simons 2015). This 

ambiguity of consent that emerges with the consumption of alcohol creates an 

opportunity to excuse perpetrators behaviours, while questioning a survivor’s judgment 
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in allowing herself to reach such an inebriated state (Abbey 2011; Abbey et al 2000; 

Abbey et al 2011; Armstrong et al 2014; Benson, Gohmt and Gross 2007; Hayes et al 

2016; Tyler et al 2017).  

 In their review of the 2014 Student Safety in Nova Scotia report, Profitt and 

Ross (2017) highlight the report’s findings, that “alcohol consumption impairs higher 

order cognitive process, thus enhancing the misperception of sexual intent to the point 

of forced sex” (Martell Consulting Services Ltd., as cited in Profitt and Ross 2017, 

200). The authors critique this perception that alcohol use culminates in sexual 

violence, by suggesting the report overlooks the role violence and power play in acts 

of sexual violence (Profitt and Ross 2017, 200). Linder (2018) furthers this point, 

stating that, “alcohol is correlated with sexual violence, it is not the cause of sexual 

violence” (87, emphasis added), suggesting that although alcohol may play a role in 

exacerbating the factors that surround sexual violence on campuses, it in itself does 

not create them (Gray, Hassija and Steinmetz 2017). Without alcohol, the factors 

associated with sexual violence, such as power, privilege, and gender roles, would still 

exist on campuses, and thus, so would instances of sexual violence (Linder 2018, 88). 

A further explanation of these factors is explained in the Theoretical Framework 

section of this chapter.  

2.3 The Impact of Education on Issues of Sexual Violence  

 Previous research has suggested that education, if properly delivered, can act 

as a deterrent for the issue of sexual violence on campus (Forrest and Senn 2017; 

Jozkowski 2015a; Jozkowski et al 2014; Lalonde 2015; Lonsway 1996; Senn 2011; 
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Senn et al 2015; Withey 2010). This suggests that in properly educating students on 

issues of sexual violence, such as prevalence, prevention, and supporting survivors, 

they are more likely to become familiar with what rape myths are, how rape culture 

exists around them. This in turn, increases their awareness of the issue, and alertness 

to behaviours contributing to the problem.  

 On campuses specifically, education is typically delivered in the form of 

awareness initiatives, prevention measures, or responses to instances of sexual 

violence (Linder 2018). In these classifications, awareness initiatives typically bring 

attention to the problem, relying on the delivery of facts and statistics to bring 

attending to the issue; prevention efforts involve educating students on how to engage 

as bystanders in situations, and are for the most part focused on addressing the 

behaviours of potential victims; response efforts tend to exist in the form of policy, 

providing students with information on resources should an incident occur (Linder 

2018). In order for education to be most effective, it is important for institutions to offer 

the trifecta of education types: raising awareness to challenge campus culture or 

norms, ensuring survivors are aware of resources, and that other students are well 

equipped to support them, and taking precautions to prevent instances of sexual 

violence from continuing to occur (Henriksen et al 2016; Linder 2018). Notably, within 

all three forms of education, there is a lack of focus on addressing potential 

perpetrator behaviours. These forms of education can be further classified as active, 

or passive education (Edwards, Shea and Barboza Barela 2018), with active 

education describing initiatives that actively engage participants, or require direct, 
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interactive learning, whereas passive education is indirect, often situated within an 

environment, and does not target participants directly (Edwards, Shea and Barboza 

Barela 2018).  While both methods of education are important to addressing sexual 

violence on campus, prior research suggests active education is more impactful in 

doing so (Donais, Simonsen and Simonsen 2019; Edwards, Shea and Barboza Barela 

2018; Forrest and Senn 2017; McMahon 2015; Senn et al 2015). The following sub-

sections will further discuss active and passive education. 

2.3.1 Active Sexual Violence Education at Institutions of Higher Education  

 As mentioned, active education efforts are those that specifically target and 

engage participants in some manner. These can include efforts such as presentations, 

training, workshops, integration within course material, and peer education programs 

(Edwards, Shea and Barboza Barela 2018). The main identifier of these initiatives is 

that they are direct, and seek to ensure participants are receiving necessary 

education. While institutions can provide a variety of active education initiatives, the 

most common are: bystander training, consent education, and victimization 

prevention. In each of these efforts, students are taught prevention, and intervention 

techniques, which can in turn defer responsibility for occurrences of sexual violence 

from the perpetrator, to the victim, or others around them. The lack of focus on 

perpetrator behaviour inadvertently further perpetuates rape culture.   

2.3.1.1 Bystander Training  

Bystander training, first introduced to the field of gender-based violence 

prevention by Jackson Katz (1995), seeks to engage others in the prevention of 
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violence against women. Since Katz’s “Mentors in Violence Prevention” (Katz 1995), 

which focused on engaging males as active bystanders to prevent potential acts of 

violence, institutions have adopted the notion of educating, or training, other students 

to identify situations, and step in accordingly to diffuse a potential occurrence of 

sexual violence (Katz and Moore 2013; McMahon and Banyard 2012; Forrest and 

Senn 2017; White House Task Force 2014). These programs are based on the 

principles for bystander engagement identified by Latané and Darley (1970), including: 

noticing an event occurring, identifying a need for intervention, making a decision to 

become involved, deciding how to help, and taking action. When applying bystander 

interventions to instances of sexual violence, McMahon and Banyard (2012) have 

further identified three potential points for intervention: before an instance of violence 

occurs, during victimization, and providing support following an instance of violence.  

When applying the notion of bystander intervention to party culture, the above-

mentioned steps to intervening become more difficult to follow. Henriksen, Mattick and 

Fisher (2016) caution that when students are engaged in party behaviours, such as in 

a party or bar setting, and under the influence of drugs or alcohol, it becomes much 

more difficult for them to identify a potentially dangerous situation. Further, when 

considering the role of gender norms as they exist within this culture, it may be difficult 

for others to identify an instance of potential danger, if they perceive and interaction as 

flirting. In addition to being less likely to identify a situation in a party setting, if under 

the influence, students are less likely to make a decision to help, or to do so in an 

appropriate manner (Henriksen, Mattick and Fisher 2016). The authors further contrast 
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the opportunities for intervention identified by McMahon and Banyard, positing that in 

addition to students being less likely to become involved prior to an instance occurring, 

most occurrences of sexual violence occur in private, limiting opportunities for 

intervention during (Henriksen, Mattick and Fisher 2016). As result, many of the 

interventions that do occur happen following an instance of sexual violence, and while 

still important to supporting a survivor, do not prevent their experience from occurring 

initially.  

In addition, the research on the effectiveness of bystander programs remains 

inconclusive. While research does suggest that these programs are effective in 

changing attitudes about sexual violence, and decreasing students’ rape myth 

acceptance (Banyard et al 2009; Coker 2018; Forrest and Senn 2017; Foubert 2000; 

Foubert and Newbury 2006; McMahon 2010), other studies have contradicted this, 

suggesting training does not have an impact on students’ perceptions of sexual 

violence or likelihood to accept rape myths (Gidycz, Orchowski and Berkowitz 2011; 

Moynihan et al 2010). Within the research that does support bystander training as 

effective, there are also further conditions that impact who the training is most effective 

on, suggesting that women are more likely to engage as a bystander (Banyard, Plante 

and Moynihan 2005), younger students are more likely to intervene in situations they 

identify as risky (Banyard 2008), and that in order for the training to be most effective, 

it should be delivered in an ongoing, continual manner, suggesting it cannot be a one-

time event (Forrest and Senn 2017). Additionally, while some programs are 

considered mandatory, it is important to note that not all those who receive the training 
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will engage as bystanders when a situation presents itself (Henricksen, Mattick and 

Fisher 2016).  

2.3.1.2 Consent Education  

Consent education, when presented as active education, focuses primarily on 

educating students about the importance of obtaining consent, how consent should be 

given, and in some circumstances, the idea of ongoing consent (Jozkowski 2015b; 

Jozkowski and Peterson 2013; Jozkowski et al 2014; Kitzinger and Frith 1999; 

Klement, Sagann and Lee 2017; Lockwood 2018). While there has been limited 

research on the effectiveness of consent education programs, Klement, Sagann and 

Lee (2017) found that participation in what they deemed “consent culture” was 

positively related to lower rape myth acceptance. In addition, there have also been 

many critiques of these programs, most notably, surrounding the issues of clarity in 

consent (Jozkowski 2015b; Jozkowski and Peterson 2013; Jozkowski et al 2014), and 

the wording used in teaching consent (Kitzinger aand Frith 1999; Lockwood 2018).  

As previously discussed, when students participate in party culture, actively 

pursing hook-ups, and engaging in heavy drinking, an ambiguity around consent 

emerges. First, with the gender norms scripted through hook-up culture, there exists a 

belief that women are to be pursued, with men initiating the hook-up (Bogle 2008; 

England, Shafer and Forgerty 2008; Kalish 2013; Kimmel 2008, 210-213; Littleton et al 

2009; Lovejoy 2015; Rhoades 2012; Ryan 2011). Women, in turn, are expected to 

either reject these advances, or consent to them. As Jozkowski and Peterson (2013) 

found though, with gendered differences around ways to consent, men often interpret 
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a woman’s actions as agreeing to the hook-up, particularly if they do not object. 

Further, in their research about university men’s normalization of sexually violent 

behaviours, Jeffrey and Barata (2019), found that even if women did object to sexual 

advances, men were socially conditioned to insist for her to agree.  

Surrounding the ambiguities of consent lays the second critique of consent 

education: the terminology provided to students to consent to or refute sexual 

advances. Researchers have critiqued institution’s efforts in consent education, 

arguing that by presenting consent as simply “no means no” or “yes means yes”, male 

students are limited to expecting to hear one of two things to determine if a woman is 

accepting of their advances. Lockwood (2018) describes the consent discourse as a 

communication myth, arguing that this unduly places the responsibility back on a 

woman to say “no” specifically to sexual advances, which in turn fosters a belief that if 

women do not object, they must not have experienced violence (Kitzinger and Frith 

1999).  Jozkowski (2015b) also highlights the issues of “yes” as the only means to 

consent, as it overlooks the many other ways women tend to give consent. As 

previously mentioned, the research of Jozkowski and colleagues (2014) has 

suggested that men and women are different in how they not only give, but interpret 

consent, with women tending to use non-verbal means to give, and men relying solely 

on verbal cues to receive. When considering the teachings of consent education, a 

woman who uses non-verbal cues to consent to their partner, would not be adhering 

to the “yes”, and in not hearing a “no” a man may not interpret a woman’s actions as 

refusing his advances. As Kitzinger and Frith (1999) explain, ways of refusing 
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advances are culturally constructed. Within a culture of partying, hooking up, and 

drinking, the ways in which men and women consent, and interpret consent, vary, and 

do not rely solely on “yes” and “no”. As Dr. Beres explains, “its [sexual assault is] 

about someone making a decision to ignore the [social] cues” (Beres, in Anderssen 

2014). Ultimately, to be effective, consent education needs to encompass the various 

ways in which consent can happen, with a particular focus on the ways in which it 

does in a culture of partying and hooking up.  

2.3.1.3 Victimization Prevention  

 The final most common form of active education can be best described as 

victimization prevention, and focuses primarily on addressing sexual violence by 

alerting women to the actions that may lead to their victimization (Armstrong et al 

2006; Hayes et al 2016; Jozkowski and Wiersma-Mosley 2017). Such efforts can be 

provided through workshops focused on self-defense, educating women on how to 

escape from an escalating dangerous situation, or general awareness initiatives, 

educating women on what can be a potentially dangerous situation. While some 

studies have shown that women who participate in more intensive training experience 

fewer instances of sexual violence (Senn et al 2015), many critique such initiatives for 

overlooking the role of a perpetrator in enacting sexual violence, and for placing the 

burden of responsibility on women to not become victims (Burnett et al 2009; Haiven 

2017; Liebenberg, Ungar and Ikeda 2013; Profitt and Ross 2017).  

 Of the critiques surrounding victimization prevention initiatives, the most 

common speak to the burden unduly placed on women in preventing their own 
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victimization, focusing on a woman’s actions rather than a perpetrators, underscoring 

men’s privilege (Burnett et al 2009; Haiven 2017; Liebenberg, Ungar and Ikeda 2013; 

Profitt and Ross 2017). By focusing on what a woman can do to prevent herself from 

experiencing sexual violence common rape myths are reinforced, as it suggests that 

when sexual violence does occur, there was something the victim ought to have done 

to prevent it from happening initially. This once again shifts the blame from the 

perpetrator to the victim for the experience that occurs (Burnett et al 2009; Calogero 

2013; Kitzinger and Frithl 1999; Liebenberg, Ungar and Ikeda 2013; Masser et al 

2010; McEwan 2009; Suarez and Gadalla 2010). As Burnett and colleagues (2009) 

explain, “if an individual takes responsibility for the preparation to avoid date rape, 

then by default, that individual must take the blame if rape occurs” (476). Programs 

that speak to victimization prevention inherently focus on what a woman can do to 

avoid an experience of sexual violence, and as result, place undue blame on survivors 

if they have participated in such programming, and sexual violence is experienced. 

Scholars further that while women do need to be considerate of the potential of sexual 

violence in specific situations, like with any potential personal crime, by narrowing in 

on the individual responsibilities of these women, such education overlooks the socio-

cultural systems that allow such instances of violence to occur initially (Liebenberg, 

Ungar and Ikeda 2013; Profitt and Ross 2017). This not only overlooks the abuses of 

power that occur through the perpetration of sexual violence, but also forces women to 

be responsible for controlling larger social factors that place them at risk (Profitt and 

Ross 2017). Ultimately, victimization prevention education overlooks the role of a 
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perpetrator in instances of sexual violence, further reinforcing common myths that 

suggest women ought to have prevented their experience, and overlooks the larger 

social system that allows such violence to occur.  

2.3.2 Passive Sexual Violence Education at Institutions of Higher Education  

 The second type of education classification is passive education, which 

includes indirect messaging, often situated within an environment, and does not 

actively engage participants (Edwards, Shea and Barboza Barela 2018). Such 

education efforts include things like poster messaging, social media campaigns and 

larger awareness efforts. Ultimately, passive education seeks to inform individuals of 

the issue, as it exists, bringing attention to it, without actually engaging participants to 

do anything (Edwards, Shea and Barboza Barela 2018). This type of education is not 

as well studied in regard to the impact it has on sexual violence prevention, with most 

studies focusing on active education efforts, as these appear to be more impactful, 

directly engaging students, and attempting to transform behaviours and beliefs.  

2.3.3 Sexual Violence Education at the University of Guelph 

At the University of Guelph, sexual violence education is centered on the 

school’s, “Stop. Ask” Campaign, which launched for the 2016/2017 academic year, 

and is focused on understanding consent and the role students can play in preventing 

sexual violence by engaging as a bystander (University of Guelph 2017). Coupled with 

the Stop. Ask Campaign, during orientation week, the University provides bystander 

training for Residence Life Staff, orientation volunteers and those who volunteer with 

their Peer Helper program (University of Guelph 2017), as well as having Residence 
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Life Staff help inform first-year students how they can intervene (University of Guelph 

2017). The school also brings the DateSafe Project to campus during orientation week 

for first-year students to attend the “Can I Kiss You” presentation (University of Guelph 

2017), which focuses on:  

asking first for consent, making smarter choices with partners, 
supporting survivors of sexual assault, intervening when danger is 
present at parties and group settings with alcohol, and creating a 
cultural shift on campus (Date Safe Project 2018).  

In addition to the initiatives directed at first-year students during orientation-week, the 

school also provides education and awareness initiatives throughout the year, such as 

organizing a group to walk in the city’s Take Back the Night march, promoting the 

White Ribbon campaign, distributing the Consent is Like Tea video campaign, and an 

annual Sexual Assault Free Environment week, that includes a pinwheel campaign to 

promote the awareness of sexual violence in Ontario, and hosting a self defense 

workshop (University of Guelph 2017). Appendix C provides a complete list of the 

University’s initiatives that were considered in this research project, and included as 

part of the online survey data collection. Error! Reference source not found. outlines 

the University of Guelph’s education efforts, and the classifications they fall within.  

Active Passive 

Being a Gryphon 

Can I Kiss You? 

Consent is like Tea 

December 6th Vigil 

I am a Gryphon 
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Education and Training for Student 
Volunteers 

Education and Training for Varsity 
Athletes 

Residence Life Floor Meeting(s) 

Self Defense Class(es) 

Sexual Assault Free Environment 
Team 

Take Back the Night 

International Day to End Violence 
Against Women 

International Women’s Day 5K 

Men’s Sexual Assault Awareness Week 

No Means No 

Pinwheel Campaign 

Rape Culture Education Board 

Sexy Bingo 

Stop.Ask 

Trans Awareness Week 

White Ribbon Campaign 

Will’s Worst Week 

Table 1: UofG Sexual Violence Education Classified  
 

2.4 Theoretical Perspectives  

2.4.1 Feminist Perspectives   

Feminist scholars attempt to explain the lived experiences of women in society, 

and how they are unique as result of gender differences. More specifically, a feminist 

analysis of a social issue like sexual violence addresses the unequal distribution of 

power and privilege in society that results from patriarchy and the construct of gender 

(Connell and Messerschmidt 2005; Fenstermaker et al 1999; Lawson 2012; Nicoltetti 

et al 2009; Phillips 2017; Profitt and Ross 2017; West and Zimmerman 1987). bell 

hooks (1984) explains how a feminist perspective allows both men and women to 

address the sexist oppression that exists within a patriarchal society. Since men are 
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overwhelmingly the perpetrators of sexual violence, most often targeting women 

(Bonnar-Kidd 2010; Maxwell 2015; Sinha 2013; Strain, Hockett and Saucier 2015), a 

feminist perspective is used to understand how the structure of norms on campus may 

be inherently gendered, and in turn fostering the existence and continuation of, rape 

myths and rape culture on university campuses. To address the underlying issue of 

sexual violence, we must examine the culture in which in thrives – a rape culture. 

Given the gendered nature of the violence, and the reinforcement of men’s position as 

dominant in society through the acceptance of rape myths, and normalization of 

sexual violence, it is important to understand how rape culture thrives in such an 

environment.  

2.4.2 Social Construction of Gender  

To understand the gendered structure of campus culture, and the power 

differences that exist between genders, the construct of gender and development of 

gender roles must first be understood. Through social interactions, we are able to 

understand how these norms can lead to the fostering of a campus rape culture. 

Taking a social constructionist approach to gender allows us to understand the 

concept of gender as derived through the interactions between people, and the reality 

constructed from them (Andrews 2012; Brickell 2006; Eisikovits and Bailey 2016; 

Fenstermaker et al 1991; Giles 2006; West and Fenstermaker 1995; West and 

Zimmerman 1987). This construct is furthered by the notion of heteronormativity, 

which posits that males and females are complementary sexes, conforming to the 

traditional ideas of masculinity and femininity (Butler 1999). Such ideas result in beliefs 
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about males and female social scripts as they relate to sex and sexuality, conveying 

the inferiority of women (Herman 1984; Johnson 2018; Nicoletti et al 2009; Tatum 

2000; Profitt and Ross 2017).  

The discourse that exists between genders develops a notion of women as 

objects, specifically vulnerable to risk (Profitt and Ross 2017), and men as either 

protectors or manipulators of their vulnerability. With this, the male gender is 

consequently developed and constructed as dominant over females within a 

patriarchal society, such as the society that exits within a campus community (Profitt 

and Ross 2017). Furthermore, socialization begets the embeddedness of male 

dominance within such social structures, and as such it is naturalized or normalized as 

it integrates through society at various levels (Andrews 2012; Brickell 2006). This 

normalization leads to the reinforcement of male dominance, and masculine values, 

generating a legitimized masculine valued society, and resulting in a woman’s 

subordinate position as result of social power and structural dependency (Andrew et 

al. 1986, in Proffit and Ross 2017; Johnson 2018).  

2.4.3 Hegemonic Masculinity  

The legitimation of masculine values in society can be best understood through 

the concept of hegemonic masculinity. Hegemonic masculinity suggests that the 

repetitive acceptance of men as dominant over women in society, through the 

acceptance of males as being aggressive, and seen as accomplished through the 

hierarchical position, has situated men to perpetuate the subordination of women 

through legitimized social structures (Bourdieu 2001; Connell 1987; Connell and 
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Messerschmidt 2005; Katz 2006; Messerschmidt 1993). Through this masculine 

construct of social normativity, gendered violence, such as sexual violence, is not 

always seen as a social issue, but rather one between two members of society (Griffin 

1986; Brownmiller 1975). Instead of then seeing the act as a result of men’s’ position 

over women in a patriarchal social structure, incidents of sexual violence are instead 

regarded as the result of one man’s behaviour against one woman (Griffin 1986; 

Brownmiller 1975). As a result of this perspective, sexual violence is not seen as a 

method of continuing male dominance over women in society (Brownmiller 1975), but 

rather is regarded as the issue of one man and one woman’s actions, leading to the 

occurrence of sexual violence.  

Through the acceptance of hegemonic masculinity in society, men are socially 

positioned to be superordinate to women (Bourdieu 2001; Connell 1987; Connell and 

Messerschmidt 2005; Katz 2006; Messerschmidt 1993). As result of this accepted 

subordination of women, when survivors do come forward challenging a man’s act of 

sexual violence against them, their experience is often challenged, and they are often 

questioned for their role in the situation, particularly in how they either may have 

misinterpreted the man’s actions, or how through their own behaviour, misled a man 

into perpetrating an act of sexual violence (Lonsway and Fitzgerald 1994, 134). As 

previously discussed, rape myths such as these allow the denial of, and justify male 

sexual aggression towards women (Lonsway and Fitzgerald 1994, 134), and rape 

culture exists when society normalizes sexual violence, and excuses male’s behaviour 

towards women (Herman 1984; Nicoletti et al 2009). In a society where hegemonic 
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masculinity exists, males’ dominance over women is encouraged and perpetuated 

(Bourdieu 2001; Connell 1987; Connell and Messerschmidt 2005; Katz 2006; Nicoletti 

et al 2009), dismissing instances of gendered violence as normal, and part of society, 

rather than issues needing to be addressed. It is through the dismissal of reports of 

violence, and the acceptance of rape myths throughout a society, that rape culture 

fosters and dominates the social norms (Phillips 2017).  

Further, within such social structures, women themselves may appropriate their 

assigned gender script and expectations, adhering to a culture of hegemonic 

masculinity (Profitt and Ross 2017). The gendered nature of sexual violence can even 

lead to women self objectifying, as it justifies their participation in the social structure, 

underlying internalized oppression (Calogero 2013). In accepting their own ascribed 

social scripts, women conform to subordinate position, normalizing harassment, micro 

aggressions, and even violence, further legitimating men’s position as dominant 

(Profitt and Ross 2017). Often, women become desensitized to their environments, 

and as result of the perpetuated power differences, become desensitized to their role 

within it (Burstow 2003; Profitt and Ross 2017), further perpetuating a culture of 

hegemonic masculinity. On campuses specifically, attention must be paid to how 

violent acts occur and are normalized (Hvlaka 2014). When men’s micro aggressions 

are normalized as an experience of women’s’ day to day lives, this allows their actions 

to become a part of the social norms, and become more difficult to challenge (Profitt 

and Ross 2017). Campuses of high education, which have been traditionally male 

dominated, and historically structured in a patriarchal manner, have created a social 
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pattern of excusing male actions, and denying sexual violence occurs, forcing women 

to either conform, or to fight this systemic battle (Hvlaka 2014; Krakauer 2015).  

2.4.4 Power, Privilege and Gender  

The impact of gender roles in a hegemonic masculine society furthers the 

acceptance of rape myths, as it encourages maintaining social order through 

traditional masculine and feminine behaviours amongst each gender (Messerschmidt 

1993; West and Fenstermaker 1995; West and Zimmerman 1987), in which males are 

accepted as the dominant gender. By accepting rape myths that target and blame 

women for their behaviour at the same time as justifying a man’s actions, the act of 

sexual violence is further normalized. By understanding rape myths from a feminist 

perspective, they are seen to mitigate the role of a male perpetrator as they question 

the woman’s role in her victimization. This may be accomplished through questioning 

how she was behaving, her physical appearance, or her choice to consume alcohol 

(Abbey 2011; Abbey et al 2000; Abbey et al 2011; Armstrong et al 2014; Benson, 

Gohmt and Gross 2007; Hayes et al 2016; Hackman 2017; Reling, Barton, Becker and 

Valasik 2018; Reling, Becker, Drakeford and Valasik 2018; Tyler et al 2017), all in an 

effort to suggest the male perpetrator was less at fault for his actions, due to the 

woman’s choices leading up to the event of violence. This further reproduces the belief 

that sexual violence is an inter-personal event, and not a social issue, which reinforces 

a rape culture, and normalizes men’s position in society as above women (Herman 

1984; Nicoletti et al 2009; Phillips 2017).   
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  When men on campus fail to acknowledge, or address, the privilege they 

possess on campus, their dominant position is further enhanced, and the status quo is 

reinforced, allowing rape culture to continue as the social norm (Haiven 2017; 

Henderson 2007). In acknowledging the perpetrator’s responsibility, and not holding 

women accountable for their victimization, we are able to position the act of sexual 

violence as a result of systemic oppression (Profitt and Ross), and not as an individual 

action. Through this perspective, we can understand the harm experienced occurs as 

result of power, privilege and oppression (Johnson 2018; Tatum 2000), normalized 

throughout an institution’s culture. Linder (2018) furthers this perspective, arguing that 

the occurrence of sexual violence on campus should in fact be regarded as a system 

of oppression, as this places the onus on the problem and the institutions’ structure 

themselves, and not on the group experiencing it (13). From this perspective, we can 

understand the importance of addressing not only the issue of sexual violence, but the 

systems that allow for it, and the roots of oppression allowing it to occur (Linder 2018). 

It can then be argued that education needs to focus on changing perpetrators 

behaviours, instead of addressing the ways in which women may become potential 

victims, and that awareness should focus not on the prevalence of survivors, but on 

the prevalence of perpetration – placing focus on those enacting violence, not those 

experiencing it. It is however, also important to note that in fighting against the system, 

women must be part of the system initially. As Blasi and Josi (2006) explain with 

system justification theory that those excluded by a status quo may also be inhibited 
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from challenging, or criticizing the system. As result, challenging rape culture must 

come from within the culture itself.  

2.5 Summary of the Sexual Violence in Higher Education Literature  

In the 1980s, and 1990s, the literature focused on defining, and putting a name 

to rape culture, to explain the social context that sexual violence is normalized within 

(Herman 1984) and on defining components of this rape culture, such as rape myth 

acceptance (Lonsway and Fitzgerald 1994). In more recent years, academics have 

focused on experiences of sexual where rape culture is seen to be most prominent – 

campuses of higher education. In explaining rape culture on campuses, previous 

literature has focused on the influence of fraternity culture (Armstrong et al 2006; 

Humphrey and Kahn 2000; Jozkowski and Wiersma-Mosely 2017; Moynihan and 

Banyard 2008; Phipps et al 2018; Wooten and Mitchell 2015), and the culture of 

drinking, partying and hooking-up that exists within it (Abbey et al 2000; Abbey et al 

2004; Abbey 2011; Armstrong et al 2014; Benson, Gohm and Gross 2007; Bogle 

2008; Boyle and Slattery Walker 2016; Crosset et al 1995; Flack et al. 2007; Gross et 

al 2006; Hayes et al 2016; Heldman and Wade 2010; Jozkowski 2015b; Kimmel 2008, 

199-200, Lippy and DeGue 2016; McCauley et al 2007; Paul and Hayes 2002; Sanday 

2007; Sutton and Simons 2015; Tyler et al 2017; Young et al 2017). While the focus of 

prior literature has been on fraternity culture, in this research project the elements of 

partying, drinking and hooking-up transcend to campuses without an existing or 

dominant fraternity presence as well.  
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Further education on the topic of sexual violence on campuses has examined 

the impact of education on deterring engagement with rape culture, or acceptance of 

rape myths. Prior literature has supported that education is effective in deterring the 

issue of sexual violence on campus (Adi), and suggests that if properly done, can 

familiarize students with what rape myths are and how rape culture exists around 

them, increasing their awareness and alertness to behaviours around them. While the 

literature highlights that education can help deter rape culture engagement, and deters 

instances of sexual violence, there is debate over which type of education is most 

effective. Sexual violence prevention education can be classified as either active or 

passive, with active education directly engaging participants in interactive learning, 

and passive education occurring within an environment more subtly (Edwards, Shea 

and Barboza Barela 2018). Prior research posits that active education is more 

impactful on students (Donais, Simonsen and Simonsen 2019; Edwards, Shea and 

Barboza Barela 2018; Forrest and Senn 2017; McMahon 2015; Senn et al 2015), 

though within this tensions occur over which type of active education is the most 

impactful, with some research insisting bystander training or victimization prevention 

education to be more impactful (Banyard et al 2009; Coker 2018; Forrest and Senn 

2017; Foubert 2000; Foubert and Newbury 2006; Katz and Moore 2013; McMahon 

2010; McMahon and Banyard 2012; White House Task Force 2014), and others 

arguing these types of education themselves further reinforce stereotypes about 

sexual violence (Burnett et al 2009; Gidycz, Orchowski and Berkowitz 2011; Haiven 

2017; Henriksen, Mattick and Fisher 2016; Liebenberg, Ungar and Ikeda 2013; 
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Masser et al 2010; McEwan 2009; Moynihan et al 2010; Profitt and Ross 2017; Suarez 

and Gadalla 2010).  
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3 Methodology 
This chapter will provide an overview of Community-Engaged Scholarship (CES), 

and Community-Engaged Research (CEnR)with a note about the uniqueness of the 

partner within this project being from within the University community. It further 

discusses how the process of CEnR was used throughout each stage of this research 

study. It also describes the quantitative and qualitative methods used in this research, 

along with discussion on the analysis of the data. Finally, this chapter concludes with a 

reflexive reflection of my experience as a researcher working on this CEnR project.  

3.1 Community Engaged Scholarship  

This research project was conducted in partnership with the University of 

Guelph’s Office of Student Affairs, and the University of Guelph’s Department of 

Wellness Education, and was guided by the principles of Community-Engaged 

Scholarship (CES). CES can be best understood as a “collaborative approach to 

research that democratically involved community participants and researchers in one 

of more phases of the research process” (Nation et al. 2011). In CES, both partners 

and the researchers share responsibility for the research project, and each party’s 

unique strengths are leveraged to better understand the research target (Nation et al. 

2011). Ultimately, being guided by a set of principles (outlined in Table 2), CES strives 

to integrate community partners and academic researcher’s knowledge to achieve 

meaningful outcomes for the community’s members more generally (Nation et al. 

2011).  
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Within CES, exists Community-Engaged Research (CEnR), which can be 

understood as a methodological framework within the larger context of Community 

Engaged Scholarship (CES). Boyer (1996) defines CEnR as research that occurs 

within a meaningful partnership between an academic institution, and a community, 

which allows the university’s resources to be engaged to address the most pressing 

social problems (Boyer 1996, 32). This definition is furthered by the Carnegie 

Foundation for the Advancement of Teaching, to identify the community-university 

collaboration as one existing for the “mutually beneficial exchange of knowledge and 

resources in a context of partnership and reciprocity” (Brown University 2019), and 

with the purpose of, addressing societal issues and contributing to the public good 

(Brown University 2019).  

A typical goal of CES includes working towards positive social change to 

address community-identified needs (Beaulieu, Breton and Brosselle 2018; Furco 

2010; Gordon da Cruz 2017; Jordan 2007; Morton et al 2014; Sadler et al 2012; van 

der Meulen 2011). While CES can exist in many forms, this goal is most often 

achievable when the research is guided by the principles of: meaningful relationships, 

clear communication, shared input, mutual benefit, and meaningful outcomes (defined 

on Error! Reference source not found.) (Baker et al 1999; CCPH Board of Directors 

2013; Cheney 2008; Jordan 2007; Minkler 2004; Minkler and Wallerstein 2008; 

Mikesell et al. 2013; Sadler et al 2012; Sandy and Holland 2006; Wallerstein and 

Duran 2006; Whiteford and Strom 2013).  
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Principle Definition 

Meaningful Relationships Meaningful relationships should be rooted in respect and trust, 
with each party demonstrating a genuine commitment to the 
project, and each party having equal and shared power.  

Clear Communication Communication should be open, ongoing, and rooted in a 
commitment to understanding each party’s needs.  

Shared Input Each party should bring their own strengths to the partnership. 
Some examples include: access to a specific group/resource, 
knowledge on a specific issue, and/or resources to complete 
the research.  

Mutual benefit Each party of the partnership benefits from the project in some 
way, that is meaningful to their own goals.  

Meaningful outcomes The research project is meaningful and relevant to each party 
involved in the partnership, as well as to the discipline, and is 
socially impactful.  

(Baker et al 1999; CCPH Board of Directors 2013; Cheney 2008; Jordan 2007; 
Minkler 2004; Minkler and Wallerstein 2008; Mikesell et al. 2013, Sadler et al 2012, 
Sandy and Holland 2006; Wallerstein and Duran 2006; Whiteford and Strom 2013) 

Table 2: Principles of Community Engaged Scholarship 

These principles help to ensure that the research is conducted in a genuine 

partnership, with all those involved working together to contribute their expertise and 

resources to co-create knowledge. Focusing on the principles of community-identified 

needs, and meaningful outcomes specifically, critical community-engaged research 

can contribute to social justice, by addressing real-life problems and issues (Gordon 

da Cruz 2017). In comparison to traditional academic research, CES involved 

community members in all aspects of the research, including the design, 
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implementation, and analysis components (Agard et al 2019; Jordan 2007; CCPH 

Board of Directors 2013; van den Hoonaard 2012). In the sub-section “Community 

Engagement within this Study”, I outline how my community member(s) were engaged 

throughout the research process. The contrast to traditional academic research, does 

not however lead to a decrease in rigor during the research project. As Warren et al 

(2018) explain, community-engaged scholarship is often more rigorous than traditional 

academic research, in some instances accessing knowledge that would otherwise 

remain unfounded with traditional research methodologies (emphasis added). 

Beaulieu, Breton and Brosselle (2018) identify high-quality, academic scholarship as a 

key component of CES, citing Cuthill and Brown (2010), who explain engaged 

scholarship to be both academically and socially accountable. Further, prior literature 

supports CES as exemplifying traditional rigorous academic methods (Barker 2004; 

Bridger and Alter 2006; Cuthill et al. 2014; Warren et al 2018), and having to undergo 

traditional academic and ethical reviews (van der Meulen 2011). Furco (2010) asserts 

that CES extends beyond just academic responsibilities, as it required to not only be 

academically sound, but also relevant and valuable to society. With respect to the 

discipline of sociology specifically, Merenstein (2015) discusses how the discipline is 

rooted in the tradition of addressing social problems, specifically identifying the work of 

C. Wright Mills’ Sociological Imagination. Mills (1959) stated that research in the 

discipline of sociology needed to be both practically, and morally significant to the 

everyday world. This significance, Merenstein (2015) argues, can be seen through the 

work of community-based research, such as that of CES.  
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3.1.1 Community Engagement within this Study  

In their definition of community engagement, the Carnegie Foundation for the 

Advancement of Teaching describe the communities within the partnership as those at 

a local, regional, national or global level (Brown University 2019), but separate from 

the institution. Literature on community-engaged research has furthered the definition 

of community, situating it as a group within a defined geographical area, a population 

possessing common characteristics, or groups that function within society, but with a 

specific focus, purpose or affiliation, such as agencies, committees or non-academic 

institutions (National Institute of Health 2011; Sadler et al. 2012). Ultimately, for the 

purpose of community-engaged research, community can be defined as a “group of 

people who are linked by social ties, share common perspectives or interests, and 

may also share a geographic location” (Duke Health, 2016). While traditional 

community-engaged research involves a partnership between an academic institution 

and a member or organization of a larger community (Boyer 1996, 32; Baker et al 

1999; CCPH Board of Directors 2013; Minkler and Wallerstein 2006), this project is 

unique in that the partners themselves are groups within the University community. 

While the groups within the partnership are situated within the University community, 

they do still adhere to the definition of community as identified by community-engaged 

research literature, as they are groups developed for a shared focus and purpose. 

This project was also not the first to engage in community-engaged research with a 

student researcher and their institution (Hotchkiss 2018) and was intent on following 

the principles of community-engaged scholarship (see Table 1) through collaboration 
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with the specific University community committees while addressing a need identified 

that exists within it.  

3.1.1.1 Meaningful Relationships  

One of the key principles of CES is a meaningful relationship between the 

researcher and the community partner. In order for these relationships to become 

meaningful, typically community-engaged researchers develop relationships with 

community partners prior to beginning research (Agard et al. 2019; Jordan 2007; 

Sadler et al. 2012). The specific community partners for this research project emerged 

from my own involvement with the University’s Sexual Violence Advisory Committee2, 

and existing professional relationships with the Vice-Provost/Associate Vice President 

of Student Affairs, and the Director of Wellness Education, which alleviated the time 

required to developing relationships within the time allotted for this research project, as 

they had been well-established prior to the research beginning. The specific 

community-partner for this research project included the University of Guelph’s Sexual 

Violence Advisory Committee (SVAC), the University’s Sexual Violence Education and 

Awareness Sub-Committee (SVEAC), and Jean Thompson, the chair of the SVEAC.  

3.1.1.2 Communication  

Communication, as described by the principles of CES, refers to an open, and 

ongoing dialogue between the researcher and their community-partners (Baker et al 

1999; CCPH Board of Directors 2013; Cheney 2008; Jordan 2007; Minkler 2004; 

 

2 At the time of this research project, I had been involved with the SVAC since 2016.  
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Minkler and Wallerstein 2008; Mikesell et al. 2013, Sadler et al 2012, Sandy and 

Holland 2006; Wallerstein and Duran 2006; Whiteford and Strom 2013). In an effort to 

maintain clear, and continuous communication with my community partners, who were 

essentially committees, I determined an individual within the committees to be a main 

point of contact. Jean Thompson, Wellness Education Coordinator, became my 

contact for any questions throughout the project, and was met with regularly to review 

drafts of the research methods, and to discuss preliminary findings. In addition to this 

individual connection, I also regularly attended SVEAC meetings to provide updates 

on my research, to ask questions, and to receive feedback on preliminary findings, 

encouraging, but not forcing participation by my community partner (van der Meulen 

2011).  

3.1.1.3 Shared Input  

In her reflective piece regarding graduate students and CES, van der Meulen 

(2011), highlights the limitations that exist regarding the principle of shared input when 

undertaking CEnR as a graduate research project. Notably, graduate research must 

be conducted within the confines of the institution’s guiding principles, often 

emphasizing the role of the graduate student as the primary researcher within the 

project (van der Meulen 2011). When undertaking a community-engaged project, this 

appears to exist in contrast to the principle of shared input, with the graduate student 

researcher having more control over decisions in the research project, and more 

contribution to the project, as it pertains to their degree requirements. There are 

however various classifications of community partner involvement in CEnR. Barkin, 
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Schlundt and Smith (2013) identify three levels of community involvement with CEnR: 

(1) minimal, (2) maximal, and (3) moderate. In a minimal involvement, community 

partners essentially help with the study’s participant recruitment, and are otherwise not 

involved in the project; maximal involvement sees the community partner involved at 

every stage, adhering to all components of CEnR as they are defined; moderate 

involvement sees the community partner working with the researcher on some, but not 

all, components of the research project (Barkin, Schlundt and Smith 2013, 95). The 

authors further explain that moderate involvement may include input on the 

development of the research questions, design, and being active participants at any 

other stages of the research (Barkin, Schlundt and Smith 2013). This CEnR project is 

best classified as moderate involvement, with the community partners providing input 

during the development of its guiding questions, providing suggestions for study 

design, and assisting with study recruitment. As this was conducted as a Masters 

thesis project, the community partners were not actively involved in interpreting the 

findings, and this was solely the work of the researcher.  

3.1.1.4 Mutual Benefit  

 Upon completion, this research project will provide the University with metrics 

on the impact of their sexual violence education efforts on campus. While the 

University will benefit from the project by having access to its’ findings, a summary of 

the literature on this topic, and suggested areas of future directions, I as a student 

researcher have also benefitted. First and foremost, I have been able to further 

develop research and analytic skills during the pursuit of this degree, while also 
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obtaining experience in developing, conducting and completing a CEnR project. I will 

also have the benefit of concluding this project with the attainment of a Masters 

Degree.  

3.1.1.5 Meaningful Outcomes   

 Another component of CES, is that of meaningful outcomes, which suggests 

that the research should be meaningful to the partners, as well as the discipline, and 

the larger community. Ultimately, this research project was undertaken in the hopes of 

helping to inform education efforts on the topic of sexual violence at the University. By 

situating the research within the scope of rape culture, and the impact of the education 

efforts on rape myth acceptance, the University will be obtain metrics on the impact of 

their efforts. Having this data will likely not lead to the elimination of rape culture on 

campus, but it will allow the University an opportunity to better direct their time and 

efforts going forward to help combat the issue.  

3.2 Methods 

For this research project, a mixed-method approach was used. Mixed-method 

research broadly defined is the combination of two distinct research methodologies, 

typically qualitative and quantitative in nature, in one research project (McKim 2017). 

In Mixed-methods research, researchers synthesize data collected from both 

quantitative and qualitative methodologies (Creswell and Plano-Clark 2011), into one 

research project (Hesse-Biber 2010). Mixed-methods research is stated to have begun 

in the late 1950s, with the work of Campbell and Fiske, whose multi-matrix approach 

to their study presented the first to utilize multiple methods for data collection within 
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one project (Creswell 2003). The work of S.D. Sieber in 1973 then utilized a 

combination of qualitative interviews to supplement quantitative data obtain through a 

traditional survey (Creswell 2003). Ultimately, social science researchers began to 

incorporate multiple methods in research with the belief that the limitations that existed 

within qualitative and quantitative approaches independently could be neutralized if 

both approaches were used (Creswell 2003; Cresswell and Plano-Clark 2011; Garner 

2015; Greene, Caracelli and Graham 1989; Krathwohl 2009, 623). Specifically, 

quantitative research has been previously critiqued for lacking participants’ voices 

within the research (Toomela 2008), as well as for lacking context to understand the 

phenomenon being studied (Krathwohl 2009, 30), and qualitative research has been 

critiqued for lacking objectivity (Nagel 1986), and for its generalizability (Gelo, 

Brackmann and Benetka 2008). Mixed-methods research has also been found to add 

value to research by increasing the validity of the findings, and allowing the researcher 

to gain a deeper understanding of the phenomenon being studied (Hurmerina-

Peltomaki and Nummela 2006), and being regarded as more valid and valuable due to 

the incorporation of various research paradigms (McKim 2017).  

Typically, quantitative methods are regarded as positivist or post-positivist 

(Cresswell 2003; Cresswell and Plano-Clark 2011; O’Leary 2004), in that it describes 

a phenomenon as it exists, utilizing deductive methods to test a set hypothesis, 

without further explanation of the findings (Frey 2018), This approach often results in 

numerical data (O’Leary 2004). In contrast, qualitative methods can be used to provide 

descriptive or thematic analysis, to summarize trends, or similarities within the data 
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(Nowell et al. 2017). Mixed-method approaches however, are typically regarded as 

pragmatic, and are problem-centered (Cresswell 2003), focusing on solutions, rather 

than what might be considered an absolute and objective truth (Frey 2018; O’Leary 

2004). This specific mixed-methods study encompassed each of the above 

paradigms, using a post-positivist approach to generate numerical data and facts with 

the quantitative survey, and then through thematic analysis approach, content from 

the focus groups was analyzed to obtain a better understanding of the themes that 

emerged within the numerical data from the survey. Further, this community engaged 

research project sought to address the problem of rape culture as it exists on the 

University of Guelph campus, while working with community groups actively 

addressing the issue.    

Further, this study utilized an explanatory sequential process, which occurs 

when the findings of one method help inform the structure of the other(s) (Creswell 

and Plano-Clark 2011; Creswell and Plano-Clark 2011, 71; Gorard 2003). In this 

research project specifically, the quantitative method (survey) was first conducted, with 

the results informing the qualitative method (focus groups). With the data collected 

and analyzed first through survey responses, I was then able to generate questions for 

focus groups, to obtain a better understanding of the themes that emerged from the 

quantitative data (Creswell and Plano-Clark 2011, 71).  

3.2.1 Online Surveys  

The first component of this research project was an online, anonymized survey. 

The use of a survey for data collection is common throughout research on young 
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adult’s views on sexual violence, acceptance of rape myths, and participation in rape 

culture (Armstrong and Mahone 2017; Canan, Jozkowski and Crawford 2018; Haugen, 

Salter and Phillips 2019; Jeffrey and Barata 2019; McMahon 2010; Paquette et al 

2019; Patten, Thomas and Viotti 2013; Rich et al 2010; Thompson and Cracco 2008). 

The survey for this project consisted of both researcher-generated questions, and the 

Illinois Rape Myth Acceptance Scale-Revised (IRMAS-R) (see Appendix B for the 

IRMAS-R and Appendix C for the complete survey). The survey was used to generate 

statistics (Cresswell and Plano-Clark 2011), about student’s acceptance of rape 

myths, as well as if factors, such as drinking, partying, or campus involvement would 

lead to the likelihood of rejecting rape myths and being intolerant of a rape culture. 

The IRMAS-R was chosen, as it is one of the most frequently used scales for 

measuring rape myth acceptance and allows for updated language from the initial 

scale’s publication, reflect modern terminology when assessing rape myth acceptance 

(McMahon and Farmer 2011). The survey was constructed from the Illinois Rape Myth 

Acceptance Scale-Revised (IRMAS-R). Sarah McMahon and Gregory Lawrence 

Farmer presented the IRMAS-R in their 2011 publication, “An Updated Measure of 

Assessing Subtle Rape Myths.” The scale presented by McMahon and Farmer (2011) 

provides updated context for assessing rape myth acceptance, with a focus on four 

commonly accepted rape myths. The myths included in the IRMAS-R include: “she 

asked for it”, “he didn’t mean to”, “it wasn’t really rape”, and “she lied” (McMahon and 

Farmer 2011), with statements reflecting the subscales, allowing respondents to 

answer on a likert-type scale ranging from strongly agree (5) to strongly disagree (1). 
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The higher the score on the scale is indicative of a higher acceptance of, or belief in, 

rape myths (McMahon and Farmer 2011). While the IRMAS-R is a well-cited source 

for research in this field  (Edwards, Rodenhizer-Stämpfli and Eckstein 2015; Hayes, 

Lorenz and Bell 2013; Haugen, Salter and Phillips 2019; Klement, Sagarin and Lee 

2017; Navarro and Tewksbury 2017; Reling et al. 2018), there are some identified 

critiques with it pertaining to the language of the questions. In an effort to address 

these concerns related to problematic and leading language, additional research 

questions were added that speak to over-all attitudes of rape myths. These questions 

included one statement asking how often students believed survivors lied about their 

experience of sexual violence, on a percentage scale from zero to one-hundred, and 

one statement that spoke to survivors’ roles in their experience, asking respondents 

on a percentage scale to what extent they believed victims are responsible for their 

experience of sexual violence. The addition of these two percentage questions hoped 

to capture overall beliefs of the two more prominent rape myths, false accusations and 

survivor’s actions leading to their experience. A disclaimer was also included on the 

survey, to ensure participants were aware that the language of the IRMAS-R had been 

taken verbatim from its original publication and did not reflect the opinions of the 

researcher.  

The survey also included components of rape culture, as defined in the 

literature, such as cat calling, sexist jokes, and sexual double standards (McMahon 

2010; Phillips 2017; Williams 2007). In order to ensure these components were 

consistent with the education provided to students by the University of Guelph, the list 
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was created with the SVEAC. I first drafted a list of components of rape culture, as 

explained by literature on the subject, and then worked with members of the SVEAC 

and Jean Thompson to review, and add to the list, ensuring it captured the teachings 

of the University. The list was then provided to respondents twice, first asking if they 

believed the components to be part of rape culture in society, and then if they believed 

the components to be part of rape culture on campus. In both instances, students 

were asked to either agree or disagree that they believed the component to be part of 

rape culture.  

In addition to the above questions, the survey also asked participants if they 

had every been provided with 1) a definition or explanation of rape culture from the 

University, and 2) a definition or explanation of rape myths from the University. 

Participants were then asked if they believed the definition to be satisfactory for their 

understanding, and those who responded that they were not satisfied with the 

explanation given were provided the opportunity to submit written feedback indicating 

how the definition could be improved. These responses were then used in 

combination with the focus group data (explained below in this chapter), to provide 

additional qualitative data, further explaining the trends observed within the 

quantitative data.  

Finally, in addition to the content of the survey, demographic data was also 

collected, including the respondent’s: age, year of study, college of study, identifying 

gender, involvement with campus groups (athletic team membership, student 

government, or Residence Life staff), and whether or not they received education 
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pertaining to sexual violence either throughout their time at the school, or before 

starting at it. Membership with specific groups was collected, as these individuals do 

receive additional training from the University (University of Guelph 2017), and this 

would need to be controlled for in the analysis.  

By using a survey, I was able to access responses from a larger sample size 

(n= 715), and therefore, an increased ability for findings to be generalizable to the 

undergraduate student population at the University of Guelph (Carr et al. 2018, 197; 

Krathwohl 2009, 30, 616). However, as previously mentioned, while surveys offer the 

strength of a larger sample size, and ability to explore trends, they do lack an element 

of context for understanding the phenomenon being studied (Cresswell 2003; 

Cresswell and Plano-Clark 2011; Frey 2018; Krathwohl 2009, 30; O’Leary 2004). For 

this reason, the surveys were followed up with focus groups (discussed in subsection 

3.2.2) to explore trends that emerged from the analysis.  

3.2.1.1 Online Survey Research Participants 

As the focus of this research as on undergraduate students beliefs, participation 

was restricted to those enrolled in an undergraduate program at the University of 

Guelph. In order to recruit undergraduate students, an email was sent to each 

academic department on campus, in November 2018, with a request to be forwarded 

to their respective undergraduate student listserv. In total, twenty-nine departments 

were contacts throughout the University’s seven colleges. In addition to the 

departmental emails, my community partners also advertised the survey at their 

discretion, including distribution through listservs within Wellness Education and the 
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Department of Athletics. The recruitment email contained both information on the 

research study, and a link to the online survey, which was housed on the University’s 

Qualtrics platform. By allowing online, self-administered surveys, I could assure 

anonymity for the participants. This is highlighted in O’Leary (2004) as a benefit of 

self-administered surveys, along with an open time limit; allowing respondents to take 

time themselves to answer the questions. O’Leary (2004) also cautions that self-

administered surveys typically have a lower response rate, something I hoped to 

mitigate through my community-partners, and access to multiple, larger listservs. In 

having access to a larger listservs, I was able to reach a larger number of students, via 

email, a method noted to increase survey response rates (Nulty 2008; Saleh and Bista 

2017). Additionally, prior research has noted that survey response rates are likely to 

increase when incentives are provided (such as the gift card draw of this research 

project), ease of access to the survey exists in the email, and when students are 

provided with an explanation of the use of their responses, as well as an assurance of 

privacy and confidentiality (Chenicheri, Adams and Mertova 2008; Nulty 2008; Saleh 

and Bista 2017), all elements considered in the recruitment of participants in this 

online research survey.  

3.2.1.2 Quantitative Data Analysis  

Once the survey data collection ended, the surveys were then exported, 

cleaned, and stored on my encrypted laptop. It was initially hoped that through the 

distribution of surveys to the entire undergraduate population, that between four to 

seven hundred would be returned for analysis and coding, allowing for the survey to 
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be generalizable to the undergraduate population (Krathwohl 2009, 572, 616). Based 

on a calculation of approximately 19,000 undergraduate students, and a 5% margin of 

error, 377 completed surveys would be required for a 95% confidence level analysis 

and 641 for a 99% confidence level (Smith 2018). Ultimately 745 responses were 

collected, with 715 having complete data to be analyzed. The survey responses were 

then cleaned in Excel to ensure that the data being used would allow for a correct 

measurement in the analysis, and to ensure no errors had occurred in the export of 

the data (Gorard 2003).  

Once the data was cleaned, I then created new variables to allow for a more 

thorough analysis of the responses. First, the “attended” responses to each event 

were tallied to create a variable of total number of events attended for each 

respondent. Next, the “aware” responses to each initiative were tallied to create a 

variable of total number of initiative awareness for each respondent. These two 

variables were created to assess if the number of events attended, or the awareness 

of initiatives, had an impact on students’ acceptance of rape myths, compared to each 

event’s impact independently. Upon consultation with my community partner, and 

based on the work of Edwards, Shea and Barboza Barela (2018), the events were 

also categorized into active or passive education. First, the SVEAC was consulted to 

determine in the events or initiatives were active or passive education. Once the 

designation was determined, the events were noted, and similar to the creation of the 

variables above, were totaled to create new variables of active and passive education. 

Each variable reflects the total number of interactions with active and passive 
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education by respondent, depending if they had attended the event or been aware of 

the initiative noted as such. The next variables created were the result of grouping 

responses on the IRMAS-R. As identified on the IRMAS-R, the statements were 

initially grouped into overarching themes, specifically “She Asked”, “His Intent”, “Not 

Real”, and “She Lied”, with five or six statements included in each category (McMahon 

and Farmer 2011). In an effort to simplify the analysis of responses to the rape myths, 

the responses within each category were tallied to create new variables to reflect each 

theme. Finally, two of the categorical variables were cleaned and simplified: gender 

identity, and colleges. For gender identity, respondents had the option to reply with 

‘male’, ‘female’, ‘gender identity is not listed’, or ‘prefer not to answer’. Overall, the 

‘prefer not to answer’ category had no responses, and as result, the category was 

dropped. The colleges were then recoded to reflect disciplines of study rather than 

colleges. The College of Arts and College of Social and Applied Human Sciences 

were combined to create “Arts and Social Science”; The College of Biological 

Sciences and College of Engineering and Physical Sciences were combined to create 

“Science”; the College of Business and Economics, Ontario Agricultural College and 

Ontario Veterinary College were left as their respective disciplines.  

Once the variables were cleaned and recoded, the quantitative analysis began. 

First, the frequencies of responses for descriptive variables, specifically age, gender, 

college, and Varsity Team involvement were determined (see Table 2). Since the rape 

myth variables are continuous, the statistical technique used for the analysis is 

ordinary least squares regression. In order to measure the effects of the independent 
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variables on the dependent variables, there will be six models run. The first four 

models will focus on each of the rape myth groups from the IRMAS-R, examining the 

impact engagement with education initiatives has on students’ rape myth acceptance. 

The other two models will focus on the impact education has on students’ perceptions 

of false accusations and survivor responsibility, by evaluating if the students’ engaging 

with education efforts would report higher or lower percentages for these two 

questions.   

3.2.2 Focus Group Interviews 

Following the surveys, I intended to conduct focus groups to further explore 

themes that had emerged from the online survey. Focus groups were chosen for a 

variety of reasons, including that they have been used in recent studies investigating 

young adult’s beliefs on the topic of sexual violence, rape culture and rape myth 

acceptance (Burnett et al 2009; Deming et al 2013; Dognin et al 2017; Klaw et al 

2005; McMahon 2007; O’Connor et al 2018). Additionally, the use of a focus group 

format allows for a more open discussion and exploration of beliefs (Frey 2018), and 

allow for researchers to understand group norms, shared understandings and 

collective beliefs (Guest et al 2013; Lilosseliti 2003, 18). By using focus groups, 

researchers are able to collect data from a variety of participants in a shorter amount 

of time, compared to numerous one-on-one interviews (Lilosseliti 2003, 16). Further, 

researchers have found that the use of smaller focus groups exploring sensitive, 

complex and potentially controversial topics, such as rape culture on campus, has 

allowed for participants to be more comfortable in their discussion (Guest et al. 2013), 
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though there is the potential for dominant voices to control the group (Lilosseliti 2013, 

20), something I as the facilitator had to remain cautious of. While it was my intent to 

facilitate focus groups, ultimately five participants were involved, over three time slots, 

with two of the groups operating as an interview, after only one confirmed participant 

showed up. The final group, which had three participants, was operated in a group 

interview style, given the limited number of participants. However, the spirit of focus 

group research was maintained in the discussion, and in the analysis of data that 

emerged from them.  

Using interviews and a focus group allowed for the themes emerging in the 

survey data to be better explored through discussions (Krathwohl 2009, 618; Litosseliti 

2003, 16) with students. By conducting focus groups, students were able to offer their 

opinions on the themes discussed and provide narratives of their experiences on 

campus (Litosseliti 2003, 16,18). The focus groups ultimately sought to provide 

supplementary qualitative data to the analysis obtained from the quantitative survey 

data. Questions used in the focus group (see Appendix D for the Focus Group Guide), 

were generated following initial analysis of the survey data. Using this explanatory 

sequential process (Creswell 2011; Creswell and Plano-Clark 2011; Gorard 2003), the 

focus groups acted as an opportunity for me to better understand the themes I noticed 

in the survey responses, and to investigate potential reasons for them. Specifically, the 

focus groups sought to better understand why students were for the most part, unlikely 

to attend multiple events related to sexual violence education, and where they may be 
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receiving information from about the topic, if not in the SVEAC identified events or 

awareness initiatives.  

Each focus group was scheduled for one and a half hours, though the focus 

groups were expected to take approximately one hour to complete. Ultimately, they 

ranged in time from forty-five minutes to one and a half hours. Extra time was 

scheduled into the focus groups to ensure enough time for discussion, without being 

too long to act as a deterrent to participants (Litosseliti 2003, 19; Morgan 1998, 75). 

Using the Focus Group Guide, I acted as a facilitator for the group discussion, asking 

initial questions and prompting follow-ups depending on the direction of the group 

conversation (Guest, Namey and Mitchel 2013; Lilosseliti 2003). Participants were 

given a number during the focus groups, so that any notes taken could be later linked 

to the transcription. If participants agreed, the focus groups were audio recorded, and 

later transcribed. Following the transcription, the audio recordings were permanently 

deleted. For the participants who did not agree (n=1), audio recording was not used, 

and hand-written notes were taken during the process. Any notes taken during the 

focus group process were anonymized, so that there were no names or identifying 

information connected to the comments (Krathwohl 2009, 214), and were transcribed 

within the following 24-hours. By including a full transcription, of the audio recordings 

and notes, I was able to become more familiar with the content, flow and dynamics of 

the data prior to analysis (Lilosseliti 2003, 85-87). This allowed me to create general 

themes before a complete analysis and coding of the data.  
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3.2.2.1 Focus Group Interview Research Participants 

Similar to the surveys, participation in the interview/focus groups was limited to 

undergraduate students, due to the focus of the research. Participants for the focus 

groups were recruited through the same departmental listservs the email distribution 

had been circulated on, and my community partners advertised the focus groups at 

their discretion, including distribution through listservs within Wellness Education and 

the Department of Athletics, as they had with the surveys. Unlike the surveys however, 

a follow-up email was sent through all channels in an effort to increase participation. In 

total, three focus groups were conducted throughout the month of April 2019, with a 

total of five participants. Two focus groups operated in the style of an interview, when 

only one participant showed up to the arranged time, and the remaining focus group 

had three student participants. 

3.2.2.2 Qualitative Data Analysis  

 In order to best analyze the data from participants in the focus group(s), NVivo, 

a qualitative software analysis program was used. The use of software further allows 

rigor in the analysis of qualitative data, allowing researchers a more “trustworthy” 

(Ryan 2009) process (Bazeley 2009). Following the completion and review of each 

transcript, the data was uploaded to NVivo for analysis and coding. By beginning 

analysis following each scheduled group, I was able to notice categories emerging in 

the data, which I could then further delve into in the future group(s) (Lilosseliti 2003, 

87). In using NVivo, I was able to better organize and manage multiple data sources, 
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while creating links between them (Bazeley 2009; Creswell and Plano-Clark 2011; 

Richards 1999; Ryan 2009).  

 Using a thematic analysis , I began my initial analysis of the data. Thematic 

analysis, which utilizes an inductive approach, relies on a researcher’s familiarity of 

the data to generate codes, or themes, that emerge in the data (Nowell et al. 2017). 

By using this approach, I was able to explore the qualitative data, and themes that 

existed within it, without focusing on a predetermined hypothesis, and was able to 

identify a variety of themes that emerged from all participants, drawing on similar 

comments made. With this in mind, the focus group data were analyzed in NVivo 

using a three-step process for coding (Bryant and Charmaz 2007; Charmaz 2006; 

Charmaz 2008), first utilizing open codes, which involves a line-by-line analysis of the 

data to discover themes that may exist (Bryant and Charmaz 2007; Charmaz 2006; 

Charmaz 2008). Following this, axial and source codes were created, which allow for a 

further investigative and methodical coding of the key themes that emerged in the 

open codes (Bryant and Charmaz 2007; Charmaz 2006; Charmaz 2008). Once the 

codes were finalized, the data was then examined a second time, to ensure nothing 

had been overlooked, or improperly coded in the software. Following this, the codes 

were transferred to a codebook (see Appendix F), and the data were organized into a 

chart to allow for ease of access. The themes that emerged from this data are 

presented in Chapter Four and discussed in Chapter Five.  
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3.3 Positionality and Reflexivity  

 In research, it is important to consider the impact of the researcher themselves 

on all stages of the project, including development of the research questions, and in 

the collection, analysis and interpretation of the data (Finlay 2003; Gertsi-Pepin and 

Patrizio 2009; Gough 2003a; Lumsden 2013; Maso 2003; O’Leary 2004, 11; Poulton 

2012). Specifically, by understanding one’s own positionality, they are able to 

understand the impact it may have had on the research itself (Finlay 2003; Gertsi-

Pepin and Patrizio 2009; Gough 2003a; Lumsden 2013; Maso 2003; O’Leary 2004, 

11; Poulton 2012). The notion of a reflexive researcher is well documented in 

qualitative studies, with researchers self-awareness of how their social identity and 

presentation can impact the project (Gertsi-Pepin and Patrizio 2009). Specifically, the 

characteristics such as gender, age, socio-economic status, race, ethnicity, and 

education attainment (O’Leary 2004, 44-46; Poulton 2012) can have an impact on not 

only the development of the study, but also the perception of the researcher by those 

being researched, the interpretation and acceptance of the findings (Poulton 2012). 

While reflexivity is more typical of qualitative research, it is not absent from 

quantitative methods. In quantitative methods, such as the online survey used in this 

study, respondents may not be aware of the researcher’s social identity or 

presentation, but the mentioned characteristics can still have an impact on how 

questions are worded, and what the research is inevitably seeking to answer (Gough 

2003a; Maso 2003). 
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 In this study specifically, my gender, age, position within the sub-culture of the 

University, and my educational attainment were especially relevant. In her writing on 

gendered research, Poulton (2012) speaks to the barriers of women in male-

dominated fields, or within subjects of a strong female presence. In this study, I was 

attentive to the fact that I was first and foremost a woman doing research on a topic 

that is heavily female focused and is typically evaluated from a feminist perspective3. 

As the previous literature had suggested males are typically less likely to engage in 

research projects on the topic of sexual violence, I was cautious that my status as a 

woman, and using a feminist perspective, would potentially deter male participants. 

Poulton (2012), notes her experience of previously being denied access to certain 

gendered groups, and the importance of a gatekeeper in these instances. For me, 

these gatekeepers came from the various males amongst my community partners’ 

committees. I was able to utilize their networks to promote my survey and focus 

groups. While only one male student participated in the in-person research, I was 

cautious during this that myself, and the other female students participating in the 

group may impact his responses or involvement in the discussion. Ultimately, the 

number of male participants in my research project was less than 11% overall, which 

was likely in part due to the research topic, and myself as a female researcher 

conducting the research on it.  

 
3 It is worth noting that my research participants were not aware of the feminist framework that would 
ultimately guide the analysis of this research project.  
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 In addition to the impact that my gender may have had on the data collection 

itself, I am also cautious of its impact on the analysis and interpretation of findings. In 

using a feminist perspective, I have inherently focused my understanding of the issue 

in a gendered context – specifically through the lens of hegemonic masculinity. This 

coupled with my own gender, and the gendered nature of the research topic overall 

required me to situate my findings within the literature (Maso 2013), to provide 

academic context, outside of a personal interpretation.  

 The second characteristic that may have had impact in this research was my 

position within the sub-culture of University. Having completed my undergraduate 

degree at the Institution, and being actively involved on campus throughout it, was 

what ultimately led to the completion of this research. As mentioned in the Research 

Context section of this thesis, it was my own involvement on the Sexual Violence 

Advisory Committee during my undergraduate degree that inspired this research 

project. Both Maso (2013) and Gough (2013a) caution researchers to be aware of how 

a research question came to be, and the impact this may have on carrying out the 

research. For this project specifically, I had to remain aware of the reasons for doing 

this research, as well as the commitment I had made to my community partners. 

Further, given my involvement with, and commitment to the University, I had to remain 

objective as a researcher, to ensure the findings I present are true to the data 

collected (Finlay 2003; Gough 2003b), regardless of if they negatively or positively 

portray the university environment. As mentioned in this chapter, a common critique of 

qualitative research methods is that it is difficult to maintain researcher objectivity. I 
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recognize that it is not possible to be completely objective however, I made every 

effort to ensure information presented in both this thesis, and to the SVAC, was true to 

the data collected. For this purpose I focused on descriptive analysis of my qualitative 

findings, to present the information that was collected, rather than analyzing it from my 

own personal perspective4. 

 In relation to my position as within the University sub-culture, I had to be aware 

of my new position as a graduate student in an unofficial hierarchy on campus. In 

researching undergraduate students, I was potentially conducting research on 

students I had power over as a teaching assistant, and students I may have known 

from previous, or ongoing, involvement with campus groups. While I remained aware 

of the impact this may have had on student’s involvement with the project, I also made 

every effort to ensure participants knew their decision to become involved with the 

research project would have no impact on my research or potential relationships with 

them. In doing this, I was able to ensure participants were choosing engage in the 

research without undue pressures they may have perceived if they knew me in some 

other capacity.  

 

4 While I acknowledge that I made every effort to be as objective as possible, I also acknowledge that 
this research was approached from a feminist perspective, and as such, was interpreted from a feminist 
perspective.  
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3.3 Ethical Considerations  

Prior to conducting the primary data research, ethics approval was obtained 

from the University of Guelph’s Research Ethics Board (REB#18-08-023).  

Participation in this research study was completely voluntary and could be 

terminated at any point. In both the online survey, and in-person focus groups, a letter 

of information and consent form was provided to participants to review prior to 

engaging in the research (see Appendices D and E). In each, participants were 

informed on their rights as a research participant, including the right to withdraw their 

data, and discontinue participation as outlined by the University of Guelph’s Research 

Ethics Board. Further, each consent form provided participants with an overview of the 

research project, including why it was being done, what would be asked of them, and 

what would happen to the data they provided (O’Leary 2004, 52; Sin 2005). In addition 

to the overview of the research, participants were also provided with information on 

the potential risks to their involvement, as well as potential outcomes from the 

research project (Sin 2005), and were informed that their data would be anonymized 

and would remain confidential during the analysis, and following completion of the 

project (O’Leary 2004, 52; Sin 2005). Further, given the sensitive nature of the 

research topic, and the wording of statements in the survey scale, there was a 

possibility for students to be reminded of personal experiences, leaving them 

vulnerable to previous trauma, and as such every precaution was taken to ensure 

safety to the participants. In addition to reminding participants of their right to 

discontinue involvement with the research study, and right to skip any questions they 
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felt uncomfortable responding to, participants of both the online survey and focus 

groups were provided with a list of resources on- and off- campus they could consult 

should they become triggered by any questions (see Appendix E). I had also 

completed the University’s Sexual Violence Referral and Support Level One Training 

(University of Guelph, 2018) training, to be better prepared should any participants 

confide in me.  

 It is important to note as well, that given this study’s CEnR partnership with 

various committees at the University of Guelph, those who chose to participate were 

informed that their data will be contributing to the presentation of findings to the 

Sexual Violence Advisory Committee to help inform future campus programming and 

education on sexual violence.  
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4 Research Findings  
The following chapter presents research findings from the online survey and focus 

groups. The chapter begins by first providing descriptive statistics of the respondents of 

the online survey. Following the descriptive statistics, the findings from both data 

collection methods are presented in response to each of the initial research questions 

asked in Chapter One of this thesis.  

4.1 Descriptive Statistics: Survey Data Analysis  

The descriptive statistics for the dependent and control variables are provided in 

Table 3. Of the 718 respondents, the majority self-identified as Female (88.7%), and 

just under 11% identified as Male (10.9%). Notably, 0.4% of respondents identified as 

other gender identities, but as the majority of literature this research is compared to 

focuses on only male and female identities, these are the two identities included in the 

analysis. Of those included in the analysis (n=715), 11.0% are Male students, and 

89.0% are Female students. Just over one-third of the respondents belong to the 

College of Biological Sciences (CBS) (32.3%), and just under one-third belong to the 

College of Arts (COA) (29.2%). 27.0% of respondents come from the College of Social 

and Applied Human Sciences (CSAHS), and 7.2% from the Ontario Agricultural College 

(OAC). The colleges with the smallest representation in the study include, the Ontario 

Veterinary College (OVC) (1.8%), the College of Engineering and Physical Sciences 

(CEPS) (1.4%) and the College of Business and Economics (CBE) (1.3%). When the 

gender representation for respondents in the COA and CBS is similar to the overall 

gender representation, Females are slightly more represented in the respondent pools 
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from CSAHS and OAC (by a difference of 3.0% and 7.5%, respectively), and are less 

represented in CBE, CEPS and OVC, when compared to their overall gender 

representation (by a difference of 38.7%, 18.7% and 11.7%, respectively).  

When examining respondents’ involvement through various campus groups, 

12.8% of the Male respondents and 11.4% of Female respondents identified as a 

varsity student-athlete. Overall, Members of varsity athletics represented 11.6% of the 

study group. 2.6% of Male respondents and 1.7% of Female respondents identified as a 

member of Residence Life Staff, which represents 1.8% of the respondent group 

overall. 5.1% of both Male and Female respondents identified as a member of a Student 

Government, which makes up 5.1% of the respondent group overall. Finally, 12.7% of 

the overall respondents reported being involved in other campus activities, which 

ranged from interest clubs to student volunteer activities. 
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Table 3: Descriptive Statistics (n=715) 

 

5 Note: Since the time of this study, this College has since become known as the Lang School of Business and Economics  

 Mean 
 Overall Males Females 
Age 20.13 20.41 20.07 
School Year 2.86 2.88 2.86 
    
  Percentage   
Gender  10.92 89.08 
College    

College of Arts 29.15 11.59 88.41 
College of Biological Sciences 32.25 10.48 89.52 
College of Business and 
Economics5 

1.13 50.00 50.00 

College of Engineering and Physical 
Sciences 

1.41 30.00 70.00 

College of Social and Applied 
Human Sciences 

27.04 8.33 91.67 

Ontario Agricultural College 7.18 5.83 94.17 
Ontario Veterinary College  1.83 23.08 76.92 

Campus Involvement     
Athlete 11.55 12.82 11.37 
Residence Life Staff 1.83 2.56 1.74 
Student Government  5.06 5.13 5.06 
Other  12.66 14.10 12.48 
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4.2 How do undergraduate students at the University of Guelph 
understand rape culture on campus? To what extent does the 
students’ knowledge of rape culture align with the education 
provided by the University about sexual violence? 

 To answer this research question, participants of the online survey were asked to 

respond to a series of sixteen statements that were identified with the Sexual Violence 

Education and Awareness Sub-Committee as components of rape culture (see 

Appendix C for a complete list of questions included on the survey). Respondents were 

first asked to agree if they saw the components as being part of rape culture in society, 

followed by a question asking if they saw the components as part of rape culture on 

campus. As is further discussed in Chapter Five, the differentiation between society and 

campus allowed me as a researcher to see if students conceptualize their campus as a 

distinct community, with a culture that differs from society more generally. As Table 4 

highlights, none of the components received unanimous agreement, and for all 

components, there was higher agreement that the element existed in society compared 

to on campus, indicating that while students see elements of rape culture happening in 

society, fewer see it happening on campus.  

When examining the difference in the percent of students who agreed with the 

elements existing in society versus on campus, the largest differences come from the 

elements of “sexist advertising” and “media depictions of sexual violence” at 42.4% and 

37.4% difference, respectively. This suggests that while the majority of students see 

sexist advertising (77.7%) and media depictions of sexual violence (80.0%) as elements 

of rape culture in society generally, they do not see this occurring on campus 

specifically. This could be the result of campus media and advertising not falling within 
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these specific categories. This also indicates that over 20% of respondents do not agree 

with the University’s education on this specific element, suggesting they understand 

rape culture in media differently.  

This is followed by the elements of “the normalization of sexual violence” at 

36.3% difference, with 79.7% of students agreeing this is part of rape culture in society, 

compared to 43.4% agreeing it exists in rape culture on campus, and a 29.4% 

difference for “sexual violence being a fact of life”, with 71.9% of students agreeing this 

is a part of rape culture in society, compared to 42.5% agreeing it occurs as part of rape 

culture on campus. While this difference can again be interpreted as the majority of 

students seeing these elements as part of rape culture in society generally, compared to 

what they experience on campus, it is noteworthy that just over 20% of students do not 

believe rape culture allows sexual violence to be normalized, and just under 30% do not 

see rape culture as justifying sexual violence as a “fact of life”. As these elements are 

encompassed in the basic definitions for rape culture (see Chapter Two), this further 

emphasizes that undergraduate students may not fully understand what rape culture is 

and may not accurately interpret information provided by the University on it.  

Further, when examining rape myths as components of rape culture, 91.9% of 

students agreed that victim blaming occurs in society, compared to 68.4% agreeing it 

exists on campus. Additionally, 92.4% of students agreed that in society, survivor’s may 

not be believed, and questioned on the accuracy, or validity of their experience, 

compared to 69.5% agreeing this occurs on campus. In addition, when examining if 

students see sexual double standards as being part of rape culture, 90.5% agreed this 
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is true in society, compared to 79.6% agreeing it is true on campus. While these 

response differences may again be explained by a difference in interpreting rape culture 

in society compared to what is experienced on campus, this contradicts the existing 

literature outlined in Chapter Two, which suggests rape culture flourishes on college 

campus, and among young, college-aged adults. This difference will be further 

explained and explored in Chapter Five of this thesis.  

 Finally, when examining other elements of rape culture, such as it being fuelled 

by a lack of education on the topic of sexual violence, fewer students agreed this was 

true on campus (62.0% agreement), compared to in society (81.1% agreement). This 

could be indicative that students view campus as being better educated on rape culture, 

or topics of sexual violence, compared to society as a whole. However, as it will be 

explained further in this chapter, students on campus are not actively engaging with 

education related to rape culture, or topics of sexual violence, suggesting their 

perceptions of how educated they are on the topic do not align with the amount of 

education they actively seek or receive from the University.  

 
 

Agreement  
(%) 

Difference (In 
Society – On 

Campus) 
 In Society On Campus  
The normalization of sexual violence 79.7 43.4 36.3 
Sexual violence as a “fact of life” 71.9 42.5 29.4 
Jokes about sexual violence 87.5 72.7 14.8 
Sexist jokes 83.1 77.0 6.1 
Media depictions of sexual violence 80.0 42.6 37.4 
Sexist advertising 77.7 35.3 42.4 
Locker room talk 82.4 73.5 8.9 
Rape myths that lead to victim blaming 91.9 68.4 23.5 
Rape myths that question the validity of the 
event 

92.4 69.5 22.9 
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Sexual double standards 90.5 79.6 10.9 
The encouragement of unwanted attention 80.9 62.1 18.8 
Cat calling 86.3 63.6 22.7 
Rumours about an individual’s sexual history 82.8 73.3 9.5 
Online/text harassment 88.7 76.1 12.3 
A lack of education 81.1 62.0 19.1 
Bystander education efforts 75.5 64.9 10.6 

Table 4: Students perceive rape culture as less prevalent on campus than in 
society.  
 In addition to the questions asked above, students who completed the online 

survey were also questioned on whether they had been provided with a definition of 

rape culture by the university at any point during their degree. Of the respondents, 

31.8% indicated they had at some point been provided with a definition of rape culture 

by the University, with most (43.6%) stating they received this definition through a 

mandatory information session, followed by 40.4% reporting they had received the 

definition through course content. Of the respondents who indicated they were provided 

with a definition, 75.6% perceived the definition to be sufficient, and indicated they 

believed the definition to be fulsome. Of those who did not believe the definition to be 

sufficient, respondents indicated that the definition provided was reserved, with one 

respondent stating, “Perhaps adding real stories or facts can provide a more sense of 

community to those around you and to those similar to you, opposed to an institution 

imposing a definition on you”. Another respondent echoed this belief, explaining that 

they believed the explanation provided could include more real examples, stating,  

“I believe that there needs to be more of a real situation. I have been to 
many sexual assault trainings on campus as part of my job on campus and 
I never felt that the definition was clearly stated. It was something that may 
have been said in passing but sexual violence as a whole was discussed 
more, which I think is still extremely important. I feel that with the recent 
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media around rape culture that we need students to see and hear about a 
situation.” 
 

Other respondents spoke to the ambiguity of the definition provided, writing that they 

hoped for more information on how to recognize or address rape culture tendencies in 

other people, with one respondent writing, “Inclusion of what individuals can do to fight 

against rape culture”, and another stating they hoped the explanation also included 

“when to recognize whether a behaviour is appropriate, and the best way to handle 

such situations”.  

Finally, respondents also suggested that the explanations provided could also 

include more information about male survivors, and how intersectional identities, such 

as race, sexual orientation, and gender identity, impact experiences of sexual violence, 

or lived experiences.  

4.3 How common is rape myth acceptance among undergraduate 
students at the University of Guelph?  

To answer the second research question, respondents of the online survey were 

asked to respond on a Likert Scale to statements from the Illinois Rape Myth 

Acceptance Scale – Revised Version (see Chapter Two). Using this scale, respondents 

were able to rate agreement with statements pertaining to rape myths on a range of 

Strongly Disagree to Strongly Agree, with a Neutral response option also being 

provided. Using the Scale’s pre-existing grouping, responses were grouped assessing 

myths that spoke to a survivor “asking for it”, a perpetrator not “intending to”, the rape 

not being perceived as a “real rape”, and that the survivor lied about the experience. 
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Each of the myths were analyzed within their larger groups, to evaluate trends in rape 

myth acceptance.    

Overall, while the majority of myths had large disagreement from survey 

respondents, there is variance in how strong that disagreement is throughout the 

different myth groups. As Figure 1 highlights, myths that spoke to a survivor “asking for 

it” had large disagreement, with two of the six myths in this group receiving over ten 

percent agreement. These myths specifically focused on if a girl acted like a slut, she 

would eventually get into some sort of trouble at 11.5% agreement, and that if a girl 

initiates hooking up, she should not be surprised if something happens, at 24.3% 

agreement. Comparatively, the myths that spoke to what a survivor was wearing, if the 

survivor was drunk, how the survivor said “no”, and if a girl went into a room alone with 

someone at a party, they were at fault for their experiences, all had low agreement, at 

5.9%, 5.1%, 4.5% and 1.6%, respectively. Further, all myths in this grouping, received 

at least 50% disagreement from respondents.  
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Figure 1: Students hold mixed agreement with rape myths that speak to 
survivor’s actions  

 When examining the myths that spoke to a perpetrator’s intent, respondents had 

lower disagreement and higher agreement with the group of myths together. Of the six 

myths, only two received below ten percent agreement, specifically the myths that 

spoke to a perpetrator’s lack of knowing his actions if drunk, and that if both people 

involved are drunk, it cannot be considered rape. In contrast, the four myths that held 

higher than ten percent agreement spoke to a perpetrator’s lack of control due to his 

sex drive, at 11.3% agreement, that a guy may unintentionally rape someone if drunk, at 

14.1% agreement, that guys may get carried away and unintentionally rape someone, at 

20.3% agreement, and that guys may rape as result of their strong desire for sex, at 

0% 50% 100%

If a girl initiates hooking up, she
should not be surprised if a guy
assumes she wants to have sex.

If a girl acts like a slut, eventually she
is going to get into trouble.

When girls get raped, it is often
because the way they said "no" was

unclear.

When girls go to parties wearing
slutty clothes, they are asking for

trouble.

If a girl is raped while she is drunk,
she is at least somewhat responsible

for letting things get out of hand.

If a girl goes to a room alone with a
guy at a party, it is her own fault if

she is then raped.

Strongly disagree Somewhat disagree Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat agree Strongly agree
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24.9% agreement. In addition to higher agreement rates, these myths also had higher 

neutral stances, and lower disagreement.  

 
Figure 2: Students have higher agreement with myths pertaining to perpetrator’s 
intent  

As Figure 3 shows, the grouping of myths that assess if a rape is or is not “real” 

received the highest disagreement overall, with none of the myths within the group 

receiving over ten percent agreement. The myths that held the highest disagreement 

specifically focused on stereotypes of rapes, suggesting a perpetrator requires a 

weapon, or a survivor needing physical marks and bruises, both of which received 

99.3% disagreement, a rape not being real if the survivor did not fight back, at 98.0% 

disagreement, or the survivor’s need to physically resist the rape for it to be real, at 

95.3% disagreement. The final myth within this grouping, which focused on a survivor’s 

0% 50% 100%

When guys rape, it is usually because
of their strong desire for sex.

Guys don't usually intend to force sex
on a girl, but sometimes they get too

sexually carried away.

If a guy is drunk, he might rape
someone unintentionally

Rape happens when a guy's sex drive
goes out of control

If both people are drunk, it can't be
rape.

It shouldn't be considered rape if a guy
is drunk and didn't realize what he was

doing.

Strongly disagree Somewhat disagree Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat agree Strongly agree
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need to have said “no” for a rape to have happened, received 86.6% disagreement, and 

the highest agreement in this grouping at 7.6% agreement.  

 
Figure 3: Students have strong disagreement with myths that speak to 
stereotypes of rapes 

 The final group of rape myths which focused on a survivor lying about their 

experience, also received low agreement, with none receiving more than ten percent 

agreement. The myth with the highest agreement in this grouping spoke to a survivor 

claiming rape, if she was caught in an instance of cheating, at 8.9% agreement. In 

contrast to the other groupings, these myths received much higher neutral responses, 

with all five myths receiving over ten percent neutral agreement. Specifically, myths that 

spoke to a survivor making accusations of rape to get back at a guy, at 11.1% neutral 

agreement, or leading her perpetrator on and having regrets, at 12.1% neutral 

agreement. Further, the myth that spoke to those claiming rape only do so as result of 

emotional problems had 14.3% neutral agreement, and the myth that spoke to a 

0% 50% 100%

If a girl doesn't say "no", she can't claim
rape.

If a girl doesn't physically resist sex,
even if verbally protesting, it can't be

considered rape.

If a girl doesn't physically fight back,
you can't really say it was rape.

A rape probably doesn't happen if a girl
doesn't have any bruises or marks.

If the accused rapist doesn't have a
weapon, you can't really call it rape.

Strongly disagree Somewhat disagree Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat agree Strongly agree
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survivor agreeing to have sex but regretting it, at 16.8% neutral agreement. These 

myths all also held greater than 50% disagreement overall.  

 

Figure 4: Students hold higher neutral agreement for myths that speak to a 
survivor’s validity 

In addition to the questions provided by the Illinois Rape Myth Acceptance Scale 

– Revised Version, respondents were also asked to provide responses to two questions 

as a percentage. The first question asked respondents how often they believed 

survivors of sexual violence lied about their experience, or what percent of cases are 

false accusations, and the second asked respondents how often they believed survivors 

were responsible for their experience, or how many cases were the result of a survivor’s 

actions. As depicted in Error! Reference source not found., the majority of 

respondents believed a smaller number of cases were false accusations, with the 

0% 50% 100%

Girls who are caught cheating on
their boyfriends sometimes claim it

was rape.

A lot of times, girls who say they
were raped agreed to have sex and

then regret it.

A lot of times, girls who claim they
were raped have emotional

problems.

Rape accusations are often used as
a way of getting back at guys.

A lot of times, girls who say they
were raped often led the guy on and

then had regrets.

Strongly disagree Somewhat disagree Neither agree nor disagree Somewhat agree Strongly agree



 

 

86 

 

majority of both male and female respondents providing a response below twenty 

percent. When examining the responses by gender however, there appear to be 

differences in the percent of respondents who believe the number to be below ten 

percent, with 49.7% of female respondents providing a number between zero and ten 

percent, compared to 36.6% of male respondents. As the figure also highlights, a larger 

percentage of males provided a response option between sixteen to twenty percent 

(20.4%), compared to female respondents in the same range at 11.2%. When 

examining the number of respondents who provided a percentage of over fifty percent, 

there is again a gendered difference, with 4.2% of male respondents providing a 

percentage above fifty-one percent, compared to 8.6% of females in the same range. 

Females also notably provided response options ranging between zero and ninety-one 

percent, compared to males who provided response options between zero and seventy 

percent. On average however, both genders were similar in their response options, with 

female respondents obtaining a mean of 19.7% (+/- 20.4%), and male respondents 

obtaining a mean of 20.8% (+/- 15.3%).  

Further, Figure 6 depicts response trends for both male and female respondents 

indicating how often they believe a survivor holds responsibility for their experience. 

There were again gendered differences in responses, with females perceiving a notably 

lower percentage of survivors as responsible for their experience. Compared to 19.1% 

of male respondents, 42.7% of female respondents provided a response option of zero 

percent, indicating they believed that no survivor is responsible for their experience. 

Further, while the percent of males and females who provided response options of one 
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to ten percent is similar (39.7% and 38.1%, respectively), the genders begin to differ 

when examining higher percentages. Compared to 7.7% of female respondents, 17.6% 

of males indicated they believed between eleven and twenty percent and survivors had 

responsibility in their experiences. Similarly, when examining the number of 

respondents who believe fifty-one percent or more of survivors have responsibility in 

their experience, 8.8% of males indicated that more than fifty-one percent of survivors 

were responsible, with the majority responding between fifty-six and sixty-five percent, 

compared to 1.6% of females indicating more than fifty-one percent of survivors were 

responsible.  

 

Figure 5: Males believe more survivors make false accusations of sexual violence 
experiences  
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Figure 6: Males believe more survivors hold responsibility for their experience of 
sexual violence  

4.4 Are students actively engaging with education provided by the 
University of Guelph that addresses sexual violence, rape culture 
and rape myths? 

Error! Reference source not found. highlights attendance at the various campus 

events focussing on elements of sexual violence, by gender. The event with the highest 

attendance for both males and females was Can I Kiss You (which 52.6% of male 

students reported attending, and 64.3% of female students), followed by Sexy Bingo 

(which 16.7% of male students attended, and 22.0%of female students). The third most 

commonly attended event for female students was a Resident Meeting focussing on the 

topic of sexual violence (13.9% attended). The third most commonly attended event for 

male students was a Volunteer training session focussing on the topic of sexual 

violence (12.8% attended). Notably, 35.9% of males and 27.8% of females reported 

they had not attended any events that focussed on sexual violence education.  
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When examining event attendance by gender and status as a varsity athlete, event 

attendance is similar to the trends seen in the overall group attendance, with the 

majority attending Can I Kiss You (70.0% male athletes and 76.4% female athletes). 

Notably, of these respondents, 50.0% of males reported to attending an education 

session specifically provided to varsity athletes, while only 20.8% of females reporting 

they had also attended this type of event. No athletes reported that they had attended 

either the December 6th Memorial Vigil, or the Rape Culture Education Board presented 

annually in the University Centre, and no male athletes reported participating the annual 

awareness run held on International Women’s Day. Additionally, 13.9% of female 

athletes reported not having attended any events focussed on the topic of sexual 

violence.  

Finally, Error! Reference source not found. highlights the average number of 

events attended by gender, campus involvement, and education type, as outlined in 

Error! Reference source not found.. Of the eight events identified as Active 

Education, participants on average attended 1.4, with the fewest attended being none 

and the most attended being seven of eight. Males on average attended 1.5 events, and 

females 1.4. Of those who identified as an athlete, the average number of active 

education events attended was 1.9. Of those who identified as Residence Life Staff and 

members of Student Governments, the average number of active education events was 

higher, at 3.1 and 2.2 events, respectively. The fewest events attended by Residence 

Life Staff was one, and the most was five. The most events attended by a member of 

Student Government was five. Of the fifteen passive education initiatives identified, 
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respondents on average participated in 3.3, with the number of initiatives participated in 

ranging from zero to thirteen. Males on average participated in 3.2 events, and females 

in 3.3. Males’ involvement ranged from none to twelve initiatives, and females from 

none to thirteen. Athletes on average were involved in 3.6 initiatives, ranging in 

involvement with none to eleven. Similar to the active education, members of Residence 

Life Staff and Student Governments were involved in, on average, a higher number of 

events. Residence Life Staff on average were involved in 6.1 events, with the fewest 

being involved in one, and the most in eleven, and Student Government members were 

on average involved in 5.2 events, with involvement ranging from none to twelve 

initiatives.  

In addition to reporting on their participation with sexual violence education 

initiatives, participants were also asked to self-report their habits for partying and party 

related behaviours, which are highlighted in Table 10. To capture this, participants were 

first asked to report how frequently they partied during the academic semester, with 

responses ranging from never, to once or more per week. Of the 80.8% of respondents 

who indicated that they did party, the majority (53.23%) reported partying only once per 

month. When examining those who indicated they partied bi-weekly, or once or more 

per week, male and female student responses varied. While 31.5% of the males who 

partied reported doing so bi-weekly, 27.7% of female students reported the same 

frequencies. Of those who partied one or more times per week, 15.9% of male students 

indicated this frequency, compared to 19.0% of female students. In addition, 

respondents who indicated that they partied at least one or more times were evaluated 
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for how much alcohol they consumed when partying. Of those who responded, 9.9% of 

males and 7.6% of females indicated they did not drink at all. Of the remaining 90.1% of 

male respondents, and 92.4% of female respondents, the majority reported consuming 

between 3-5 or 6-8 drinks. Males did however report higher levels of alcohol 

consumption, with 34.4% reporting 3-5 drinks, and 45.3% reporting 6-8, compared to 

47.1% and 31.0% of females, respectively. Similarly, a higher percentage of males 

reported consuming 8 or more drinks (10.9%), compared to 6.9% of females. Finally, in 

addition to the frequency of partying and drinks consumed when doing so, participants 

were asked to respond to the following statement, “If I spend the night talking to 

someone at a party, I would expect them to go home with me”, as true or untrue. While 

fewer than one-quarter (24.2%) of female respondents indicated this to be true, almost 

half (44.2%) of male respondents agreed with the statement.  

 Percentage 
 Overall Males  Females 
Attended    

Can I Kiss You  62.95 52.56 64.30  
December 6th Memorial Vigil 1.11 0.00 1.26 
International Women’s Day 5K 2.23 0.00 2.53 
Rape Culture Education Board 1.53 0.00 1.58  
RLS Meeting 13.51 11.54 13.89 
Self-Defence Class(es) 4.04 5.13 3.79 
Sexy Bingo by the CSA 21.31 16.67  21.96 
Take Back the Night 5.85 6.41 5.68 
Varsity Training  3.52 8.97  2.84  
Volunteer Training  10.99 12.82  10.74  
Other  0.14 0.00 0.16   

Nothing Attended 28.73 35.90 27.80  

Table 5: Event attendance by gender   
 
 Mean Minimum  Maximum  
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# of Active Education 
Events/Initiatives Received  
(8 Total) 

1.43 (+/- 1.26) 0 7 

Males (n=78) 1.48 (+/- 1.47) 0 7 
Females (n=633) 1.42 (+/- 1.23) 0 7 
Athlete (n=82)  1.88 (+/- 1.30) 0 7 
Residence Assistant (n=13) 3.08 (+/- 1.12) 1 5 
Student Government Member 
(n=38) 

2.16 (+/- 1.60) 0 5 

    
# of Passive Education 
Events/Initiatives Received  
(15 Total) 

3.25 (+/- 2.34) 0 13 

Males (n=78) 3.18 (+/- 2.67) 0 12 
Females (n=633) 3.25 (+/- 2.30) 0 13 
Athlete (n=82)  3.57 (+/- 2.24) 0 11 
Residence Assistant (n=13) 6.08 (+/- 3.14) 1 11 
Student Government Member 
(n=38) 

5.21 (+/- 3.15) 0 12 

Table 6: Event Attendance of type of education 

4.5 Does engagement with education provided by the UofG have an 
impact on students’ acceptance of rape myths? 

In addition to examining how common rape myth acceptance is among UofG 

students, and which rape myths students were most accepting of, this research also 

sought to examine how impactful the education provided by the University is on 

students’ likelihood to accept or reject common myths. To examine the impact 

education has on student’s acceptance of common rape myths, six regression models 

were estimated, reflective of the four myth groupings indicated on the IRMAS-R, and 

two additional questions focusing on the percentage of false accusations and survivor 

responsibility. All models run included the socio-demographic variables of age, gender, 
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and varsity athlete membership6. All models also included variables that addressed 

respondent’s frequency of partying, alcohol consumption habits when partying, and 

perspective on hooking up with strangers they met at a bar. Finally, the models also 

included a variable created to evaluate the number of active education initiatives 

attended, and the number of passive education initiatives engaged with (see Chapter 

Three for a description of active and passive education), as well as the total number of 

events attended or engaged with. The parameter estimates and model statistics for 

each model are presented in Table 8.   

The first model examined the impact each of the variables had on the 

acceptance of rape myths from the IRMAS-R that addressed a survivor “asking for” the 

rape, based on their actions. This model was statistically significant (p<.001, R2=0.09). 

When examining each of the variables within the model, it demonstrates that while the 

number of total education initiatives attended or engaged with does decrease 

agreement with the myths (b= -.228), this decrease is not significant. Further, it 

highlights that while the number of active education initiatives attended also decrease 

agreement with the myths (b= -.959), and passive education initiatives engaged with 

increase agreement with the myths (b= .730), neither of these are statistically 

significant. When examining the socio-demographic variables, only gender is seen to be 

statistically significant, with females being less likely to hold agreement with these 

myths (b= -2.884, p<.001).  

 

6 Varsity athlete membership was included in the regression analysis after discussion with my 
community partner, to determine if student-athletes were more likely to accept rape myths.  
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The second model examined the impact of each variable on the acceptance of 

rape myths that addressed a perpetrators lack of intent in committing a rape, and was 

statistically significant (p<.001, R2=0.10). This model demonstrates that the total 

number of education initiatives attended or engaged with is statistically significant (b=-

.498, p<.05), in lowering students’ agreement with rape myths that speak to a lack of 

perpetrator intention (b=-.498). However, the type of education was not statistically 

significant, though attendance of active education was shown to lower acceptance of 

these myths (b= -.109), whereas passive education was shown to increase acceptance 

(b= .703). The model further highlights that the socio-demographic variables of gender 

and age are also both statistically significant when examining these myths, with females 

(b= -3.115, p<.001), and older students being less likely to hold agreement (b= -.367, 

p<.01).  The model further highlights the role drinking habits has in a student’s 

agreement with these myths, with those who admitted to consuming more alcohol 

holding lower agreement (b= -.479, p<.05).  

 The third model examined the impact of each variable on the acceptance of rape 

myths that spoke to stereotypes of a “real” rape. Overall, the model was statistically 

significant (p<.01, R2=.05). As previously mentioned, this grouping received the highest 

disagreement overall, which is reflected in the constant variable of this model. This 

model demonstrates that while the total number of education initiatives attended or 

engaged with does decrease agreement with these myths by a coefficient of -.147 scale 

points, this decrease is not statistically significant. The type of education a student 

received was important however, with those who engaged with passive education 
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increasing agreement by .053 scale points (p=NS), and those who attended active 

education initiatives having .538 lower agreement (p<.05). This model also highlights 

that age is also a statistically significant variable, with female students holding lower 

agreement (b= -.579, p<.05).  

 The fourth model was the final model that examined the impact of each variable 

on the rape myths identified on the IRMAS-R. This model examined the acceptance of 

the final grouping, which was comprised of myths that spoke to a survivor’s reliability, 

and myths that imply survivors lie about their experience. Overall, the model was 

statistically significant (p<.001, R2=0.12). The model highlights that the total number of 

education initiatives attended or engaged with is impactful on acceptance of these 

myths, with those attending more events holding lower agreement with the myths (b= -

.686, p<.001). The model also shows that the type of initiative engaged with is 

important, as attending active education decreased acceptance by a coefficient of .141 

scale points (p=NS), and engaging with passive education increased acceptance by a 

coefficient of 1.306 (p<.05). Finally, as with the previous models, this model also shows 

that gender is a statistically significant indicator of rape myth acceptance, with female 

students reporting lower acceptance by a coefficient of -3.523 scale points (p<.001).  

 In addition to the models that included myth groups from the IRMAS-R, analysis 

was also conducted on two questions that asked students to report on 1) the 

percentage of survivors they believe lie about their experience and 2) the percentage of 

survivors they believe to have responsibility for their experience. These questions 

sought to provide further insight into the two more common rape myth categories of 
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“she lied” and “she asked for it”. The fifth model run examined students’ responses to 

the first of these two questions, and highlights the impact of the variables on students’ 

likelihood to report higher percentages, or to be more likely to hold the belief that 

survivors lie about their experience. This model was statistically significant (p<.001, 

R2=.07), and highlights that education is impactful on lowering the belief that survivors 

lie about their experience. This model shows that with each event attended, or initiative 

engaged with, responses lowered by 3.844% (p<.001). Further, the model highlights 

that gender and age are also factors in lowering responses, with age reporting a 

coefficient of -1.636% (p<.01), and females reporting -3.065% lower than males (p=NS). 

This model also demonstrated that those who identified as athletes would report a 

higher percentage, by a coefficient of 6.025%, which although this was not statistically 

significant, it is substantively (Lewis-Beck et al. 2004).  

 The final model examined the second question identified in the above paragraph, 

and sought to examine the impact each variable had on students’ likelihood to report a 

higher percentage, or to be more likely to believe that survivors are responsible for their 

experience. This model was also statistically significant (p<.001, R2=.15). This model 

highlighted that while the number of initiatives attended or engaged with did lower the 

percentage reported (b= -.655), this was not statistically significant. They type of 

education engaged with was however important, with both active and passive education 

lowering the percentage reported; with an increase in attendance at active education 

events, respondents reported 5.503% lower rates (p<.05), and with an increase in 

engagement at passive education events, respondents reported 4.020% lower rates 



 

 

97 

 

(p=NS). This model also highlighted that similar to the rape myth grouping “his 

intention”, alcohol consumption habits also had a significant impact on decreasing 

percentages reported, with those who consumed more alcohol reporting 1.959% lower 

rates (p<.05). Finally, similar to other models, both age and gender were shown to have 

a significant impact on lowering the percentage reported, with older students reporting 

1.432% (p<.05) lower rates, and female students reporting 11.111% (p<.001) lower 

rates than males.   
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 Model 1 
“She asked for it” 

(0-30 scale points) 

 Model 2 
“He didn’t mean to” 
(0-30 scale points) 

 Model 3 
“It wasn’t a “real” rape” 

(0-25 scale points) 
 b Std. Err p  b Std. Err p  b Std. Err p 
Personal Demographics      .    .  

Age -.183 .124 .140  -.367 .132 .004**  -.050 .059 .403 
Gender  -2.884 .563 .000***  -3.115 .560 .000***  -.579 .271 .033* 
Varsity Status  .959 .808 .236  1.191 ..861 .167  .097 .088 .497 

Party Habits             
Partying Frequency -.078 .179 .664  .297 .191 .120  .012 .086 .887 
Alcohol Use Frequency -.332 .192 .084  -.479 .204 .019*  -.056 .092 .541 
Hook-Up Expectations  -.134 .418 .749  -.422 .446 .345  .240 .201 .234 

Education Received7             
Active Education Attended -.959 .540 .076  -.109 .575 .849  -.538 .260 .039* 
Passive Education Observed .730 .630 .247  .703 .672 .296  .053 .303 .862 
Total Education Initiatives  -.228 .193 .237  -.498 .206 .016*  -.147 .093 .114 
            
Cons 17.022 2.78   23.138 

 
2.965   7.673 1.338  

  F= 4.51   F= 5.30   F=  2.35  
 P>F=0.000   P>F=0.000   P>F=0.010  
 R2 = 0.090   R2 = 0.104   R2 = 0.0490  
 Root MSE= 3.868   Root MSE= 4.125    Root MSE= 1.861  

P<.001***, p<.01**, p<.05* 
Table 7: Parameter Estimates for Models 1-6 (n=715)

 
7 I acknowledge though that collinearity can exist as the Total Education Initiatives is derived from a combination of the Passive and Active 
education engagement, however models run that introduced Active/Passive Education, and Total Education Initiatives separately presented 
similar results. I would encourage future research to consider introducing each independently, as well as in an interactive, or consecutive model to 
determine if there are limits to how many efforts students need to attend for a positive impact, or if other elements such as age or gender are 
impacted with education.    
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 Model 4 

“She lied” 
(0-25 scale points) 

 Model 5 
% of false accusations 

(0-100%) 

 Model 6 
% of responsible survivors 

(0-100%)  
 B Std. Err p  B Std. Err p  B Std. Err p 
Personal Demographics      .      

Age -.201 .128 .118  -1.636 .596 .006**  -1.432 .557 .111 
Gender  -3.523 .581 .000***  -3.065 2.708 .258  -11.111 2.396 .000*** 
Varsity Status  .283 .835 .735  6.025 4.010 .134  1.063 3.649 .429 

Party Habits             
Partying Frequency -.065 .185 .727  .346 .868 .690  -.916 .819 .264 
Alcohol Use Frequency -.079 .198 .691  -1.401 .931 .133  -1.959 .858 .023* 
Hook-Up Expectations  .105 .433 .808  -.339 2.024 .867  .417 1.929 .829 

Education Received             
Active Education Attended -.141 .558 .800  2.860 2.597 .271  -4.020 2.896 .166 
Passive Education Observed 1.306 .652 .046*  1.858 3.017 .538  -5.503 2.433 .024* 
Total Education Initiatives  -.686 .199 .001***  -3.844 .940 .000***  -.655 .860 .447 
            
Cons 15.774 2.876 

 
  59.02

7 
13.368   62.167 12.291  

  F= 6.25   F= 3.51   F=  5.93  
 P>F=0.000   P>F=0.000   P>F=0.000  
 R2 = 0.120   R2 = 0.073   R2 = 0.147  
 Root MSE= 4.001   Root MSE= 

18.475 
  Root MSE= 15.308 

P<.001***, p<.01**, p<.05 
Table 8: Parameter Estimates for Models 1-6 (n=715)
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4.5.1 If students are not actively engaging with education provided by the UofG, 
what is hindering their ability, or desire, to do so?  

 As noted in Table 5 above, 28.7% of all survey respondents had not attended or 

engaged with any type of education effort provided by the University. In an effort to 

better understand why students were not engaging with education effort, focus groups 

were run to hear from students directly, and to better understand what may be limiting 

their interaction with the various events and initiatives identified in Table 1.  

4.5.1.1 Lack of time and scheduling priorities  

 One of the key themes that emerged from the focus groups was a general lack of 

attendance at events. Regarding students’ lack of attendance, the predominant reason 

given by participants pertained to time restraints, and an inconvenience of when events 

are held. Particularly, students had concerns around the timing of events, which they 

saw as typically occurring between five and seven o’clock in the evening. As one 

participant explained, the events  

tend to happen between 5 and 7, which is when generally classes don’t 
run, but its also like your time to go eat and maybe go home before 
night classes, or a lot of people leave campus after their last class and 
just don’t come back, so I think just like yea… if its not something you’re 
super interested in, you’re not likely to give up that time to go to it. 

Another participant echoed their concern with the timing of events, explaining that they 

saw the time as beneficial to certain schedules, but not to students with potential lab 

times, explaining that, “the placement of events around 5-7pm fits well with 

humanities/social science programs, but not science because of their lab times”. This 

student’s concern highlighted further issues with the typical time slot, which favours 
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students who may have lecture- or course-based schedules, versus those who have 

labs.  

 Speaking further to time restraints in attending education events, participants 

also highlighted conflicting priorities within their personal schedules, explaining that their 

class work, jobs outside of campus, and other personal commitments tend to take 

priority over attending these types of events. As one participant explained, “but between 

work, labs, class and time spent doing class prep or assignments, I really don’t want to 

be on campus more for something I don’t think I need…”. Another participant echoed 

this sentiment, stating, “its just another thing to attend outside of class, if you don’t have 

the time, or it doesn’t fit your schedule, then you just kind of miss it…”. These 

participants highlight the concerns students have in prioritizing their time and committing 

additional time to attending educational events outside of their class time. Further, 

students perceived messaging from the University as conflicting, in one instance, being 

told to prioritize their time and making time for self-care, while also being encouraged to 

attend events outside of class time. This one student stated,  

Its so weird, they push all these things about our um…our like our time… and 
prioritizing it for our mental health and to not be stressed, theres all these 
things about time management and how to use your time well, and so its 
weird that then they want us to give up time… 

Ultimately, students saw attending an event related to sexual violence education as an 

additional factor in their lives, which they struggled to balance with course work, jobs, 

and other commitments they perceived as more important to their day-to-day lives on 

campus.  
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4.5.1.2 Lack of “mandatory” event enforcement  

  In addition to a lack of attendance at events, students participating in the focus 

groups also highlighted confusion over what events were required to attend and those 

that were not. Specifically, students spoke in regard to the Can I Kiss You event during 

Orientation Week, explaining that while the event in communicated as required to 

attend, many students are aware this is not actually enforced, and will choose to attend 

other off-campus events instead. As multiple participants highlighted, during the time 

they were supposed to be at Can I Kiss you, they were “off campus that night at a 

house party that someone I knew from home, like someone older who came here 

hosted…”. Another participant also explained that while they had attended the event 

themselves, many of their friends in residence had opted not to, which came to light 

while this individual was at the event. They explained,  

“I think someone messaged, we had like a group chat, and they were all 
asking where we were cause they wanted to go drink or whatever, and we 
were like “uhh, were at this mandatory talk where are you” and realized that it 
wasn’t actually like enforced mandatory.” 

Speaking further to events with mandatory attendance, participants also spoke to a lack 

of attendance at Varsity team training events. As explained in this section above, of the 

student athletes who completed the online survey, only 50.0% of male athletes, and 

20.8% of female athletes had reported attending varsity team specific training events. 

This was further highlighted in the focus group discussion, with participants explaining 

that many of the individuals they know on varsity teams had not attended training 

sessions. One participant spoke to this, explaining that “…not all the teams went, I think 
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maybe half of the people I know who are varsity went”, when referring to varsity training 

specific events8.  

4.5.1.3 “I don’t think I need it”  

 In addition to discussing barriers to their attendance at these types events, or 

engagement with educational initiatives, students also highlighted concerns with the 

material presented to them, often explaining they did not engage with it because they 

did not believe it to be relevant to them, either due to perceived stereotypes of 

survivors, or a gendered focus of the information presented.  

 A majority of the female students involved in the focus groups highlighted the 

main reason they did not engage with sexual violence education material provided by 

the University, was because they simply did not see themselves as needing it. 

Participants explained that they saw the information as focused on educating women on 

how to avoid becoming a survivor of sexual violence, something they believed they 

were already knowledgeable and capable of. As one participant explained, they thought 

the education would be beneficial to a younger audience, stating that,  

“maybe I would have gone like when I was younger, and I mean like pre-
university age… but I guess just growing up I was always very sure of my 
actions and alert and whatever else they say you should be, so I don’t want 
to spend my few free hours listening to something I already know.” 

 
8 As explained by my community partner, in recent years, the varsity-specific training has been scheduled 
as additional attendance opportunities at the Can I Kiss You event during O-Week, and is no longer a 
training session held just for student-athletes.  
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The focus on targeting a younger audience was also echoed by another participant, 

who explained that in being an upper-year student who had never experienced sexual 

violence during their university career, they did not see the education provided as 

beneficial to them at that point, explaining that they, “don’t think I need it, like I’m not 

stupid, I’m also at this point almost done my degree and nothing has happened to me 

here… so clearly I know how to take care of myself when I go out”.  

Finally, student also highlighted the focus to all students as not necessary, explaining 

that they perceived women who participated in hook-up culture to be more susceptible 

to experiencing sexual violence, and those who did not participate in it, as not needing 

information or training. As one student explained,  

“it could be applicable to students who are more involved in hook-up culture, 
which I’m not… so if I’m not at the bar or parties meeting random guys or 
putting myself out there like that, the odds of being sexually victimized are a 
lot lower”  

Indicating they believe the education to be beneficial to those who choose to engage in 

partying, or the hook-up culture element of university life discussed in Chapter Two of 

this thesis. Another student echoed this position, highlighting the focus education has 

on sexual violence perpetrated by an acquaintance, and explained that they perceived 

their immediate group of friends to be safe, stating that, “now its like “it happens with 

people you know” and I just don’t surround myself with guys like that…”. Ultimately, 

participants viewed the focus of the education’s material to be inapplicable to them and 

their habits, and as result chose to remain unengaged with the initiatives provided by 

the University.  
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4.5.1.4 The education provided is inherently gendered  

In addition to the perception that the education simply does not apply to them, 

participants of the focus groups also highlighted perceived gendered barriers to 

attendance at sexual violence education events, or engagement with sexual violence 

prevention messaging. As the students pointed out, they perceived the majority of 

initiatives to be female-focused, leading male students to feel uncomfortable, or 

unwelcomed in attending. As one participant pointed out, he “wouldn’t even be allowed 

to go to a women’s thing, even if I wanted to”, when speaking to female-student specific 

events, such as self-defense workshops. Another student echoed this comment, 

highlighting that even if the event was not female-student specific, the content 

presented tends to focus on sexual violence perpetrated against women, which may 

deter men from attending. When speaking to gendered barriers to attendance, and a 

dominant focus on female survivors, students also highlighted a lack of focus on male 

survivors, or discussion around sexual violence experienced by men. As one student 

explained, “a lot [of the education] talks about women 90% of the time, and then its like 

“oh yea this also happens to men” with a stat added on”, indicating they did not see a 

focus on all survivors presented in the education provided to them by the University. 

Students also highlighted the lack of focus on “women as perpetrators”, which they 

believed to be “hardly ever addressed” in the education provided by the University.  

In addition to the comments raised during the focus groups, survey participants 

who indicated they did not see the definitions of rape culture as wholesome also 

highlighted a lack of male survivor focus, and a lack of focus on violence experienced 



 

 

106 

 

by the LGBTQ2+ community, suggesting most information received focused on 

heterosexual women student’s experiences of sexual violence on campus. As one 

participant of the focus groups highlighted, the majority of students volunteering for 

these educational events, or developing ideas for educational initiatives are females, 

and as such, the programming becomes female-centric. The student explained that,  

“Its hard to have male-centered events, cause the [Wellness Education] team 
is so female centered, so like even the ideas are female-oriented inherently, 
or more appealing to women because women make the events. You almost 
need to do a focus group of men to be like “what would make you interested 
in sexual violence prevention… what events would speak to you” 

Highlighting that in having females planning the events, they ultimately become female 

focused, or female oriented, and issue they believed could be mitigated by trying to 

involve male students in the planning stages.  

 In furthering the discussion of gendered barriers to attendance, students also 

highlighted concerns on how information is relayed pertaining to the “typical 

perpetrator”. In this, students discussed how information about perpetrators of campus 

sexual violence tends to focus around male students, and in particular male student 

athletes, with many believing the education further perpetuates stereotypes, rather than 

providing accurate information for the University’s campus climate. As one student 

explained,  

“In general, there’s so much focus on male athletes, especially because of 
the NCAA issues… Which yea it should be addressed, but it needs to be 
done in a way that doesn’t stereotype our athletes here…” 
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In continuing this discussion, other student’s pointed out the need for the education to 

be less stereotypical of all male students, with many perceiving the current methods as 

critical of any male’s behaviours. As one student explained, they believed the education, 

“seems to talk down to males in what not to do, or how not to act”. In an effort to better 

reach audiences, they believed the education should be framed “more positively”, with a 

shift from what not to do, towards ways to better behave or act in relevant situations. 

When asked to explain further, the student noted that,  

“well women’s education has shifted from “don’t do this and you won’t be 
raped” to “here is how to act if you find yourself in this situation” or “here is a 
precaution you can take”, so why hasn’t the men’s? Instead of being lecture-y 
and saying “don’t do ABC”, maybe it could be positioned as “if you find 
yourself in this situation, here are some ways to best respond” or “here are 
some things to do/talk about before getting to ABC situation”. I don’t know, it 
just seems so negative to the guys, no wonder they don’t want to listen to it.”  

Ultimately, all participants of the focus groups, both male and female students, believed 

the current focus of education provide by the University to be too critical of males, which 

they believed to deter male students from engaging with necessary information.  

4.5.1.5 Needing new ways to provide information  

 Finally, when discussing their lack of interest in engaging with the education 

provided by the University, students also highlighted redundancy in the information, 

perceiving multiple events to cover the same topics, and resulting in a lack of repeat 

engagement. As one student stated, “these are so targeted and teach what we already 

know, so why am I going to waste my free time re-hearing something I’ve heard a bunch 

before?”, highlighting their lack of interest in engaging with multiple avenues of 

information from the University, and their perception that the majority of these initiatives 
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relay the same information. Another student highlighted the redundancy in 

programming, explaining that the lack of new methods of delivery resulted in a lack of 

interest throughout their degree studies. This student explained that,  

“when you see the same thing for three or four years, like you could be here 
for a decade and see the same campaigns and videos, its obviously going to 
not draw your attention anymore… they need like, something new, or just like 
change up how you do things each year, you know, like it could be the um, 
the same um, message or whatnot, but change how its delivered so at least 
people keep going to see it…” 

 
Ultimately, if students did not perceive the information as new, or applicable to their 

specific lifestyle, they were hesitant to engage with educational material provided by the 

University.  

 Finally, when students discussed a lack of engagement with educational 

initiatives surrounding sexual violence, many also discussed an overall feeling of being 

left with nothing to “do” follow engagement with the information. When speaking about 

information boards presented, students suggested these could be more interactive, with 

students feeling “awkward going up to them… if they’re not really interactive”. As one 

student explained, they perceived these initiatives as “just going up to read about 

something I could just Google on my own”. Another student furthered this concern, 

explaining that when it comes to awareness events on campus, like the Pinwheel 

Campaign, they do not perceive the event as something they can specifically engage 

with. This student explained that, “there’s not much I can do at it, other than walking by 

and seeing it…”, when referencing the University’s Pinwheel Campaign which aims to 

raise awareness of the prevalence of campus survivors of sexual violence. Another 

student furthered this concern, in combination with the previously discussed time 
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restraints, explaining that they did not perceive long events as beneficial to their own 

schedule or engagement needs, but would rather engage in smaller, interactive events. 

This student explained that, they are not  

“opposed to participating in things, but don’t have time to sit around listening 
to things I already know… if it was something small I would probably 
participate, like um, if I could take a photo with a sign, or write something and 
post it to my social media with a tag or something…”.  

 
Many students also echoed the discussion around social media and hashtags, 

explaining that they saw this as the most beneficial way to reach and engage with 

students who may not be inclined to stop and read information boards, or attend 

scheduled events. Students spoke to a need for the University to use their existing 

social media platforms to relay important information, and to reach larger audiences. 

One student highlighted the need to the use of social media to reach the current 

generation of students, pointing out that,  

“we’re just all talking about how we see everything online now, and how our 
generation is known for living online and everything is about social media 
[laughs], so they should get someone who’s really good at social media and 
deliver messages that way.” 
 

As one student explained, in using social media for education, the University would 

need to be strategic, and unified, utilizing existing accounts with larger followings to 

further promote their messaging. The student recounted seeing videos and information 

on certain social media accounts, but highlighted that these accounts usually have less 

followers, explaining that “if they can somehow use the University’s main accounts to 

link things… it just shows the importance when it isn’t just on smaller club accounts”. 

Ultimately, the students believed that the use of social media, if done correctly, would 
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be beneficial in reaching larger audiences of students, as well as allowing them to 

somehow engage with, and further spread the information provided. 
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5 Discussion of Findings 
This chapter concludes this thesis, by situating the research findings within the literature 

and theoretical perspectives. Specifically, this chapter focuses on the impact education 

had on University of Guelph student’s acceptance of rape myths, and how this aligns 

with the prior research discussed in Chapter Two. This chapter then focuses on specific 

research findings, which discuss a lack of engagement with education efforts, situating 

reasons given by students within the Feminist framework discussed in Chapter Two. 

This chapter then discusses limitations of the research project, practical implications 

from the research findings, and concludes by discussing future research directions. 

5.1 Gendered acceptance of rape myths  

While this chapter ultimately aims to discuss notable findings that present new 

information to the study of sexual violence on campuses of higher education, it would be 

irresponsible to this thesis to not also provide an overview of similarities between this 

research project’s findings, and previous studies.  

 Notably, when examining factors that impacted rape myth acceptance, 

participants gender was a statistically significant indicator for five of the six models run. 

Specifically, males had statistically higher responses to all myths assessed9 using the 

Illinois Rape Myth Acceptance Scale-Revised (IRMAS-R). Most notably, male students 

had 3.5 scale points higher (p<.001) on responses for myths that spoke to a survivor 

 
9 It is worth noting that for all these myths, the survivor was described as female, and the perpetrator as 
male.   
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lying about her experience, on a scale of 25 points. For myths that spoke to a 

perpetrator’s intent, male students also held higher agreement, at 3.1 scale points 

higher (p<.001), on a scale of 30 points, and for those that spoke to a survivor having 

“asked for it” in her actions, dress or behaviour before the incident, male students held 

higher agreement by 2.9 scale points (p<.001), on a scale of 30 points. The final myth 

grouping assessed on the IRMAS-R, which spoke to the situation not being a “real” 

rape, saw male students holding 0.6 points higher (p<.05), compared to female 

respondents, on a scale of 30 points. Finally, when respondents were asked how many 

(as a percentage) survivors are responsible for their experience, male students reported 

11.1% higher responses than female students (p<.001).  

The gendered variation in rape myth acceptance found in this research project is 

consistent with previous studies on the topic (Armstrong et al 2014; Hayes et al 2013; 

Hayes et al 2016; Masser et al 2010; McMahon 2010; Poulton 2012; Vonderhaar and 

Carmody 2015) which posits that females are more likely to reject rape myths, and to 

accept survivors accounts as valid. Specifically, prior research has suggested that men 

are more likely to reject a survivor’s account as truthful, and are more likely to question 

their involvement in the experience, suggesting blame not be placed entirely on the 

perpetrator. The findings of this research project are consistent with the common trend 

found in the literature on sexual violence, and experiences of sexual violence on 

campuses of higher education. While this research project did not seek to understand 

why one gender may be more accepting of rape myths, conclusions can be drawn from 

previous research, which explains the gendered acceptance through a feminist 
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perspective. In understanding the gendered nature of sexual violence, and experiences 

of sexual violence, it can be understood that males are more likely to accept myths that 

maintain their social status on campus (Bourdieu 2001; Connell 1987; Connell and 

Messerschmidt 2005; Katz 2006; Messerschmidt 1993). In experiencing the benefits of 

rape myths, men may normalize the actions of other male students, in turn normalizing 

and justifying their own social behaviours (Hvlaka 2014; Krakauer 2015).  

Further, while there was no notable variation in the number of events attended by 

gender in this research study, previous research has shown women to be more likely to 

attend, or engage with, sexual violence prevention education (Banyard et al 2005; 

Coker 2018; Davis and Liddell 2002; Fabiano et al 2003). Prior literature has also 

highlighted the impact of education of deterrent sexual violence, and components of it, 

such as the acceptance of rape myths (Forrest and Senn 2017; Jozkowski 2015a; 

Jozkowski et al 2014; Lalonde 2015; Lonsway 1996; Senn 2011; Senn et al 2015; 

Withey 2010). As was highlighted in the previous section, students who attend10 

educational events, or who were aware of education initiatives were less likely to accept 

rape myths, with each event attended resulting in a decrease of .7 scale points (p<.001) 

regarding myths speaking to survivor’s validity, and a decrease of .5 scale points 

(p<.05) regarding myths of perpetrator’s lack of intent. The total number of events 

attended is also seen to impact perceptions of false accusations, with each event 

 
10 It is important to note as well that while my data shows students who attend educational events/are 
aware of initiatives are less likely to accept rape myths, those who do typically engage with these types of 
education efforts are typically more knowledgeable of the issues related to sexual violence, and their 
personal engagement with the issue may lead to their increased engagement with education efforts.  
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attended resulting in a 3.8% decrease in response to the question “how often do you 

think that women lie about experiencing sexual violence?” (p<.001). The impact of 

education on decreasing rape myth acceptance seen in this research study, in 

combination with the understanding that women are more likely to engage with such 

education topics noted in previous research (Banyard et al 2005; Coker 2018; Davis 

and Liddell 2002; Fabiano et al 2003), may help to further explain the gendered 

acceptance of rape myths overall.  

5.2  Campus hook-up culture, and the acceptance of rape myths  

As discussed in Chapter Two of this thesis, previous literature has illustrated a 

culture of “hooking up” on campuses of higher education, which ultimately results in 

male students benefitting from a social arrangement in which they are expected to 

pursue, and engage with, multiple female students. In contrast, female students are 

expected to engage with hook-up culture, which veers from their expected traditional 

gender norms, of being sexually conservative (Bogle 2008; England, Shafer and 

Forgerty 2008; Kalish 2013; Kimmel 2008, 210-213; Littleton et al 2009; Lovejoy 2015; 

Rhoades 2012; Ryan 2011).  The environment that is created as result of hook-up 

culture is one that further normalizes male students’ behaviours, while questioning the 

choices of female students when instances of sexual violence do occur (Armstrong et al 

2006; Armstrong et al 2014; Hackmand 2017; Flack et al. 2007; Bogle 2008; Heldman 

and Wade 2010; Jozkowski 2015b; Jozkowski et al 2014; Kimmel 2008, 199-200; 

Lovejoy 2015; Paul and Hayes 2002; Ryan 2011; Sutton and Simons 2015).  
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Consistent with prior research, this project found that rape myths that spoke to a 

women’s actions tended to have higher acceptance (see Figure 1: Students hold mixed 

agreement with rape myths that speak to survivor’s actions with the myth that 

specifically spoke to a woman initiating a hook-up11 having a high agreement rate at 

24.3%. In understanding prior research on hook-up culture, and understanding the 

social norms of hooking up, this agreement is not surprising. When women engage in 

hook-up culture, or initiate a sexual encounter, they are perceived to be less of a 

reliable victim, with both male and female students seeing their choice to hook-up as 

mitigating to their experience of sexual violence (Armstrong et al 2014; Hackman 2017; 

Reling, Barton, Becker and Valasik 2018; Reling, Becker, Drakeford and Valasik 2018). 

5.3 The impact of different types of education  

One of the objectives of this thesis project was to understand the impact of 

education on the acceptance of rape myths. As mentioned in section 1 of this chapter, 

the total number of events attended was seen to have a positive impact, resulting in a 

decrease of scale points (for IRMAS-R questions), or percentage points (for additional 

questions asked to survey participants). To further explore the impact of education, 

initiatives were also evaluated based on the distinctions made in Chapter 2.3 of this 

thesis, to determine if either active or passive education was more impactful in deterring 

rape myth acceptance. 

 

11 See Chapter Two for further clarification and explanations surrounding hooking up  
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Recall, in Chapter 2, I discussed the classification of education as either active or 

passive, with active education describing initiatives that actively engage participants, or 

require direct, interactive learning, and passive education is indirect, often situated 

within an environment, and does not target participants directly (Edwards, Shea and 

Barboza Barela 2018). I also highlighted previous literature which posits active 

education to be more impactful in addressing components on sexual violence on 

campuses, such as the normalization of rape culture through the acceptance of rape 

myths (Donais, Simonsen and Simonsen 2019; Edwards, Shea and Barboza Barela 

2018; Forrest and Senn 2017; McMahon 2015; Senn et al 2015). This research study 

however did not find conclusive evidence for either form of education, with active 

education showing an impact on decreasing rape myth acceptance for myths on the “it 

was not a real rape” subscale by 0.5 scale points (p<.05), and passive education 

showing an impact on decreasing the perception of victims being responsible for their 

experience by 5.5% (p<.05). Ultimately, the type of education was not as important as 

the number of events attended.  

Further, as the previous literature has highlighted, many of the education efforts 

targeted at students – and particularly female students – is that of victimization 

prevention. These education efforts are often critiqued for inadvertently fueling rape 

myth acceptance, suggesting women require prevention education (Burnett et al 2009; 

Haiven 2017; Liebenberg, Ungar and Ikeda 2013; Profitt and Ross 2017). As I 

discussed in Chapter Two, the concept of victimization prevention education results in a 

focus on what the victim ought to have done to prevent their experience. In 
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understanding why students are not attending these types of education sessions, it is 

important to understand the message being conveyed. As the students in my focus 

groups explained, they did not perceive the information to be applicable to them, 

explaining they were “not stupid” when it came to socializing, or that they were already 

cautious and aware of their actions and surroundings when they did chose to engage in 

a party environment. These explanations highlight the issue presented by previous 

scholars, that they believe the education is only necessary to those who they perceive 

as potential victims. This inherently causes the education itself to shift blame from the 

perpetrator to the survivor, further perpetuating the rape myths it sought to mitigate 

(Burnett et al 2009; Calogero 2013; Kitzinger and Frithl 1999; Liebenberg, Ungar and 

Ikeda 2013; Masser et al 2010; McEwan 2009; Suarez and Gadalla 2010).  

5.4 Rape culture: it exists out there, not here  

As I mentioned at the opening of this chapter, this thesis ultimately aims to discuss 

notable findings that present new information to the study of sexual violence on 

campuses of higher education. One of the unique findings of this research was the 

difference in perceptions of rape culture components on campus, compared to in 

society. This section of the chapter seeks to explore this difference through a lens of 

hegemonic masculinity, and to offer explanations for the difference in perception that 

occurred.  

To recall, Table 4 in Chapter 4.2 outlined the percentage of students who agreed 

with components of rape culture existing in society, and on campus, highlighting the 

difference of these agreements. Notably, for all components of rape culture, more 
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students perceived these as existing in society more generally, compared to on 

campus. Most relevant to prior discussions in this thesis, were the components of rape 

culture that: 1) see sexual violence as normalized; 2) see sexual violence as a “fact of 

life”; 3) the existence of rape myths that lead to victim blaming; and 4) the existence of 

rape myths that question the validity of the event. Specifically, 79.7% of students agreed 

that a component of rape culture in society is the normalization of sexual violence, 

compared to 43.4% of students agreeing this occurs on campus. Consistently, 71.9% of 

students agreed that rape culture in society sees sexual violence as a “fact of life”, 

whereas only 42.5% of students agreed this to be true on campus. Finally, when asked 

about rape myths, those that lead to victim blaming were agreed to exist in society by 

91.9% of students, compared to existing on campus at 68.4% agreement, and those 

that question the validity of the event were agreed to exist in society by 92.4% of 

students, compared to existing on campus at 69.5%. Initially upon review of these 

findings, it was assumed that the difference in agreement could be explained by the 

prevalence of education on campus, compared to discussions of sexual violence in 

society more largely. However, the results that suggest students engage, on average 

with 1.4 of 7 active education efforts, and 3.3 of 13 passive education efforts, contradict 

this initial assumption. Further, in discussion with students during the focus groups, 

most participants suggested that information pertaining to rape culture is more prevalent 

online, and through discussions on social media, than on campus, further contradicting 

my initial assumption for this trend. In an effort to explain this trend, I situate it within the 

theoretical principle of hegemonic masculinity discussed in Chapter Two of this thesis.  
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To summarize the description of hegemonic masculinity previously presented, this 

concept suggests that through repetitive acceptance of men as dominant over women, 

women are perpetually perceived as subordinate, which is further legitimized through a 

variety of social structures (Bourdieu 2001; Connell 1987; Connell and Messerschmidt 

2005; Katz 2006; Messerschmidt 1993). As I previously discussed, through the 

acceptance of inherently masculine structures, men are socially positioned to be 

superordinate to women (Bourdieu 2001; Connell 1987; Connell and Messerschmidt 

2005; Katz 2006; Messerschmidt 1993), which results in a woman’s difficulty in 

challenging a man’s actions towards her in that social setting (Lonsway and Fitzgerald 

1994, 134). In the context of sexual violence, and more specifically the experience of 

campus sexual violence, men’s dominant position over women is encouraged, and 

normalized. This is especially true in the context of hook-up culture that exists on 

campus. As Profitt and Ross (2017) explained, in the context of a campus environment, 

women often ascribe to the social script dictated by hook-up culture, normalizing their 

experience of harassment, micro aggressions, and sometimes even violence. In many 

instances, female students become desensitized to their environment, the gendered 

power differentials within it, and their role further perpetuating it (Burstow 2003; Profitt 

and Ross 2017). Campuses of higher education, which have traditionally been male 

dominated, continue to create a social pattern of excusing males behaviour in hook-up 

culture, forcing women to either conform, and engage with this social system, or fight 

against it (Hvlaka 2014; Krakauer 2015). When college culture, and specifically hook-up 

culture, are observed from a lens of hegemonic masculinity, we can see a social 



 

 

120 

 

environment which normalizes the male students’ behaviour, while forcing female 

students being judged for breaking expected social norms to participate in it (Bogle 

2008; England, Shafer and Forgerty 2008; Kalish 2013; Kimmel 2008, 210-213; Littleton 

et al 2009; Lovejoy 2015; Rhoades 2012; Ryan 2011). This in turn reinforces male 

students’ positions of power over female students, and reinforces the normalization of 

their behaviour.  

Ultimately, in seeing their social environment as “normal”, students perceive 

components of rape culture as not existing within their social structures. Through the 

normalization of both male and female student’s roles within rape culture, female 

student’s experiences of harassment, micro-aggressions, and in some instances, 

violence, are seen as a part of the college experience – a part of engaging in hook-up 

and party culture on campus, rather than recognizing the power differentials that they 

exist within. While students may be aware of the gendered power difference’s in society, 

and have had attention called to patriarchal structures in larger aspects of society, they 

may not necessarily see these as existing in their day-to-day lives, as they navigate 

relationships and hooking up during their college careers.  

5.5 Limitations of this research and future research directions 

No research projects is without its limitations, and this one is of no exception. Most 

notably, the sample size of this project was relatively small compared to the population 

being studied. In total, 715 survey responses were collected and analyzed for this 

thesis, and 5 individuals participated in focus group discussions. It would be naïve to 

assume these individuals encompass the perspective of all University of Guelph 
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students. It is also important to mention the small sample of male students within this 

sample (10.9% of the 715 survey participants, and one of five focus group participants), 

as future research should focus on this population. In addition to the size, I also note in 

Chapter Three that two of my focus groups were run as one-on-one interviews, and the 

final group can be better described as a group interview, having had three participants. 

While the intent of my research was to carry out focus groups, the timing of the sessions 

coincided with Winter semester exams, and as such, fewer students who identified their 

availability actually attended. As the one group was smaller than a traditional focus 

group, and two were carried out as an interview, it is important to note that the full 

benefit of focus groups was not obtained in my research. Participants were not able to 

engage in as fulsome discussion, and were quite independent in their response to 

questions asked. In this sense, I as a researcher was more engaged in the groups, 

asking questions to prompt more discussion. Further, as mentioned in Chapter 4, the 

findings of this research project focused on students who identified as either male or 

female, and does not include the responses of students who identified as a non-binary 

gender, gender non-conforming, gender queer, or other identity, as the majority of 

literature this research is compared to focuses on only male and female identities. 

Further, due to the small number of students who did not identify as male or female 

(n=3), the analysis of these findings would not be statistically appropriate.  

The limitations of this research project would encourage future research to focus 

on 1) the impact of sexual violence prevention education on male students, 2) the 

impact of sexual violence prevention education, and rape-myth acceptance by non-
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binary, gender non-conforming, gender queer, or gender identities, and 3) the impact of 

the number of education efforts on student’s beliefs. As this project considered all 

education engaged with as a continuous variable, it would be beneficial for future 

research to run analysis with each education effort engaged with added consecutively, 

to determine if the impact of education is limited to a certain number of events.  

5.6 Practical Implications  

The intent of this research project has been guided by a desire to provide the 

University of Guelph with practical information, in an effort to better its education efforts 

in challenging rape culture on campus. While it is not the belief that this project will lead 

to reform in the way students engage with each other, the intent was to highlight any 

discrepancies, or areas of improvement in education efforts. Ultimately, this project has 

highlighted concerns students have with the current method of relaying practical 

information as it pertains to rape culture and rape myths on campus. In highlighting 

these concerns, namely the content of information and format of delivery, the hope of 

this research project is for the University of Guelph’s Sexual Violence Education 

Advisory Committee to have practical information to guide future education efforts. This 

research can now be used to inform future education efforts on campus, and provides 

the Committee with the necessary information to make changes as they see fit, to 

address issues highlighted throughout this thesis project.  

Specifically, based on the findings of this research thesis, I would recommend the 

following to the Sexual Violence Education Advisory Committee:  
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1. That the Committee continue to review of its existing educational programming 

and awareness initiatives offered by the University. As indicated from my survey 

data, and focus group interview participants, many students are not engaging 

with existing efforts, and believe there is too much redundancy in what is 

provided. Ongoing and regular reviews and evaluation of the initiatives offered, 

will help the University be able to ensure the information provided is not only up 

to date, but also new and relevant to students over the course of their degrees.  

2. That the University consult with other Ontario colleges and universities to 

determine what other campuses are doing to address the issue of sexual 

violence, and what is and is not successful. As Quinlan et al. (2017), highlight, 

there are a variety of programs across Canadian Universities which attempt to 

address sexual violence on campus. While I acknowledge that each campus 

does have a unique culture, and may need adjustments for their students, larger 

programs may target college behaviours universal to all students.  

3. That the University consider encompassing sexual violence, and rape culture 

education into other aspects of its teaching and learning efforts. Since sexual 

violence and rape culture both exist within larger social structures which 

normalize the oppression of women, it is important to address and help students 

understand and recognize the root cause of these social and political problems. 

From this perspective, it would make sense to incorporate teaching and learning 

opportunities into a variety of campus education efforts (e.g., representation of 

women in STEM, or women in leadership), or within topics known to be related to 
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experiences of sexual violence (e.g., alcohol and substance use, healthy 

relationships).  

4. That the Committee actively engage male allies, to better design and attract male 

students to engage with these education efforts. In combination with the above 

recommendation, it would also be beneficial for the Committee to consider 

encompassing sexual violence and rape culture education within larger topics of 

men’s health or men’s ally efforts on campus more largely. As my focus groups 

highlighted, male students often feel alienated from events specific to sexual 

violence, either feeling they are designed for female students, or target and 

stereotype all male college-aged students to being perpetrators. In having male 

students assist with the development of programming, the Committee may be 

better able to reach and engage this population of students.  

5. Finally, I would also recommend that the Committee further evaluate its 

education surrounding topics of consent. As highlighted in my Literature Review 

chapter, both men and women have different forms of communicating and 

interpreting consent, aside from a simple “yes” or “no”. In addition to the consent 

education provided with Can I Kiss You, it is important for students to be 

provided with information on different forms of consent, as well as ongoing 

consent during a hook-up. It would also be important for the Committee to 

provide education on consent within hook-up culture, and the impact that women 

may feel from the social hierarchy in needing to consent.  
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5.7 Concluding Remarks  

In these concluding remarks, I want to call attention back to Moore and 

colleagues, whose work largely inspired this thesis project. To recall, in my introductory 

chapter, I cited Moore et al. (2016), who urged for on-site research and evaluation, as 

campus communities attempt to address sexual violence through education efforts. 

When this research project began, the campus climate was very different than it 

currently is, following responses to the Covid-19 pandemic. In the shifting campus 

environment, it is even more important to continue to evaluate the impact of these 

education efforts, as it is not unlikely that they will change in delivery to, attendance by, 

and acceptance of, from students. Further, as I explain in my recommendations to the 

Sexual Violence Education Advisory Committee, it is important to continue to adapt 

education efforts for students to continue to engage with them throughout their time on 

campus. This in turn would urge campuses to continue to evaluate and analyze the 

impact of these adapted methods, to best understand what works in reducing sexual 

violence, and to shift rape culture.  

   



 

 

126 

 

BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Abbey, Antonia. 2011. “Alcohol’s role in sexual violence perpetration: Theoretical 
explanations, existing evidence and future directions.” Drug and Alcohol Review 
30(5): 481-489.  

Abbey, Antonia, Tina Zawacki and Pam McAuslan. 2000. “Alcohol’s effects on sexual 
perception.” Journal of Studies on Alcohol 61(5): 688-697.  

Abbey, Antonia, Tina Zawacki, Philip G. Buck, A. Monique Clinton, and Pam McAuslan. 
2004. “Sexual Assault and Alcohol Consumption: What do we know about their 
relationship, and what types of research are still needed.” Journal of Aggression 
and Violent Behaviour 9(3): 271-303.  

Adams-Curtis, Leah E., and Gordon B. Forbes. 2004. “College Women’s Experiences of 
Sexual Coercion: A Review of Cultural, Perpetrator, Victim and Situational 
Variables.” Trauma, Violence and Abuse 5(2): 91-122.  

Agard, Claudette, Zakiyah Ansari, Jerusha Conner, Barbara Ferman, Liza N. Pappas 
and Jessica Shiller. 2019. “Community Engaged Research through the Lens of 
School Closures: Opportunities, Challenges, Contributions, and Lingering 
Questions.” Education Policy Analysis Archives 27(55): 3-27.  

Allison, Rachel, and Barbara J. Risman. 2014. ““It goes hand in hand with the parties”: 
Race, class, and residence in college student negotiations of hooking up” 
Sociological Perspectives 57(1): 102-123.  

Andrews, Tom. 2012. “What is Social Constructionism.” Grounded Theory Review 
11(1).  

Anderssen, Erin. 2014. “Sex on campus: How No Means No became Yes Means Yes.” 
The Globe and Mail. November 14. Retrieved from 
https://www.theglobeandmail.com/life/relationships/sex-on-campus-how-no-
means-no-became-yes-means-yes/article21598708/  

Armstrong, Cory C. and Jessica Mahone. 2017. ““It’s on Us.” The Role of Social Media 
and Rape Culture in Individual Willingness to Mobilize Against Sexual Assault.” 
Mass Communication and Society 20: 92-115.  

Armstrong, Elizabeth A., Laura Hamilton and Brian Sweeney. 2006. “Sexual Assault on 
Campus: A Multi-level, Integrative Approach to Party Rape.” Social Problems 
53(4): 483-499.  



 

 

127 

 

Armstrong, Elizabeth A., Laura T. Hamilton, Elizabeth M. Armstrong, and J. Lotus 
Seeley. 2014. “’Good Girls’: Gender, social class, and slut discourse on campus.” 
Social Psychology Quarterly 77(2): 100-122.  

Arnold, Karen D. 2010. “College Student Development and the Hook Up Culture.” 
Journal of College and Character 11(4): 5-14.  

Avegno, Jennifer, Trevor J. Mills, and Lisa D. Mills. 2009. “Sexual Assault Victims in the 
Emergency Department: Analysis by Demographic and Event Characteristic.” 
Journal of Emergency Medicine 37(3): 328-334.  

Barker, Derek. 2004. “The Scholarship of Engagement: A Taxonomy of Five Emerging 
Practices.” Journal of Higher Education Outreach and Engagement 9(2): 123-137.  

Baker, Elizabeth A., Sharon Horman, Rita Schonhoff, Matthew Kreuter. 1999. 
“Principles of Practice for Academic/Practice/Community Research Partnerships.” 
American Journal of Preventive Medicine 16(3): 86-93.  

Banyard, Victoria L. 2008. “Measurement and correlates of prosocial bystander 
behavior: The case of interpersonal violence. Violence and Victims 23(1): 83-97.  

Banyard, Victoria L. 2014. “Improving College Campus-Based Prevention of Violence 
Against Women: A Strategic Plan for Research Built on Multipronged Practices 
and Policies.” Trauma, Violence and Abuse 15(4): 339-351.  

Banyard, Victoria L., Elizabeth G. Plante, and Mary M. Moynihan. 2005. “Rape 
prevention through bystander education: Brining a broader community perspective 
to sexual violence prevention.” Washington, DC: National Institute of Justice, 
Office of Justice Programs, US Department of Justice. 
https://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/nij/grants/208701.pdf  

Barkin, Shari, David Schlundt and Padget Smith. 2013. “Community-Engaged Research 
Perspectives: Then and Now.” Academic Pediatrics 13(2): 93-97.  

Baum, Matthew, Dara Kay Cohen, and Yuri M. Zhukov. 2018. “Does Rape Culture 
Predict Rape? Evidence from U.S. Newspapers, 2000-2013.” Quarterly Journal of 
Political Sciences 13(3): 263-289.  

Bazeley, Patricia. 2009. “Integrating data analyses in mixed-method research.” Journal 
of Mixed Method Research 3(3): 203-207.  

Beaulieu, Marianne, Mylaine Breton and Astrid Brosselle. 2018. “Conceptualizing 20 
years of engaged scholarship: A scoping review”. PLoS One 13(2): 1-17.  



 

 

128 

 

Benson, Brenda J., Carol L. Gohm, and Alan M. Gross. 2007. “College Women and 
Sexual Assault: The Role of Sex-Related Alcohol Expectancies.” Journal of Family 
Violence 22(6): 341-351.  

Berkowitz, Alan D. 2005. “Critical elements of sexual assault prevention and risk 
reduction programs for men and women.” In Sexual Assault in Context: Teaching 
College Men About Gender edited by Christopher Kilmartin and Alan D. Berkowitz. 
Manwah, NJ: Earlbaum Press.  

Blasi, Gary and John T. Jost. 2006. “System justification theory and research: 
implications for law, legal advocacy and social justice.” California Law Review 
94(4): 1119-1168.  

Bogle, Kathleen A. 2007. “The shift from dating to hooking up in college: what scholars 
have missed.” Sociology Compass 1(2): 775-788.  

Bogle, Kathleen A. 2008. Hooking Up: Sex, Dating and Relationships on Campus. New 
York, NY: New York University Press.  

Bonnar-Kidd, Kelly K. 2010. “Sexual Offender Laws and Prevention of Sexual Violence 
or Recidivism.” American Journal of Public Health 100(3): 412-419.  

Bourdieu, Pierre. 2001. Masculine Domination. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.  

Boyer, Ernest L. 1996. “The Scholarship of Engagement.” Bulletin of the American 
Academy of Arts and Sciences 49(7): 18-33.  

Boyle, Kaitlin M., and Lisa Slattery Walker. 2016. “The Neutralization and Denial of 
Sexual Violence in College Party Subcultures.” Deviant Behaviour 37(12): 1392-
1410.  

Brickell, Chris. 2006. “The sociological construction of gender and sexuality.” The 
Sociological Review 54(1): 87-113.  

Bridger, Jeffrey C. and Theodore R.Alter. 2006. “The Engaged University, Community 
Development, and Public Scholarship.” Journal of Higher Education Outreach and 
Engagement 11(1):163-178.  

Brown University. 2019. “Defining Community Engagement.” Retrieved from 
https://www.brown.edu/swearer/carnegie/about  

Brownmiller, Susan. 1975. Against Our Will: Men, Women, and Rape. New York: Simon 
& Schuster. 



 

 

129 

 

Bryant, Antony and Kathy Charmaz. 2007. The SAGE Handbook of Grounded Theory. 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications. 

Buchwald, Emilie, Pamela R. Fletcher and Martha Roth. 2015. Transforming a rape 
culture. Minneapolis, MN: Milkweed.  

Burnett, Ann, Jody L. Mattern, Liliana L. Herakova, David H. Kahl Jr., Cloy Tobola and 
Susan E. Bornsen. 2009. “Communicating/Muting Date Rape: A Co-Cultural 
Theoretical Analysis of Communication Factors Related to Rape Culture on a 
College Campus.” Journal of Applied Communication Research 37(4): 465-485.  

Burt, Martha R. 1980. “Cultural Myths and Supports for Rape.” Journal of Personality 
and Social Psychology 38(2): 217-230.   

Burstow, Bonnie. 2003. “Toward a Radical Understanding of Trauma and Trauma 
Work.” Violence Against Women 9(11): 1293-1317.  

Butler, Judith. 1999. Gender Trouble: Feminism and the Subversion of Identity. New 
York, NY: Routledge.  

Canadian Federation of Students-Ontario. 2015. Sexual Violence on Campus: Fact 
Sheet. Accessed March 5, 2017. http://cfsontario.ca/wp-
content/uploads/2017/07/Factsheet-SexualAssault.pdf.  

Caron, Sandra L., William A. Halteman and Cheri Stacy. 1997. “Athletes and Rape: Is 
There a Connection?” Perceptual and Motor Skills 85: 1379-1393. 

Carr, Deborah, Elizabeth Heger Boyle, Benjamin Cornwell, Shelley Corell, Robert 
Crosmoe, Jeremy Freese, and Mary C. Waters. 2018. The Art and Science of 
Social Research. New York, NY: W.W. Norton & Company Inc.  

CCPH Board of Directors. 2013. “Position Statement on Authentic Partnerships: 
Including Guiding Principles of Partnership.” Community-Campus Partnerships for 
Health. Accessed April 25, 2017. https://ccph.memberclicks.net/principles-of-
partnership.  

Calogero, Rachel M. 2013. “Objects don’t object: evidence that self-objectification 
disrupts women’s social activism.” Psychological science 24(3): 312-318.  

Canan, Sasha, Kristen N. Jozkowski and Brandon L. Crawford. 2018. “Sexual Assault 
Supporting Attitudes: Rape Myth Acceptance and Token Resistance in Greek and 
Non-Greek College Students From Two University Samples in the United States.” 
Journal of Interpersonal Violence 33(22): 3502-3530.  



 

 

130 

 

Charmaz, Kathy. 2006. Constructing grounded theory: A practical guide through 
qualitative analysis. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  

Charmaz, Kathy. 2008. “Grounded Theory as an Emergent Method.” In Handbook of 
Emergent Methods edited by James A. Holstein and Jaber Fubrium, 155-172. New 
York, NY: The Guilford Press.    

Cheney, George. 2008. “Encountering the Ethics of Engaged Scholarship.” Journal of 
Applied Communication Research 36(3): 281-288. 

Chenicheri, Sid Nair, Phillip Adams and Patrice Mertova. 2008. “Student Engagement: 
The Key to Improving Survey Response Rates.” Quality in Higher Education 14(3): 
225-232.  

Coker, Ann L. 2018. “Commentary of Katz’s Bystander Training as Leadership 
Training.” Violence Against Women 1-8.  

Coker, Ann L., Patricia G. Cook-Craig, Corinne M. Williams, Bonnie S. Fisher, Emily R. 
Clear, Lisandra S. Garcia, and Lea M. Hegge. 2011. “Evaluation of Green Dot: An 
Active Bystander Intervention to Reduce Sexual Violence on College Campuses.” 
Violence Against Women 17(6): 777-796.  

Collins, Victoria E., and Molly Dunn. 2018. “The invisible/visible claims to justice: sexual 
violence and the university camp(us)”. Contemporary Justice Review 21(43): 371-
395.  

Conroy, Shana and Adam Cotter. 2017. “Self-Reported Sexual Assault in Canada, 
2014.” Canadian Research for Justice Statistics July 11.  

Connell, R. W. 1987. Gender and Power. Stanford: Stanford University Press. 

Connell, R. W., James W. Messerschmidt, R. W. Connell, and James W. 
Messerschmidt. 2005. “Hegemonic Masculinity: Rethinking the Concept.” Gender 
and Society 19(6):829–59. 

Cresswell, John W. 2003. Research design: Qualitative, quantitative, and mixed method 
approaches Second Edition. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.  

Creswell, John W. and Vicki L. Plano-Clark. 2011. Designing and Conducting Mixed 
Methods Research Second Edition. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.   

Crosset, Todd W., Jeffery R. Benedict, and Mark A. McDonald. 1995. “Male Student-
Athletes Reported for Sexual Assault: A Survey of Campus Police Departments 
and Judicial Affairs Offices.” Journal of Sport and Social Issues 19(2): 126-140. 



 

 

131 

 

Cuthill, Michael, Éidín O’Shea, Bruce Wilson and Pierre Viljoen. 2014. “Universities and 
the public good: A review of knowledge exchange policy and related university 
practice in Australia. Australian Universities Review 56(2): 36-46.  

Date Safe Project. 2018. “Can I Kiss You? Program.” Retrieved From: 
https://www.datesafeproject.org/universities/can-i-kiss-you/  

Davies, Michelle, and Paul Rogers. 2006. “Perceptions of Male Victims in Depicted 
Sexual Assaults: A Review of the Literature.” Journal of Aggression and Violent 
Behavior 11(4): 367-377. 

Davies, Michelle, Paul Pollard and John Archer. 2006. “Effects of Perpetrator Gender 
and Victim Sexuality on Blame Toward Male Victims of Sexual Assault.” The 
Journal of Social Psychology 146(3): 275-291.  

Davis, Tracy and Deborah Liddell. 2002. “Getting inside the house: The effectiveness of 
a rape prevention education for college fraternity men.” Journal of College Student 
Development 43: 35-50.  

Deming, Michelle E., Eleanor Krassen Covan, Suzanne C. Swan, and Deborah L. 
Billions. 2013. “Exploring Rape Myths, Gendered Norms, Group Processing, and 
the Social Context of Rape Among College Women: A Qualitative Analysis.” 
Violence Against Women 19(4): 465-485.  

Donais, Lauren, Bill Simonsen, and Nicole Simonsen. 2018. “Gender-Based Violence 
Prevention Workshops: An Experimental Evaluation of Efficacy.” International 
Journal of Public Administration 1-15.  

Duke Health. 2016. “Multi-sector Community Stakeholder Engagement.” Duke Center 
for Community and Population Health Improvement retrieved from 
http://www.dukehealthimprovement.org/multi-sector-community-stakeholder-
engagement.html  

DuMont, Janice, Sheila Macdonald, Meghan White and Linda Turner. 2013. “Male 
Victims of Sexual Assault: A Descriptive Study of Survivors’ Use of Sexual Assault 
Treatment Services.” Journal of Interpersonal Violence 28(13): 2676-2694.  

Edwards, Keith E., Heather D. Shea and Amanda-Rae Baiboza Barola. 2018. 
“Comprehensive Sexual Violence Prevention Education.” New Directions for 
Student Services 161: 47-58.  

Eisikovits, Zvi., and Benjamin Bailey. 2016. “The Social Construction of Roles in 
Intimate Partner Violence: Is the Victim/Perpetrator Model the only Viable one?” 
Journal of Family Violence 31(8): 995-998.  



 

 

132 

 

Elliot, Diana M., Doris S. Davis, and John Briere. 2004. “Adult Sexual Assault: 
Prevalance, Symptomatology and Sex Differences in the General Population.” 
Journal of Traumatic Stress 17(3): 208-211.  

England, Paula, Emily Fiztgibbons Shafer and Alison C.K. Fogerty. 2008. “Hooking up 
and forming relationships on today’s college campuses.” In Michael Kimmel The 
Gendered Society Reader Third Edition. Toronto, ON: Oxford University Press.  

Fabiano, Patricia M., H. Wesley Perkins, Alan D. Berkowitz, Jeff Linkenbach, and 
Christopher Stark. 2003. “Engaging men as social justice allies in ending violence 
against women: evidence for a social norms approach.” Journal of American 
College Health 52(3): 105-112.  

Fenstermaker, Sarah, Candace West, and Don H. Zimmerman. 1991. “Gender 
inequality: New conceptual terrain.” In Gender, family and economy: The triple 
overlap edited by Rae Lesser Blumber. Newbury Park, CA: Sage Publications  

Ferguson, Claire and John Malouff. 2016. “Assessing Police Classifications of Sexual 
Assault Reports: A Meta-Analysis of False Reporting Rates.” Archives of Sexual 
Behaviour 45(5): 1185-1193.  

Finlay, Linda. 2003. “The reflexive journey: mapping multiple routes.” In Reflexivity: A 
Practical Guide for Researchers in Health and Social Sciences edited by Linda 
Finlay and Brendan Gough, 3-20. Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing.  

Flack, William, Kimberly Daubman, Marcia Caron, Jenica Asadonan, Nicole D’Aureli, 
and Shannon Gigliotti. 2007. “Risk factors and consequences of unwanted sex 
among university studnets.” Journal of Interpersonal Violence 22(2): 139-157.  

Fogel, Curtis. 2017. “Precarious masculinity and rape culture in Canadian university 
sport.” In Sexual Violence at Canadian Universities edited by Elizabeth Quinlan, 
Andrea Quinlan, Curtis Fogel and Gail Taylor, 139-156. Waterloo, ON: WLU 
Press. 

Forbes, Gordon B., Leah E. Adams-Curtis, Alexis H. Pakalka, and Kay B. White. (2006). 
“Dating Aggression, Sexual Coercion and Aggression-Supporting Attitudes Among 
College Men as a Function of Participation in Aggressive High School Sports.” 
Violence Against Women 12(5): 441-455.  

Forrest, Anne and Charlene Y. Senn. 2017. “Theory becomes practice: The Bystander 
Initiative at the University of Windsor.” In Sexual Violence at Canadian Universities 
edited by Elizabeth Quinlan, Andrea Quinlan, Curtis Fogel and Gail Taylor, 175-
192. Waterloo, ON: WLU Press. 



 

 

133 

 

Foubert, John D. 2000. “The longitudinal effects of a rape-prevention program on 
fraternity men’s belief in rape myths.” Sex Roles 36(3): 259-268.  

Foubert, John D., and Newberry Johnathan T. 2006. “Effects of Two Versions of an 
Empathy-Based Rape Prevention Program on Fraternity Men's Survivor Empathy 
Attitudes and Behavioral Intent to Commit Rape or Sexual Assault.” Journal of 
College Student Development 47(2): 133-148.  

Frey, Bruce B. 2018. The SAGE Encyclopedia of Educational Research, Measurement 
and Evaluation. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  

Furco, Andrew. 2010. “The Engaged Campus: Toward a Comprehensive Approach to 
Public Engagement.” British Journal of Educational Studies 58(4): 375-390.  

Garcia, Justin R., and Chris Beiber. 2008. “Hook-up behaviour: a biopsychosocial 
perspective.” Journal of Social, Evolutionary, and Cultural Psychology 2(4): 49-65.  

Garner, Johny T. 2015. “Different Ways to Disagree: A Study of Organizational Dissent 
to Explore Connections Between Mixed Methods Research and Engaged 
Scholarship.” Journal of Mixed Methods Research 9(2): 178-95. 

Gelo, Omar, Diana Brackmann and Gerhard Benetka. 2008. “Quantitative and 
Qualitative Research: Beyond the Debate.” Integrative Psychological Behavioural 
Science 42(3): 266-290.  

Gertsi-Pepin, Cynthia and Kami Patrizio. 2009. “Learning from Dumbledore’s Pensive: 
metaphor as an aid in teaching reflexivity in qualitative research.” Qualitative 
Research 9(3): 299-308.  

Gervais, Sarah, David DiLillo and Dennis McChargue. 2004. “Understanding the Link 
Between Men’s Alcohol Use and Sexual Violence Perpetration: The Mediating 
Role of Sexual Objectification.” Psychology of Violence 4(2): 156-169.  

Gidycz, Christine A., Linsday M. Orchowski and Alan D. Berkowitz. 2011. “Preventing 
Sexual Aggression Among College Men: An Evaluation of Social Norms and 
Bystander Intervention Program.” Violence Against Women 17(6): 720-742.  

Giles, James. “Social Constructionism and Sexual Desire.” Journal for the Theory of 
Social Behaviour 36(3): 225-238.  

Gordon da Cruz, Cynthia. 2017. “Critical Community-Engaged Scholarship: 
Communities and Universities Striving for Radical Justice.” Peabody Journal of 
Education 92(3): 363-384.  



 

 

134 

 

Gough, Brendan. 2003a. “Deconstructing Reflexivity.” In Reflexivity: A Practical Guide 
for Researchers in Health and Social Sciences edited by Linda Finlay and Brendan 
Gough, 21-35. Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing. 

Gough, Brendan. 2003b. “Shifting researchers positions during a group interview study: 
a reflexive analysis and review.” In Reflexivity: A Practical Guide for Researchers 
in Health and Social Sciences edited by Linda Finlay and Brendan Gough, 146-
162. Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing. 

Gray, Matt J., Christina M. Hassija and Sarah E. Steimetz. 2017. “Etiology of Sexual 
Assault Perpetration” in Sexual Assault Prevention on College Campuses edited 
by Matt J. Gray, Christina M. Hassija and Sarah E. Steimetz, 33-56. New York, 
NY: Routledge  

Greene, Jennifer C., Valerie J. Caracelli and Wendy F. Graham. 1989. “Toward a 
Conceptual Framework for Mixed-Method Evaluation Designs.” Educational 
Evaluation and Policy Analysis 11(3): 255-274.  

Griffin, Susan. 1986. Rape: The Politics of Consciousness 3rd Revised Edition. New 
York, NY: Harper Collins.  

Gross, Alan M., Andrea Winslett, Miguel Roberts, and Carol L. Gohm. 2006. “An 
Examination of Sexual Violence Against College Women.” Violence Against 
Women 12(3): 288-300.  

Guest, Greg, Emily E. Namey and Marilyn L. Mitchell. 2013. Collecting Qualitative Data: 
A Field Manual for Applied Research. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage.  

Hackman, Christine L., Sarah E. Pember, Amanda H. Wilkerson, Wanda Burton and 
Stuart L. Usdan. 2017. “Slut-shaming and victim-blaming: A qualitative 
investigation on undergraduate students’ perceptions of sexual violence.” Sex 
Education 17(6): 697-711.  

Haiven, Judy. 2017. “Rape chant at Saint Mary’s University: A convergence of business 
school ethics, alcohol consumption, and varsity sport.” In Sexual Violence at 
Canadian Universities edited by Elizabeth Quinlan, Andrea Quinlan, Curtis Fogel 
and Gail Taylor, 93-116. Waterloo, ON: WLU Press.   

Hamilton, Laura, and Elizabeth A. Armstrong. 2009. “Gendered Sexuality in Young 
Adulthood: Double Binds and Flawed Options.” Gender & Society 23(5): 589-616.  

Harden, Nathan. 2013. “Peter Pan Goes to College.” Society 50(3): 257-260.  



 

 

135 

 

Haugen, Andrea D., Stacey M. Rieck, Phia S. Salter, and Nia L. Phillips. 2018. “What 
Makes it Rape? A Lay Theory Approach to Defining Rape Among College 
Students.” Basic and Applied Psychology 40(1): 18-35.  

Hayes, Rebecca M., Rebecca L. Abbott, and Savannah Cook. 2016. “It’s Her Fault: 
Student Acceptance of Rape Myths of Two College Campuses.” Violence Against 
Women 22(13): 1540-1555.  

Hayes, Rebecca M., Katherine Lorez, and Kristen A. Bell. 2013. “Victim Blaming Others: 
Rape Myth Acceptance and the Just World Belief.” Feminist Criminology 8(3): 202-
220.  

Hayes-Smith, Rebecca M. and Lora L. Levett. 2010. “Student Perceptions of Sexual 
Assault Resources and Prevalence of Rape Myth Attitutes.” Feminist Criminology 
5(4): 335-354.  

Heldman, Caroline, and Lisa Wade. 2010. “Hook-up culture: Setting a new research 
agenda.” Sexuality Research and Social Policy 7(4): 323-333.  

Henderson, Holly. 2007. “Feminism, Foucault and Rape: A Theory and Politics of Rape 
Prevention.” Berkeley Journal of Gender, Law and Justice 22: 225-253.  

Henriksen, Caitlin B., Kelsey L. Mattick and Bonnie S. Fisher (2016). “Mandatory 
Bystander Intervention Training: Is the SaVE Act Requirement the “Right” Program 
to Reduce Violence Among College Students?” in The Crisis of Campus Sexual 
Violence: Critical Perspectives on Prevention and Response edited by Sara 
Carrigan Wooten and Roland W. Mitchell, 169-183. New York, NY: Routledge.  

Herman, Diane F. 1984. “The Rape Culture.” In Women: A Feminist Perspective 4th 
edition. Jo Freeman (ed), 45-53 Mountain View, CA: Mayfield Publishing 
Company.  

Hesse-Biber, Sharlene Nagy. 2010. Mixed Methods Research: Merging theory with 
practice. New York: Guilford Press.  

Hlavka, Heather R. 2014. “Normalizing sexual violence: Young women account for 
harassment and abuse.” Gender and Society 28(3): 337-358.  

Hotchkiss, Lauren M. 2018. “It takes a village: Community Engaged University of 
Guelph Research on Campus Sexual Violence Training, Referral, and 
Collaboration.” MA Thesis., University of Guelph.  

hooks, bell. 1984. Feminist Theory: From Margin to Center. Boston: South End Press. 



 

 

136 

 

Humphrey, Stephen E., and Arnold S. Kahn. 2000. “Fraternities, Athletics Teams and 
Rape: Importance of Identification with a Risky Group.” Journal of Interpersonal 
Violence 15(12): 1313-1322.  

Hurmerina-Peltomäki, Leila and Niina Nummela. 2006. “Mixed methods in international 
business research: A value-added perspective.” Management International Review 
46(4): 439-459.  

International Association of Chiefs of Police. 2014. Investing Sexual Assaults Part 1: 
Elements of Sexual Assault and Initial Response (Training Key no. 573). 
Alexandria, VA: IACP.  

Jeffrey, Nicole and Paula Barata. 2019. “‘She didn’t want to…and I’d obviously insist’: 
Canadian University Men’s Normalization of their Sexual Violence Against Intimate 
Partners.” Journal of Aggression, Maltreatment and Trauma 28(1): 85-105.  

Johnson, Allan G. 2018. Privilege, power and difference Third edition. New York, NY: 
McGraw-Hill.  

Johnson, Holly. 2012. “Limits of a Criminal Justice Response: Trends in Police and 
Court Processing of Sexual Assault.” in Sexual Assault in Canada: Law, Legal 
Practice and Women‘s Activism. Elizabeth A. Sheehy (ed) Ottawa, ON: University 
of Ottawa Press.  

Jordan, Jan. 2004. The Word of a Woman? Police, rape and belief. New York, NY: 
Palgrave.  

Jordan, Cathy. 2007. “Community-Engaged Scholarship Review, Promotion & Tenure 
Package.” Peer Review Workship, Community-Engaged Scholarship for Health 
Collaborative, Community-Campus Partnerships for Health. 
http://depts.washington.edu/ccph/pdf_files/CES_RPT_Package.pdf  

Jozkowski, Kristen N. 2015a. “Beyond the Dyad: An Assessment of Sexual Assault 
Prevention Education Focused on Social Determinants of Sexual Assault Among 
College Students.” Violence Against Women 21(7): 848-874.  

Jozkowski, Kristen N. 2015b. “Yes Means Yes? Sexual Consent Policy and College 
Students.” Change: The Magazine of Higher Learning 47(2): 16-23.  

Jozkowski, Kristen N. and Zoe D. Peterson. 2013. “College students and sexual 
consent: Unique insights.” Journal of Sex Research 50(6): 517-523.  



 

 

137 

 

Jozkowski, Kristen N. and Jacqulyn D. Wiersma-Mosley. 2017. “The Greek System: 
How Gender Inequality and Class Privilege Rape Culture.” Journal of Applied 
Family Studies 66(1): 89-103.  

Jozkowski, Kristen N., Zoe D.Peterson, Stephanie Sanders, Barbara Dennis, and 
Michael Reece. 2014. “Gender Differences in Heterosexual College Students’ 
Conceptualization and Indicators of Sexual Consent: Implications for 
Contemporary Sexual Assault Prevention Education.” The Journal of Sex 
Research 51(8): 904-916.  

Kalish, Rachel. 2013. “Masculinities and Hooking Up: Sexual Decision Making at 
College.” Culture, Society and Masculinities 5(2): 147-165.  

Katz, Jackson. 1995. “Reconstructing masculinity in the locker room: The Mentors in 
Violence Prevention project.” Harvard Educational Review 65(2): 163-175. 

Katz, Jackson. 2006. The Macho Paradox: Why Some Men Hurt Women and How All 
Men Can Help. Neperville, IL: Sourcebooks.  

Kavanaugh, Philip R. 2013. “The Continuum of Sexual Violence: Women’s Accounts of 
Victimization in Urban Nightlife.” Feminist Criminology 8(1): 20-39.  

Kavanaugh, Philip R. 2015. “Pathways on the Sexual Violence Continuum: A Lifestyles 
Theory of Victimization.” Journal of Crime and Justice 38(4): 454-472.  

Kelly, Liz. 1988. Surviving Sexual Violence. Cambridge: Polity Press.  

Kelly, Liz. 2010. “The (in)credible words of women: False allegations in European rape 
research”. Violence Against Women 16(12): 1345- 1355  

Kimmel, Michael. 2008. The Gendered Society Reader (third ed.). Toronto, ON: Oxford 
University Press.  

Kitzinger, Celia and Hannah Frith. 1999. “Just Say No? The Use of Conversation 
Analysis in Developing a Feminist Perspective on Sexual Refusal.” Discourse & 
Society 10(3): 293-316.  

Klaw, Elena L., Kimberly A. Lonsway, Dianne R. Berg, Craig R. Waldo, Chevon Kothari, 
Christopher J. Mazurek, and Kurt E. Hegeman. 2005. “Challenging Rape Culture.” 
Women & Therapy 28(2): 47-63.  

Klement, Kathryn R., Brad J. Sagarin, and Ellen M. Lee. 2017. “Participating in a culture 
of consent may be associated with lower rape-supportive beliefs. Journal of Sex 
Research 54(1): 130-134.  



 

 

138 

 

Koss, Mary P., Christine A. Gidycz, and Nadine Wisniewski. 1987. “The Scope of Rape: 
Incidence and Prevalence of Sexual Aggression and Victimization in a National 
Sample of Higher Education Students.” Journal of Consulting and Clinical 
Psychology 55(2): 162-170.  

Krakauer, Jon. 2015. Missoula: Rape and the Justice System in a College Town. New 
York, NY: Doubleday.  

Krathwohl, David R. 2009. Methods of Educational and Social Science Research. Long 
Grove, IL: Waveland Press Inc.  

Kroshus, Emily, Tom Paskus and Lydia Bell. 2018. “Coach Expectation About Off-Field 
Conduct and Bystander Intervention on US College Football Players to Prevent 
Inappropriate Sexual Behaviour.” Journal of Interpersonal Violence 33(2): 293-315.  

Krueger, Richard A. 1994. Focus Groups: A Practical Guide for Applied Research. 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.  

Lalonde, Julie S. 2017. “From reacting to preventing: Addressing sexual violence on 
campus by engaging community partners.” In Sexual Violence at Canadian 
Universities. Elizabeth Quinlan, Andrea Quinlan, Curtis Fogel and Gail Taylor 
(eds). Waterloo, ON: WLU Press. 

Latané, Bibb and John M. Darley. 1970. The Unresponsive Bystander: Why Doesn’t He 
Help? New York, NY: Appleton-Century Crofts.   

Lawson, Jennifer. 2012. “Sociological Theories of Intimate Partner Violence.” Journal of 
Human Behaviour in the Social Environment 22(5): 572-590.  

Leidig, Marjorie W. 2010. “The Continuum of Violence against Women: Psychological 
and Physical Consequences.” Journal of American College Health 40(4): 149-155.  

Lewis-Beck, Michael S., Alan Bryman and Time Futing Liao. 2004. “Substantive 
Significance.” The SAGE Encyclopedia of Social Science Research Methods. 
Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications.  

Liebenberg, Linda, Michael Ungar and Janice Ikeda. 2013. “Neo-liberalism and 
responsibilisation in the discourse of social service workers.” British Journal of 
Social Work 45(3): 1006-1015.  

Linder, Chris. 2018. Sexual Violence on Campus: Power-conscious Approaches to 
Awareness, Prevention, and Response. Cambridge, MA: Emerald Publishing.  



 

 

139 

 

Lippy, Carlone and Sarah DeGue, 2016. “Exploring Alcohol Policy Approaches to 
Prevent Sexual Violence Perpetration.” Trauma, Violence and Abuse 17(1): 26-42. 

Lisak, David, Lori Gardiner, Sarah C. Nicksa, Ashley M. Cote. 2010. “False Allegations 
of Sexual Assault: An Analysis of Ten Years of Reported Cases.” Violence Against 
Women 16(12): 1318-1334.  

Litosseliti, Lisa. 2003. Using Focus Groups in Research. New York, NY: Continuum 
International Publishing Group.  

Littleton, Heather, Holly Tabernik, Erika Canales and Tamika Backstrom. 2009. “Risky 
situation or harmless fun? A qualitative examination of college women's bad hook-up 
and rape scripts.” Sex Roles 60(11): 793-804.  

Lockwood Harris, Kate. 2018. “Yes means yes and no means no, but both these 
mantras need to go: communication myths in consent education and anti-rape 
activism.” Journal of Applied Communication Research 46(2): 155-178.   

Lonsway, Kimberly A. 1996. “Preventing acquaintance rape through education: what do 
we know?” Psychology of Women Quarterly 20(2): 229-265.  

Lonsway, Kimberly A. 2010. “Trying to Move the Elephant in the Living Room: 
Responding to the Challenge of False Rape Reports.” Violence Against Women 
16(12): 1356-1371.  

Lonsway, Kimberly A., and Louise F. Fitzgerald. 1994. “RAPE MYTHS. In Review.” 
Psychology of Women Quarterly 18(2): 133-164.  

Lopes-Baker, Aliza, Mathew McDonald, Jessica Schissler and Victor Pirone. 2018. 
“Canada and United States: Campus Sexual Assault Law & Policy Comparative 
Analysis.” Canada-United States Law Journal 41:156-166.  

Lovejoy, Meg C. 2015. “Hooking Up as an Individualistic Practice: A Double-Edged 
Sword for College Women.” Sexuality and Culture 19: 464-492.  

Lumsden, Karen. 2013. “‘You Are What You Research’: Researcher Partisanship and 
Sociology of the Underdog.” Qualitative Research 13(1); 3-18.  

Maso, Ilja. 2003. “Necessary subjectivity: exploiting researchers’ motives, passions and 
prejudices in pursuit of answering ‘true’ questions.” In Reflexivity: A Practical 
Guide for Researchers in Health and Social Sciences edited by Linda Finlay and 
Brendan Gough, 39-51. Malden, MA: Blackwell Publishing 



 

 

140 

 

Masser, Barbara, Kate Lee, and Blake M. McKimmie. 2010. “Bad Woman, Bad Victim? 
Disentangling the Effects of Victim Stereotypicality, Gender Stereotypicality and 
Benevolent Sexism on Acquaintance Rape Victim Blame.” Sex Roles 62(7): 494-
504.  

Maxwell, Ashley. 2015. “Adult Criminal Court Statistics in Canada 2013/14.” Statistics 
Canada. Retrieved from http://www.statcan.gc.ca/pub/85-002-
x/2015001/article/14226-eng.pdf  

McCauley, Jenna L., Kenneth J. Ruggiero, Heidi S. Resnick and Dean G. Kilpatrick. 
2010. “Incapacitated, Forcible, and Drug/Alcohol-Facilitated Rape in Relation to 
Binge Drinking, Marijuana Use, and Illicit Drug Use: A National Survey.” Journal of 
Traumatic Stress 23(1): 132-140.  

McCray, Kristy L. 2015. “Intercollegiate Athletes and Sexual Violence: A Review of 
Literature and Recommendations for Future Study.” Trauma, Violence and Abuse 
16(4): 438-443. 

McEwan, Melissa. 2009. “Rape Culture 101.” Shakesville [blog]. October 9. 
www.shakesville.com/2009/10/rape-culture-101.html  

McKim, Courtney A. 2017. “The Value of Mixed Methods Research: A Mixed Methods 
Study.” Journal of Mixed Methods Research 11(2): 202-222.  

McMahon, Sarah. 2007. “Understanding Community-Specific Rape.” Journal of Women 
and Social Work 22(4): 357-370.  

McMahon, Sarah. 2010. “Rape Myth Beliefs and Bystander Attitudes Among Incoming 
College Students.” Journal of American College Health 59(1): 3-11.  

McMahon, Sarah, and Gregory L. Farmer. 2011. “An Updated Measure for Assessing 
Subtle Rape Myths.” Social Work Research 35(2): 71-81.  

McMahon, Sarah, and Victoria L. Banyard. 2012. “When Can I Help? A Conceptual 
Framework for the Prevention of Sexual Violence Through Bystander Intervention.” 
Journal of Trauma, Violence and Abuse 13(1): 3-14.  

McMahon, Sarah. 2015. “Participation in High School Sport and Bystander 
Interventions, Efficacy to Intervene, and Rape Myth Beliefs.” Journal of 
Interpersonal Violence 30(17): 2980-2998.  

Merenstein, Beth Frankel. 2015. “Community-based Research Methods: Putting Ideas 
into Action.” Journal of Applied Social Sciences 9(2): 125-138.  



 

 

141 

 

Messner, Michael A., and Mark Stevens. 2002. “Scoring without consent: Confronting 
male athletes’ violence against women.” In Margaret Gatz, Michael A. Messner, 
and Sandra J. Ball-Rokeach Paradoxes of Youth and Sport. Albany, NY: State 
University of New York Press.  

Messerschmidt, J. W. 1993. Masculinities and Crime: Critique and Reconceptualization 
of Theory. Totowa, N.J.: Rowman and Littlefield. 

Mikesell, Lisa, Elizabeth Bromlet, and Dmitry Khodyakov. 2013. “Ethical Community-
Engaged Research: A Literature Review.” Journal of Public Health 103(12): 7-14.  

Mills, Charles Wright. 1959. The Sociological Imagination. Toronto, ON: Oxford 
University Press.  

Minkler, Meredith. 2004. “Ethical Challenges for the “Outside” Researcher in 
Community-Based Participatory Research.” Health, Education & Behaviour 31(6): 
684-697.  

Minkler, Meredith and Nina Wallerstein. 2008. Community based participatory research 
for health: From process to outcomes (2nd ed.). San Francisco, CA: Jossey-Bass.  

Moore, Dawn, Doris Buss, Diana Majury, George S. Rigakos and Rashmee Singh. 
2016. Final Report: The Response of Sexual Violence at Ontario University 
Campuses. Ontario Ministry of Community Safety and Correctional Services.  

Morgan, David. 1998. Planning Focus Groups. Thousand Oaks, CA: Sage Publications 
Ltd.  

Morton, Mavis, Anne Bergen, Sara Crann, Danielle Bader, Melissa Horan and Linzy 
Bonham. 2014. “Engaging Evaluation Research: Reflecting on the process of 
sexual assault/domestic violence protocol evaluation research.” Gateways: 
International Journal of Community Research and Engagement 7: 1-17.  

Moynihan, Mary M., and Victoria L. Banyard. 2008. Community responsibility for 
preventing sexual violence: A pilot study with campus Greeks and intercollegiate 
athletes. Journal of Prevention and Intervention in the Community, 36, 23-38 

Nagel, Thomas. 1986. The view from nowhere. Toronto, ON: Oxford University Press.  

Nation, Maury, Kimberly Bess, Adam Voight, Douglas D. Perkins and Paul Juarez. 
2011. “Levels of Community Engagement in Youth Violence Prevention: The Role of 
Power in Sustaining Successful University-Community Partnerships.” American Journal 
of Community Psychology 48(1): 89-96.  



 

 

142 

 

National Institute of Health. 2011. Principles of Community Engagement, Second 
Edition. NIH.  

Navarro, John C. and Richard Tewksbury. 2017. “Mythbusters: Examining Rape Myth 
Acceptance Among U.S. University Students.” Journal of Student Affairs Research 
and Practice 54(4): 343-356.  

Nicoletti, John, Sally Spencer-Thomas and Christopher M. Bollinger. 2009. Violence 
Goes to College: The Authoritative Guide to Prevention and Intervention Second 
Edition. Springfield: IL, Charles C Thomas Publisher Ltd.  

Nowell, Lorelli S., Jill M. Norris, Deborah E. White, and Nancy J. Moules. 2017. 
“Thematic Analysis: Striving to Meet the Trustworthiness Criteria.” International 
Journal of Qualitative Methods 16(1): 1-13.  

Nulty, Duncan D. 2008. “The adequacy of response rates to online and paper surveys: 
What can be done?” Assessment and Evaluation in Higher Education 33(3): 301-
314.  

O’Brien, Kerry S., Gregory S. Kolt, Matthew P. Martens, Ted Ruffman, Peter G. Miller 
and Dermot Lynott. 2012. “Alcohol-related aggression and antisocial behaviour in 
sportspeople/athletes.” Journal of Science and Medicine in Sport 15(4): 292-297.  

O’Connor, Julia, Julia Cusano, Sarah McMahon and Jordan Draper. 2018. “Students’ 
Articulation of Subtle Rape Myths Surrounding Campus Sexual Assault.” Journal 
of College Student Development 59(4): 439-455.  

O’Leary, Zina. 2004. The Essential Guide to Doing Research. Thousand Oaks, CA: 
SAGE Publications Ltd.  

Orchowski, Lindsay M., Katie M. Edwards, Jocelyn A. Hollander, Victoria L. Banyard, 
Charlene Y. Senn and Christine A. Gidycz. 2018. “Integrating Sexual Assault 
Resistance, Bystander, and Men’s Social Norms Strategies to Prevent Sexual 
Violence on College Campuses: A Call to Action.” Trauma, Violence and Abuse 1: 
1-17.  

Osborne, Rachel L. 1995. “The Continuum of Violence Against Women in Canadian 
Universities: Toward a new Understanding of the Chilly Campus Climate.” 
Women’s Studies International Forum 18(5/6): 637-646.  

Paquette, Geneviève, Alexa Martin-Storey, Manon Bergron, Jacinthe Dion, Isabelle 
Diagneault, Martine Hébert, Sandrine Ricci, and Sonn Castonguay-
Khounsombath. 2019. “Trauma Symptoms Resulting from Sexual Violence Among 



 

 

143 

 

Undergraduate Students: Differences Across Gender and Sexual Minority Status.” 
Journal of Interpersonal Violence 1: 1-26.  

Patten, Ryan, Matthew O. Thomas and Paul Viotti. 2013. “Sweating Bullets: Female 
Attitudes Regarding Concealed Weapons and the Perceptions of Safety on 
College Campuses.” Race, Gender and Class 20(3/4): 269-290.  

Paul, Elizabeth L., and Kristen A. Hayes. 2002. “The Casualties of ‘Casual Sex’: A 
Qualitative Exploration of the Phenomenology of College Students Hookups.” 
Journal of Social and Personal Relationships 19(5): 639-661.  

Payne, Diana L., Kimberly A. Lonsway and Louise F. Fitzgerald. 1999. “Rape Myth 
Acceptance: Exploration of Its Structure and Its Measurement Using the Illionis 
Rape Myth Acceptance Scale.” Journal of Research in Personality 33(1): 27-68.   

Pennington, Rosemary and Jessica Birthisel. 2016. “When new media makes news: 
Framing technology and sexual assault in the Steubenville rape case.” New media 
& Society 18(11): 2435-2451.  

Phillips, Nickie D. 2017. Beyond Blurred Lines: Rape Culture in Popular Media. 
Lanham, MD: Rowman and Littlefield.  

Phipps, Alison, Jessica Ringrose, Emma Rendd and Carolyn Jackson. 2018. “Rape 
culture, lad culture, and everyday sexism: researching, conceptualizing and 
politicizing new mediations of gender and sexual violence. Journal of Gender 
Studies 27(1): 1-8.  

Potter, Sharyn J., Mary M. Moynihan, and Jane G. Stapleton. 2011. “Using social self-
identification in social marketing materials aimed at reducing violence against 
women on campus.” Journal of Interpersonal Violence 26(5): 26-30.  

Poulton, Emma. 2012. “‘If You Had Balls, You’d Be One of Us!’ Doing Gendered 
Research: Methodological Reflections on Being a Female Academic Researcher in 
the Hyper-Masculine Subculture of ‘Football Hooliganism’”. Sociological Research 
Online 17(4): 1-23.  

Profitt, Norma Jean and Nancy Ross. 2017. “A critical analysis of the report Student 
Safety in Nova Scotia: Co-creating a vision and language for safer and socially just 
campus communities.” In Sexual Violence at Canadian Universities. Elizabeth 
Quinlan, Andrea Quinlan, Curtis Fogel and Gail Taylor (eds). Waterloo, ON: WLU 
Press.  



 

 

144 

 

Quinlan, Elizabeth, Chris Fogel, Andrea Quinland and Gail Taylor. 2017. Sexual 
Violence at Canadian Universities: Activism, Institutional Responses and 
Strategies for Change. Waterloo, ON: Wilfred Laurier University Press.  

Reddington, Frances P. and Betsy Wright Kreisel. 2017. Sexual Assault: The Victims, 
the Perpetrators and the Criminal Justice System Third Edition. Durhan, NC: 
Carolina Academic Press.  

Reling, Timothy T., Michael S. Barton, Sarah Becker, and Mattew A. Valasik. 2018. 
“Rape Myths and Hookup Culture: An Exploratory Study of US College Students’ 
Perceptions.” Sex Roles 78:501-514.  

Reling, Timothy T., Sarah Becker, Leah Drakeford and Matthew Valasik. 2018. 
“Exploring the Influence of Hookup Culture on Female and Male Rape Myths.” 
Journal of Interpersonal Violence 1-25.  

Rhoades, Steven. 2012. “Hookup Culture: The High Costs of a Low “Price” for Sex.” 
Society 49(6): 515-519.  

Rich, Marc D., Ebony A. Utley, Kelly Janke and Minodora Moldoveanu. 2010. ““I’d 
Rather be Doing Something Else:” Male Resistance to Rape Prevention 
Programs.” The Journal of Men’s Studies 18(3): 268-288.  

Richards, Lyn. 1999. Using NVIVO in Qualitative Research. Thousand Oaks, CA.  

Ryan, Mary. 2009. “Making Visible the Coding Process: Using Qualitative Data Software 
in a Post-Structural Study.” Issues in Educational Research 19(2): 142-161.  

Ryan, Kathryn M. 2011. “The Relationship between Rape Myths and Sexual Scripts: 
The Social Construction of Rape.” Sex Roles 65: 744-782.  

Sadler, Lori S., Jean Larson, Susan Bouregy, Donna LaPaglia, Laurie Bridger, 
Catherine McCaslin and Sara Rockwell. 2012. “Community University Partnerships 
in Community-Based Research.” Progress in Community Health Partnerships: 
Research, Education, and Action 6(4): 463-469. 

Sampson, Rana. 2002. “Acquaintance Rape of College Students.” Problem-Oriented 
Guide for Police Series No. 17. Washington, DC: US Department of Justice, Office 
of Community Oriented Policing Services.  

Saleh, Amany and Kristina Bista. 2017. “Examining factors impacting online survey 
response rates in educational research: Perceptions of graduate students.” Journal 
of MultiDisciplinary Evaluation 13(29): 63-74.  



 

 

145 

 

Sanday, Reggy Reeves. 2007. Fraternity Gang Rape: Sex, Brotherhood, and Privilege 
on Campus. New York, NY: New York University Press.  

Sandy, Marie and Barbara A. Holland. 2006. “Different worlds and common ground: 
Community partner perspectives on campus-community partnerships.” Michigan 
Journal of Community Service Learning 13(1): 30-44.  

Senn, Charlene Y. 2011. The Enhanced Access, Acknowledge, Act Sexual Assault 
Resistance Education Program. Provicinal Initiative on Sexual Violence Public 
Forum. June 23.  

Senn, Charlene Y., Misha Eliasziw, Paula C. Barata, Wilfreda E. Thurston, Ian R. 
Newby-Clark, Lorraine Radtke, and Karen L. Hobden. 2014. “Sexual violence in 
the lives of first-year university women in Canada: no improvements in the 21st 
century.” BMC Women’s Health 14: 135-142.  

Sexual Violence and Harassment Action Plan Act (Supporting Survivors and 
Challenging Sexual Violence and Harassment) SO 2016, c2-Bill 132. Retrieved 
from https://www.ontario.ca/laws/statute/S16002 

Sin, Chih Hoong. 2005. “Seeking Informed Consent: Reflections on Research Practice.” 
Sociology 39(2): 277-294.  

Sinha, Marie. 2013. “Measuring Violence Against Women: Statistical Trends.” Statistics 
Canada.  

Smith, Scott. 2018. “Determining Sample Size: How to Ensure You Get the Correct 
Sample Size.” Qualtrics. Accessed September 8, 2018: 
https://success.qualtrics.com/rs/qualtrics/images/Determining-Sample-Size.pdf  

Sophn, Cassia, Dawn Beichner and Erika Davis-Frenzel. 2001. “Prosecutorial 
Justifications for Sexual Assault Case Rejection: Guarding the ‘Gateway to 
Justice’”. Social Problems 48(2): 206-235.   

Spencer, Chelsea, Allen Mallory, Michelle Toews, Sandra Smith, and Leila Wood. 2017. 
“Why Sexual Assault Survivors Do Not Report to Universities: A Feminist 
Analysis.” Family Relations 66(1): 166-179.  

Stanton, Timothy K. 2008. “New times demand new scholarship: Opportunities and 
challenges for civic engagement at research universities.” Education, Citizenship 
and Social Justice 3(1): 19-42.  



 

 

146 

 

Stermac, Lana, Gianetta Del Bove, and Mary Addison. 2004. “Stranger and 
Acquaintance Sexual Assault of Adult Males.” Journal of Interpersonal Violence 
19(8): 901-915.  

Stinson, Rebecca D. 2010. “Hooking up in young adulthood: A review of factors 
influencing the sexual behavior of college students”. Journal of College Student 
Psychology 24(2): 98-115.  

Strain, Megan L., Jericho M. Hockett, and Donald Saucier. 2015. “Precursors to Rape: 
Pressing Behaviors and Rape Proclivity.” Violence and Victims 30(2): 322-342.  

Suarez, Eliana and Tahany M. Gadalla. 2010. “Stop Blaming the Victim: A Meta-
Analysis on Rape Myths.” Journdal of Interpersonal Violence 25(11): 2010-2035.  

Sutton, Tara E., and Leslie Gordon Simons. 2015. “Sexual assault among college 
student: Family of origin hostility, attachment, and the hook-up culture as risk 
factors.” Journal of Child and Family Studies 24(10): 2827-2840.  

Talbot, Kimberly K., Karen S. Neill, and Linda L. Rankin. 2010. “Rape-accepting 
attitudes of university undergraduate students.” Journal of Forensic Nursing 6: 
170-179.  

Tatum, Beverly D. 2000. “The complexity of identity: “Who am I?”” in Maurianne Adams 
(ed) Readings for diversity and social justice. New York, NY: Routledge.  

Thompson, Edward H. Jr., and Elizabeth J. Cracco. 2008. “Sexual Aggression in Bars: 
What College Men Can Normalize.” Journal of Men’s Studies 16(1): 82-96.  

Tolentino, Jia. 2018. “Is there a smarter way to think about sexual assault on campus?” 
The New Yorker. February 12.  

Toomela, Aaro. 2008. “Variables in Psychology: A Critique of Quantitative Psychology.” 
Integrative Psychological and Behavioral Science 42(3): 245-265.  

Tyler, Kimberly A., Rachel M. Scmitz, and Scott A. Adams. 2017. “Alcohol expectancy, 
drinking behaviour and sexual victimization among female and male college 
students.” Journal of Interpersonal Violence 32(15): 2298-2322.  

University of Guelph. 2017. Sexual Violence Education and Awareness Sub-Committee 
Initiatives 2016-2017. Accessed February 22, 2017. 
https://www.uoguelph.ca/sexualviolence/system/files/2016-
2017%20Sexual%20Violence%20Education%20and%20Awareness%20Sub-
Committee%20Initiatives.pdf  



 

 

147 

 

University of Guelph. 2018. Sexual Violence Referral and Support Training. Accessed 
July 16, 2018. https://courselink.uoguelph.ca/d2l/home/439109  

van den Hoonaard, Deborah K. 2012. Qualitative Research in Action: A Canadian 
Primer. Don Mills, ON: Oxford University Press.  

van der Meulen, Emily. 2011. “Participatory and Action-Oriented Dissertation: The 
Challenges and Importance of Community-Engaged Graduate Research.” The 
Qualitative Report 16(5): 1291-1303.  

Vonderhaar, Rebecca L. and Dianna Cyr Carmody. 2015. “There are no “innocent 
victims”: The influence of just world beliefs and prior victimization on rape myth 
acceptance.” Journal of Interpersonal Violence 30(10): 1615-1632.  

Wallerstein, Nina and Bonnie Duran. 2006. “Using Community-Based Participatory 
Research to Address Health Disparities.” Health Promotion Practice 7(3): 312-323.  

Warren, Mark R., José Calderón, Luke Aubry Kupscznk, Gregory Squires and Celina 
Su. 2018. “Is Collaborative Community-Engaged Scholarship More Rigorous Than 
Traditional Scholarship? On Advocacy, Bias, and Social Science Research”. 
Urban Education 53(4): 445-472.   

Weiser, Dana A. 2017. “Confronting Myths about Sexual Assault: A Feminist Analysis of 
the False Reporting Literature.” Family Relations 66(1): 46-60.  

West, Candace, and Don H. Zimmerman. 1987. "Doing Gender." Gender and Society 
1(2):125-151. 

West, Candace and Sarah Fenstermaker. 1995. “Doing Difference.” Gender and 
Society 9(1): 8-37.  

Whiteford, Linda and Elizabeth Strom. 2013. “Building Community Engagement and 
Public Scholarship Into the University.” Annals of Anthropological Practice 37(1): 
72-89.  

White House Task Force. 2014. Not Alone: The First Report of the White House Task 
Force to Protect Students from Sexual Assault. Washington, DC. Full document 
available at https://www.justice.gov/archives/ovw/page/file/905942/download 

Withey, Carol. 2010. “Rape and Sexual Assault Education: Where is the Law?” New 
Criminal Law Review 13(4): 802-825.  

Williams, Joyce E. 2007. “Rape Culture.” In George Ritzer The Blackwell Encyclopaedia 
of Sociology. Hoboken, NJ: Blackwell Publishing.  



 

 

148 

 

Wolitzky-Taylor, Kate B., Heidi S. Resnick, Jenna L. McCauley, Ananda B. Amstadter, 
Dean G. Kilpatrcik, and Kenneth J. Ruggiero. 2011. “Is Reporting of Rape on the 
Rise? A Comparison of Women with Reported Versus Unreported Rape 
Experiences in the National Women’s Study-Replication.” Journal of Interpersonal 
Violence 26(4): 807-832.  

Wood, Leila. 2017. “Climate Surveys: An Inventory of Understanding Sexual Assault 
and Other Crimes of Interpersonal Violence at Institutions of Higher Education.” 
Violence Against Women 23(10): 1249-1267.  

Wooten, Sara Carrigan and Roland W. Mitchell. 2015. The Crisis of Campus Sexual 
Violence: Critical Perspectives on Prevention and Response. Routledge: New 
York, NY.  

Yoffe, Emily. (2014, December 7). “The College Rape Overcorrection.” Slate. Retrieved 
from 
www.slate.com/articles/double_x/doublex/2014/12/college_rape_campus_sexual_
assault_is_a_serious_problem_but_the_efforts.html  

Young, Belinda-Rose., Sarah L. Desmarais, Julie A. Baldwin and Rasheeta Chandler. 
2017. “Sexual Coercion Practices Among Undergraduate Male Recreational 
Athletes, Intercollegiate Athletes, and Non-Athletes.” Violence Against Women 
23(7): 795-812.  

Zelin, Alexandra I., Ruth V. Walker and Dawn M. Johnson. 2018. “Cornered at a Bar: 
How Victim Clothing, Alcohol Intake, and Relationship with Bystander Impact 
Intention to Help.” Violence Against Women 1-28.  

 

  



 

 

149 

 

APPENDICES 

Appendix A: Additional Tables  

 Percentage 
 Overall   
Attended    

Can I Kiss You  75.61 70.00 76.39   
December 6th Memorial Vigil 0.00 0.00 0.00 
International Women’s Day 5K 4.88 0.00 5.56  
Rape Culture Education Board 0.00 0.00 0.00 
RLS Meeting 15.29 30.00 16.67  
Self-Defence Class(es) 7.32 10.00 6.94  
Sexy Bingo by the CSA 28.05 30.00 27.78  
Take Back the Night 4.88 10.00 4.17 
Varsity Training  30.49 50.00 20.83  
Volunteer Training  13.41 40.00 9.72  
Other  0.00 0.00 0.00 

Nothing Attended  13.89 0.00 13.89  

Table 9: Event Attendance by Athlete Status (n=82) 
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 Percentage 
 Overall Males  Females 
I party…    

Never  14.91 19.23 14.38 
About once per month  
(1-5 times per semester)  

45.29 42.31 45.65 

Almost bi-weekly  
(6-10 times per semester) 

23.91 25.64 23.70 

At least once, or more, per week 
(11+ times per semester)   

15.89 12.82 16.27 

If I party, I…    
Do not drink  7.80 9.86 7.55 
Have 1-2 drinks 13.30 8.45 13.89 
Have 3-5 drinks 42.20 30.99 43.57 
Have 6-8 drinks  29.97 40.85 28.64 
Have 8-10 drinks  3.82 5.63 3.60 
Have more than 10 drinks  2.91 4.22 2.75 

“If I spend the night talking to 
someone at a party, I would expect 
them to go home with me” 

   

This is true 26.34 44.16 24.17 
This is untrue 73.66 55.84 75.83 

Table 10: Party Habits by Gender 
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Rape Myth12   Mean 
Acceptance 
(scale points) 

Standard 
Deviation 

Subscale 1: She asked for it (min 5, max 30) 9.19 3.96 
If a girl is raped while she is drunk, she is at least somewhat 
responsible for letting things get out of hand.  

1.33 0.78 

When girls go to parties wearing slutty clothes, they are asking for 
trouble.  

1.35 0.85 

If a girl goes to a room alone with a guy at a party, it is her own 
fault if she is raped. 

1.19 0.55 

If a girl acts like a slut, eventually she is going to get into trouble. 1.70 1.08 

When girls get raped, it’s often because the way they said “no” was 
unclear. 

1.41 0.81 

If a girl initiates kissing or hooking up, she should not be surprised 
if a guy assumes she wants to have sex. 

2.22 1.29 

Subscale 2: He didn’t mean to (min 5, max 30) 11.15 4.22 
When guys tape, it is usually because of their strong desire for 
sex. 

2.42 1.27 

Guys don’t usually intend to force sex on a girl, but sometimes 
they get too sexually carried away. 

2.26 1.19 

Rape happens when a guy’s sex drive goes out of control.  1.86 1.10 
If a guy is drunk, he might rape someone unintentionally.  1.91 1.15 
It shouldn’t be considered rape if a guy is drunk and didn’t realize 
what he was doing. 

1.28 0.66 

If both people are drunk, it can’t be rape.  1.48 0.91 
Subscale 3: It wasn’t really rape (min 5, max 25) 5.84 1.85 

If a girl doesn’t physically resist sex – even if protesting verbally – 
it can’t be considered rape. 

1.20 0.65 

If a girl doesn’t physically fight back, you can’t really say it was 
rape. 

1.09 0.39 

A rape probably doesn’t happen if a girl doesn’t have any bruises 
or marks. 

1.04 0.26 

If the accused “rapist” doesn’t have a weapon, you really can’t 
call it rape. 

1.03 0.25 

If a girl doesn’t say “no” she can’t claim rape. 1.51 0.95 
She Lied (min 5, max 25) 8.63 4.17 

A lot of times, girls who say they were raped agreed to have sex 
and then regret it.  

1.78 0.98 

Rape accusations are often used as a way of getting back at 
guys. 

1.66 0.99 

 
12 Scoring: Scores range from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree). Scores may be totaled for a cumulative 
score. Higher scores indicate greater rejection of rape myths. 
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A lot of times, girls who say they were raped often led the guy on 
and then had regrets. 

1.60 0.93 

A lot of times, girls who claim they were raped have emotional 
problems. 

1.73 1.09 

Girls who are caught cheating on their boyfriends sometimes 
claim it was rape.  

1.88 1.08 

Table 11: IRMAS-R average responses  

 
 
Additional Rape Myths (0-100%) Mean 

Acceptance 
(%) 

Standard 
Deviation 

How often do you think that women lie about 
experiencing sexual violence? 

19.87 19.92 

To what extent do you think victims are responsible for 
their experience of sexual violence? 

8.89 15.40 

Table 12: Additional rape myth questions average responses  
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Appendix B: Illinois Rape Myth Acceptance Scale-Revised  

 Strongly agree Strongly disagree 

 1 2 3 4 5 

Subscale 1: She asked for it      

If a girl is raped while she is drunk, she is at least 
somewhat responsible for letting things get out of hand.       

When girls go to parties wearing slutty clothes, they are 
asking for trouble.       

If a girl goes to a room alone with a guy at a party, it is 
her own fault if she is raped.      

If a girl acts like a slut, eventually she is going to get into 
trouble. 

     

When girls get raped, it’s often because the way they 
said “no” was unclear. 

     

If a girl initiates kissing or hooking up, she should not be 
surprised if a guy assumes she wants to have sex. 

     

Subscale 2: He didn’t mean to       

When guys tape, it is usually because of their strong 
desire for sex.  

     

Guys don’t usually intend to force sex on a girl, but 
sometimes they get too sexually carried away. 

     

Rape happens when a guy’s sex drive goes out of 
control.  

     

If a guy is drunk, he might rape someone unintentionally.       

It shouldn’t be considered rape if a guy is drunk and 
didn’t realize what he was doing. 

     

If both people are drunk, it can’t be rape.       
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Subscale 3: It wasn’t really rape       

If a girl doesn’t physically resist sex – even if protesting 
verbally – it can’t be considered rape. 

     

If a girl doesn’t physically fight back, you can’t really say 
it was rape. 

     

A rape probably doesn’t happen if a girl doesn’t have any 
bruises or marks. 

     

If the accused “rapist” doesn’t have a weapon, you really 
can’t call it rape. 

     

If a girl doesn’t say “no” she can’t claim rape.      

She Lied       

A lot of times, girls who say they were raped agreed to 
have sex and then regret it.  

     

Rape accusations are often used as a way of getting 
back at guys. 

     

A lot of times, girls who say they were raped often led the 
guy on and then had regrets. 

     

A lot of times, girls who claim they were raped have 
emotional problems. 

     

Girls who are caught cheating on their boyfriends 
sometimes claim it was rape.  

     

• Scoring: Scores range from 1 (strongly agree) to 5 (strongly disagree). 

• Scores may be totaled for a cumulative score. 

• Higher scores indicate greater rejection of rape myths.  

(Payne, Lonsway, & Fitzgerald, 1999; McMahon & Farmer, 2011).  
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Appendix C: Online Survey Questions  

Undergraduate Student Opinions on Rape Myth & Rape 
Culture on Campus  

Page 1 and 2; Consent Pages 

Page 3: Demographics 

1. How old are you? (drop down of 17-25) 
2. A. What is your sex (pop up define: “sex” refers to the physical and biological 

characteristics that identify a person as male or female) ? (Male, Female, Other, 
Choose not to respond) 
B. What is your gender (pop up define: “gender” refers to the socially construct 
associated with certain behaviors, roles, expectations and values with being male 
or female)? (Male, Female, My gender identity is not listed above, Choose not to 
respond).  

3. What is your year of study? (First year, second year, third year, fourth year, fifth 
year+) 

4. What college are you a part of? (College of Arts, College of Business and 
Economics, College of Biological Sciences, College of Engineering and Physical 
Sciences, College of Social and Applied Human Sciences, Ontario Agricultural 
College, Ontario Veterinary College)  

5. Are you a member of any of the following?  
a. Varsity athletics team  
b. Non-varsity athletics team  
c. Student Government  
d. Residence Life Staff  
e. Other: ____ 

Withdraw or Continue Option  

Page 4: Alcohol and Party Habits  

6. On average, how would you describe your partying habits while at school 
(partying habits for this question refers to your attending either a house party, or 
going to a downtown bar/club):  

a. I never go to a party 
b. I party about once per month (1-5 times per semester) 
c. I party almost bi-weekly (6-10 times per semester)  
d. I party weekly (11-15 times per semester)   
e. I party more than once per week (16+times per semester) 

7. When I go out during the school year, I usually go out with: (multiple select) 
a. Friends  
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b. Teammates  
c. My significant other (eg; boyfriend/girlfriend, spouse, common-law partner) 
d. Friends of friends  
e. Myself only  
f. Other: please specify 

8. Please answer the following based on how accurate you believe the statement is: 
(1- This is not at all true; 2- This is somewhat true; 3- This is true)  

a. I go out to a bar/to a party with the intention of finding someone to hook up 
with  

b. I think it is easier to meet people at a bar or a party than other settings  
c. I would never go home with someone I had just met at a bar/party 
d. If I spent the night talking to someone at a bar/party, I would expect them 

to go home with me  
9. On average, how would you describe your alcohol habits when partying (either at 

a house party or at the bar) during the school year:  
a. I never go to parties or to the bars  
b. If I party I do not drink alcohol  
c. If I party, I will have about 1-2 drinks  
d. If I party, I will have about 3-5 drinks  
e. If I party I will have about 6-8 drinks  
f. If I party I will have about 8-10 drinks  
g. If I party I will have more than 10 drinks  

10.  Have you ever been so intoxicated after partying (either at a house party of at 
the bar) that you:  

a. Did not remember some parts of the night  
i. Yes 
ii. No  

b. Did not remember any of the night?  
i. Yes 
ii. No  

11. Have you ever been kicked out of a bar, or asked to leave a party, because of 
any of the following:  

a. Being too drunk  
b. Being aggressive with other individuals at the bar/party  
c. Getting into a physical fight at the bar/party  

Page 5: Education/Awareness Initiatives  

12. Are you aware of any of the following information sessions and/or educational 
initiatives that exist on campus? (will be arranged alphabetically once list is 
finalized) Multiple selection  

a. Being a Gryphon Workshop  
b. Consent is like Tea 
c. I am a Gryphon 
d. International Day to End Violence Against Women  
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e. Men’s Sexual Assault Awareness  
f. No Means No (by the CSA)  
g. Pinwheel Campaign  
h. Sexual Assault Free Environment (SAFE) 
i. Stop.Ask 
j. Trans Awareness Week 
k. White Ribbon Campaign  
l. Will’s Worst Week  
m. Other: please specify  

13. Have you attended any of the following events on campus? Multiple Selection 
a. Can I Kiss You? 
b. December 6th Memorial  
c. International Women’s Day 5K Run  
d. Rape Culture Education Board  
e. Residence Meeting  
f. Self Defense Classes (offered by UoG) 
g. Sexy Bingo  
h. Take Back the Night 
i. Training provided from a team affiliation  
j. Training provided through a club or volunteer affiliation  
k. Other: _____  
l. I have never attended any events on campus related to sexual violence 

training or education.  
14. If you have attended “Can I Kiss You”, in what year(s) of your program did you 

attend the event? (Multiple Select)  
a. First Year 
b. Second Year 
c. Third Year 
d. Fourth Year 
e. Fifth Year  

15. If you have attended the December 6th Memorial, in what year(s) of your program 
did you attend the event? (Multiple Select)  

a. First Year 
b. Second Year 
c. Third Year 
d. Fourth Year 
e. Fifth Year  

16. If you have attended the International Women’s Day Run, in what year(s) of your 
program did you attend the event? (Multiple Select)  

a. First Year 
b. Second Year 
c. Third Year 
d. Fourth Year 
e. Fifth Year  
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17. If you have attended Residence Meetings about Sexual Violence, in what year(s) 
of your program did you attend the event? (Multiple Select)  

a. First Year 
b. Second Year 
c. Third Year 
d. Fourth Year 
e. Fifth Year  

18. If you have attended “Sexy Bingo”, in what year(s) of your program did you 
attend the event? (Multiple Select)  

a. First Year 
b. Second Year 
c. Third Year 
d. Fourth Year 
e. Fifth Year  

19. If you have attended Take Back the Night, in what year(s) of your program did 
you attend the event? (Multiple Select)  

a. First Year 
b. Second Year 
c. Third Year 
d. Fourth Year 
e. Fifth Year  

20. If you have attended Training provided from a team affiliation, in what year(s) of 
your program did you attend the event? (Multiple Select)  

a. First Year 
b. Second Year 
c. Third Year 
d. Fourth Year 
e. Fifth Year  

21. If you have attended Training provided through a club or volunteer affiliation, in 
what year(s) of your program did you attend the event? (Multiple Select)  

a. First Year 
b. Second Year 
c. Third Year 
d. Fourth Year 
e. Fifth Year  

22. If you have attended any other events on campus related to sexual violence 
education, in what year(s) of your program did you attend the event? (Multiple 
Select)  

a. First Year 
b. Second Year 
c. Third Year 
d. Fourth Year 
e. Fifth Year  
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Withdraw or Continue Option  

Page 6: Rape Culture Definition  

23. Based on the following, which do you believe are a part of rape culture in 
society?  

 Agree Disagree 

The normalization of sexual violence 
c  c  

Sexual violence as a “fact of life” 
c  c  

Jokes about sexual violence  
c  c  

Sexist jokes 
c  c  

Media depictions of sexual violence  
c  c  

Sexist advertising  
c  c  

Locker room talk 
c  c  

Rape myths that lead to victim blaming 
c  c  

Rape myths that question the validity of the event  
c  c  

Sexual double standards 
c  c  

The encouragement of unwanted attention  
c  c  

Cat calling  
c  c  
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Rumors about an individual’s sexual history  
c  c  

Online/text harassment  
c  c  

A lack of education  
c  c  

Bystander education efforts   
c  c  

 
24. Based on the following, which do you believe are a part of rape culture at the 

University of Guelph campus?  

 Agree Disagree 

The normalization of sexual violence 
c  c  

Sexual violence as a “fact of life” 
c  c  

Jokes about sexual violence  
c  c  

Sexist jokes 
c  c  

Media depictions of sexual violence  
c  c  

Sexist advertising  
c  c  

Rape myths that lead to victim blaming 
c  c  

Rape myths that question the validity of the event  
c  c  

Sexual double standards 
c  c  
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The encouragement of unwanted attention  
c  c  

Cat calling  
c  c  

Rumors about an individual’s sexual history  
c  c  

Online/text harassment  
c  c  

A lack of education  
c  c  

Bystander education efforts   
c  c  

The normalization of sexual violence 
c  c  

 

Withdraw or Continue Option  

Page 7: Rape Culture Education  

25. Looking back on your experience at the University of Guelph, have you ever 
been provided with a definition or an explanation of rape culture from the 
University?  

a. Yes  
b. No  

26. If 25 - YES: How was this explanation provided to you? (Select as many as are 
applicable)  

a. In a class/as part of a course curriculum  
b. Through an information session I had to attend  
c. Through an information session I chose to attend  
d. I found out about it online through various University resources (i.e; 

Wellness Education, Sexual Violence Information webpage)  
e. Other:  

27. If 25 - YES: Did the explanation provided to you explain any of the following? 
(Select as many as are applicable) Rape culture defined as:  

a. An environment that normalizes sexual violence  
b. Including rape myths  
c. Images 
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d. Words and phrases 
e. Catcalling  
f. Online harassment  
g. Supporting sexual double standards 
h. Education directed at women that teaches them not to get raped 
i. Being fostered in male-dominated settings (such as athletics or 

fraternities)  
28. If 25 - YES: Do you believe that the explanation you were provided by the 

University of Guelph was sufficient in explaining rape culture?  
a. Yes 
b. No  

29. If 28 NO: What more do you believe could have been added? (open ended)  

 Withdraw or Continue Option  

Page 8: Rape Myths  

30.  Please respond to the following on a scale of 1 to 5, with 1 being Strongly Agree, 
and 5 being Strongly Disagree.  

  1 2 3 4 5 

A If a girl is raped while she is drunk, she is at least somewhat 
responsible for letting things get out of hand.  

     

B When girls go to parties wearing slutty clothes, they are asking for 
trouble. 

     

C If a girl goes to a room alone with a guy at a party, it is her own 
fault if she is then raped. 

     

D If a girl acts like a slut, eventually she is going to get into trouble.      

E When girls get raped, it is often because the way they said “no” 
was unclear.  

     

F If a girl initiates hooking up, she should not be surprised if a guy 
assumes she wants to have sex. 
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G When guys rape, it is usually because of their strong desire for sex.      

H Guys don’t usually intend to force sex on a girl, but sometimes they 
get too sexually carried away. 

     

I Rape happens when a guy’s sex drive goes out of control      

J If a guy is drunk, he might rape someone unintentionally      

K It shouldn’t be considered rape if a guy is drunk and didn’t realize 
what he was doing. 

     

L If both people are drunk, it can’t be rape.      

M If a girl doesn’t physically resist sex – even if verbally protesting – it 
can’t be considered rape. 

     

N If a girl doesn’t physically fight back, you can’t really say it was 
rape. 

     

O A rape probably doesn’t happen if a girl doesn’t have any bruises 
or marks. 

     

P If the accused “rapist” doesn’t have a weapon, you can’t really call 
it rape. 

     

Q If a girl doesn’t say “no”, she can’t claim rape.      

R A lot of times, girls who say they were raped agreed to have sex 
and then regret it.  

     

S Rape accusations are often used as a way of getting back at guys.      
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T A lot of times, girls who say they were raped often let the guy on 
and then had regrets. 

     

U A lot of times, girls who claim they were raped have emotional 
problems. 

     

V Girls who are caught cheating on their boyfriends sometimes claim 
it was rape.  

     

31. How often do you think that women lie about experiencing sexual violence? 
(never – always scale 0-100)  

32. To what extent do you think victims are responsible for their experience of sexual 
violence? (never – always scale 0-100)  

Withdraw or Continue Option  

Page 9: Rape Myth Education  

33.  Looking back on your experience at the University of Guelph, have you ever 
been provided with an explanation of rape myths (popup “?” with definition: 
Attitudes and beliefs that are generally false, but yet widely believed, which 
undermine a survivor’s experience of sexual violence. An example would be the 
belief that the woman played a role in her assault based on the way she dressed, 
acted or her previous sexual history). from the University of Guelph?  

a. Yes 
b. No  

34. If 31 - YES: How was this explanation provided to you? (Select as many as are 
applicable)  

a. In a class/as part of a course curriculum  
b. Through an information session I had to attend  
c. Through an information session I chose to attend  
d. I found out about it online through various University resources (i.e; 

Wellness Education, Sexual Violence Information webpage)  
e. Other:  

35. If 31 YES: Which of the following myths were you informed about? (select as 
many as are applicable) 

a. The victim’s actions (or lack thereof) led to their own rape 
b. The victim’s history led to their own rape  
c. The accused did not intend to rape  
d. The victim lied about the rape 
e. The victim’s rape was not a “real” rape  
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f. Other:  
36.  If 31- YES: Do you believe that the explanation you were provided by the 

University of Guelph was sufficient in explaining rape culture?  
a. Yes 
b. No  

37. If 34 NO: What more do you believe could have been added? (open ended)  

Withdraw or Continue Option  

Page 10: Closing page  

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey! 

If you would like to review your answers you can do so by clicking the back 
arrow.  

Please click on the right arrow below to submit your answers.  

By submitting a completed survey, you will be consenting to participate in the 
research project. 

 

Page 11: Thank you Page 

Thank you for your time. Your survey results have been submitted.  

If you would like to be entered in a draw to win one of 10 $20 e-gift cards to either 
Starbucks or Tim Hortons, please click here {“here” will be hyperlinked to another 
Qualtrics page}.  

Hyperlinked draw entry page:  

1. Please enter your Gryph Mail email:  
2. If your entry is drawn, which e-gift card would you like to receive:  

A. Tim Hortons 
B. Starbucks  

Submit  
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Appendix D: Focus Group Guide  

Focus Group Format 

 

Introductions 

 

(Approx. 5 
minutes + 5 
minutes for 
them to read 
over and sign)  

1. Explain the process and purpose of the focus group (brief summary 
of the information letter): 

As an undergraduate student, you have been invited to participate in this 
focus group, so that we can explore the education provided to you, by the 
University of Guelph, about sexual violence prevention.  

If you agree to participate, you will be asked to participate in a focus group 
discussion for up to 1 hour that will discuss your awareness of, and 
experience with various UOG education initiatives related to sexual 
violence, provided to you. 

Because of the nature of focus groups being essentially a public process, 
your participation will not be anonymous, nor will your confidentiality in this 
study be guaranteed. You are all encouraged to respect what occurs in the 
focus group and please do not speak about the focus group’s discussion 
publicly or divulge the identity of other participants. To ensure that 
everyone’s privacy is respected we ask that you only share things that you, 
or others, are comfortable with being made public.  

I, as the researcher, will endeavor to keep any identifying information that is 
collected during this project confidential. Your name will not be released to 
the University or made public in any research findings, reports, or 
subsequent publications. Any identifying information you provide will be 
stored on password-protected devices and in a securely locked office at the 
University, as per the University of Guelph’s research ethics and data 
security policy.  

You can withdraw your consent to participate in this focus group at any time 
without any kind of penalty. Your decision to participate or not participate in 
this study will have no effect on your relationship with the University of 
Guelph, Dr. Morton, or myself. You are not waiving any legal claims, rights, 
or remedies because of your participation in this research study. This 
project has been reviewed by the Research Ethics Board for compliance 
with federal guidelines for research involving human participants. If you 
have any questions or concerns regarding your rights and welfare as a 
research participant in this study, please feel free to contact the Director of 
Research Ethics by email or phone. Their contact information can be found 
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on the first page of the consent form, as well as the information letter that 
was sent to you by email. 

If you have any questions or concerns about the research itself, feel free to 
contact Dr. Morton or myself by phone or email. Our contact information can 
be found on the first page of the consent form, as well as the information 
letter that was sent to you by email.  

Are there any questions or concerns that I can address? 

2. Answer any questions or concerns. 
3. Sign consent. 
4. Introductions  

a. Begin with introduction of myself and my role/research project  
b. Ask participants to introduce themselves (Name, year and 

program of study)  

Was education 
provided?  

 

(Approx. 5-10 
minutes)  

1. During your time on campus as an undergrad, have you ever been 
invited to participate in any education workshops specific to sexual 
violence prevention? 

a. When was this workshop held? (If they attended multiple, 
when was each held?)  

b. How were you informed about the workshop(s)?  
2. If you did not attend a workshop have you been provided with any 

kind of information or education on the topic from the UOG? 
a. Who provided you this education? 
b. Do you know if they received any training before speaking 

with you? 

What was 
covered in the 
education?  

 

(approx. 10-15 
minutes)  

I just want to get a bit more of an understanding of what exactly was 
discussed during the education provided to you. Do remember what topics 
were covered? (Allow them to answer/respond with topics – probes will also 
be informed by survey data/results)  

1. To be used only as probes/ask if not mentioned. Did you ever 
discuss: 

a. What sexual violence is?  
b. Measures for preventing sexual violence?  
c. Receiving disclosures of sexual violence?  

i. If this is mentioned/brought up – are you aware of the 
training the school offers for this? Are you aware if any 
of your coaching staff and/or captains have this 
training? Do you think they should have it?  

d. Rape myths – what they are, and how they impact survivors, 
how they impact women in general, how they impact men in 
general  
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e. Rape culture – what it is, and how to can be challenged, 
how/why does it exist on campuses  

Effectiveness 
of the reach of 
the Education 

(Approx. 10-15 
minutes)  

 

Depending on responses to above questions.  

1. Approximately how many of your friends also attended the event(s) 
provided? (%)  

2. If nothing has been attended – why not? Were there barriers to their 
attending? 

a. Theme from survey- lack of attendance of events: 
i. What may be causing this? 

3. In your opinion, do you feel that the education provided was 
effective? Why or why not?  

a. If not – what other ideas for future education initiatives do you 
think would be more effective?  

4. In your opinion, is the education provided to you applicable to your 
experiences as a student here at the university?  

a. Do you think you would be able to use the teaching/training in 
your day-to-day life?  

b. How can you use what you are being taught in your own life?   
5. Key Findings from survey data:  

a. Theme 1- lack of male engagement: 
b. Theme 2- lack of attendance overall 
c. Theme 3- those who attend in first year, fail to continue 

throughout their degree 

Wrap 
Up/Conclusion 

 

(approx. 5 
minutes)  

We are almost at the end of our time for this focus group, before we 
conclude, does anyone have any additional comments they would like to 
make?  

I just wanted to thank everyone for your participation, and the information 
provided to help inform my research study. I will also be presenting a 
summary report of my findings to the Sexual Violence Advisory Committee, 
so thank you as well for helping to inform that! If you’re interested in 
learning about the outcomes of the whole study, my thesis will be posted on 
the Atrium in the fall of 2019, or you can contact me directly for it.  

If you have any questions, concerns, or think of something later that you 
wish you had brought up in this discussion, feel free to me at 
kkavcick@uoguelph.ca.  
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Appendix E: Qualitative Codes  

Theme Subtheme Description 
Education Provided in Class The education was provided to students 

via a class/lecture content  
The education covered sexual violence 
generally, but was not detailed  
The class education touched on  rape 
myths 

Consent Education Education was provided that spoke to 
asking for consent  
Missing elements of consent education 
included going consent/active consent  

Definitions The student has an understanding of 
sexual violence in a technical/defined 
sense 

Online The student receives information about SV 
online (not UoG related) 

Social Media The student is aware of the topic through 
seeing it on social media platforms  

Provided in volunteer 
specific training 

The student has been provided with 
disclosure training; how to support 
someone who discloses to them and refer 
to campus resources  
The student has been provided with 
bystander intervention training, including 
strategies to intervene is various social 
contexts  

Varsity Training The student was aware that varsity team 
members are supposed to be provided with 
training on the topic, but was  not sure if 
they actually received it  

Events Attended Through Volunteer 
Role 

The student became aware of events and 
attended them due do to requirements of 
their volunteer role 

Lack of 
Attendance/ 
Engagement  

Time Barrier  The student did not attend events because 
they did not think it was at a suitable time 
for their schedule 
The student did not attend events because 
they thought they could better allocate their 
time  

Advertising Barrier The student was unaware of the event 
happening because they had not seen it 
advertised  
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The student knew about the event due to 
advertising in a specific group, but did not 
go  

The student felt the topic was difficult to 
advertise because of its topic  

Can I Kiss You The student did not attend because it was 
not enforced as mandatory  
The student did not attend because they 
preferred to go to social events during O-
Week  

Low attendance 
numbers 

Students in general do not attend 

Not applicable The students feel that the education 
provided/topic of the event is not 
applicable, so they do not go  
The student felt like the event was gender 
specific, and so they would not go 

Redundancy The student felt that the events cover the 
same topic of something they already know 
about  

Lack of interaction The student felt that the event/awareness 
campaign lacked opportunity for them to 
actually “do” something at 
The student was aware of things 
happening (i.e. tabling events), but did not 
see it as an opportunity to do anything, and 
did not engage with the people at them   

Male Engagement  Student felt that the education in general 
spoke to women more than men  
Student felt that the education targeted 
and/or stereotyped males as perpetrators  
For men to engage, the event should be 
gender neutral, and allow men an 
opportunity to actively participate  
Events or campaigns, by nature of the 
topic become inherently female centered  

Confusion in 
Messaging  

Events covering 
multiple topics 

The student attended an event that speaks 
to sexual violence, but was not actually 
aware due to it covering multiple things 
The student was not aware of the event 
because it was advertised in an ambiguous 
way 
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Dissatisfaction with 
information 
provided 

From RA The student was not satisfied with the 
information provided to them when they 
asked an RA for information 

Future Education 
Ideas  

Attention to Gender  Being aware of the gendered elements of 
education/events  

“Mandatory” 
education 

Having some way to track/enforce an event 
as mandatory to attend before graduation   

Education through 
classes  

The idea of incorporating education into 
classes (not matter the stream of study)  

Use of Social Media   

Showing 
Commitment  

Financial Commitment  

Showing genuine care for topic with 
commitment  
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Appendix F: Contacts and Resources Provided to Research 
Participants  

 

Undergraduate Student Opinions on Campus Rape Culture and Rape 
Myths  

REB #18-08-023 
Campus and Community Resources 

To contact any of the resources using just their extension, you must first dial 519-824-
4120 and then enter the five-digit extension number.  
 
Emergency & 24-Hour Resources  
Campus Police, Fire and Ambulance Emergency Ext. 2000 
 Non-Emergency Ext. 52245 
Good2Talk 1-866-925-5454 
Here 24/7 1-844-437-3247 
Crisis Text Line Text “UofG” to 686868 
Sexual Assault Domestic Violence Care 
and Treatment Centre 

519-837-6440 Ext. 2728 
24-Hour Ext. 2210 

Student Housing Services  
Lennox-Addington Residence Ext. 58122 
Prairie Residence Ext. 58123 
East Residence Ext. 58124 

 
Campus Resources  
Counselling Services Ext. 53244 
Health Clinic Ext. 52131 
Wellness Education Centre Ext. 53327 
Accessibility Services Ext. 56208 
Student Support Network (peer-to-peer support) Raithby House 

Fall & Winter semesters: Monday – Friday, 12pm to 10pm  
Fall & Winter exam weeks: Monday – Friday, 12pm to 8pm  

 

Student Support Network (Library Hours)  Library Room 111 
Monday – Friday, 2pm to 6pm  
Director, Sexual Violence Support Centre Ext. 53020 
Stress Management & High Performance Clinic, Kathy Sommers Ext. 52662 

 

 

 


