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1. Introduction

This report describes the results of the 2015 Campus Climate Survey on Sexual Assault
and Sexual Misconduct administered at the University of Pennsylvania (Penn). The project was
designedto addressthe concerns related to the incidence and prevalence of sexual assaultand
sexual misconduct at the University of Pennsylvania. There were three overall goals of the
survey. One was to estimate the incidence and prevalence of different forms of nonconsensual
sexual contact, harassment, stalking, and intimate partner violence. The second goal was to
collectinformation on student views related to the climate surrounding sexual assault and
misconduct. The third goal was to assess student knowledge and evaluation of school resources
and procedures when respondingto instances of sexual assaultand sexual misconduct.
Addressing each of these goals will help the University of Pennsylvaniacreate a safer and more
accepting campus environment.

The University of Pennsylvania participated as part of a consortium of 27 colleges and
universities organized by the American Association for Universities (AAU). The research firm
Westat led the design effort, carried out the survey, and conducted the analysis presentedin
this report. The contentand methodology of the survey was developedin consultationwitha
committee of university representatives from the participating schools.

This report includes a description of the survey design and methodology usedto
conduct the survey, as well as empirical results. For this report we have included descriptive
information for selected tables.

2. Methodology

2.1 Instrument Development

In early November 2014, the AAU Survey Design Team was formed and started on the
survey development process. (For a list of Design Team members, see Table A1, Appendix 1.)
The team met weekly, sometimes twice aweek, to review progress and discuss sections of the
guestionnaire. Throughoutthe survey design process, the team received more than 700
comments about the survey for consideration, including those from the Survey Design Team
and study coordinators. Disagreements were resolved by consensus. In addition, college
students provided feedback on the instrument by participating in: (1) two rounds of cognitive
testing conducted at Westat; and (2) pilot administration groups conducted at four
participatinginstitutions of higher education (IHEs).



2.2 Survey Content

The survey structure is comprised of ten sections (A-J) and concludes with a final
debriefing question aboutthe survey experience. A core set of 53 questions was asked of every
respondent, including Background (A), Perceptions of Risk (B), Resources (C), Harassment (D),
Stalking (E), Sexual Violence (G), Sexual Misconduct Prevention Training (H), Perceptions of
Responsesto Reporting (1), and Bystander Behavior(J). Questions regarding Sexual Misconduct

Prevention Training (H) were asked of students who had enrolledinthe universityin 2014 or
2015.

Respondentsina partnered relationship orwho had beenin a partneredrelationship
since enrolling at the university were asked questions about Intimate Partner
Violence/DomesticViolence (F). Additional questions were administered if respondents
reported being victimized. For Harassment, Stalking, and Intimate Partner Violence/Domestic
Violence (sections D, E and F), follow-up questions were asked for each type of
misconduct. These follow-up questions collected information across all reportedincidentsfor
each form of victimization. For example, if someone was a victim of Intimate Partner Violence
by two different partners, the follow-up questions asked forinformation across both partners.
For Sexual Violence (section G), follow up questions, including a Detailed Incident Form (DIF),
were asked for the items covering sexual assault (G1-G5), coercion (G6, G7) and lack of
affirmative consent (G8, G9). (For the complete instrument, with annotations, see Appendix 1.)

The Campus Climate Survey on Sexual Assault and Sexual Misconduct was administered
as a websurvey. The use of merge fieldsthroughout the instrumentallowed forfrequent
referencing of the respondent’s university within questions and framinglanguage, personalizing
the survey experience forstudents. Further, response options for five questionsincluded
university-specificresponses: school of enrollment (A5), student organizations (A16), living
situation (A17), services and resources (C1), and resources related to sexual assault and sexual
misconduct (D10, E8, F8, GA16).

Each page of the websurvey included links to general and school-specificfrequently
asked questions (FAQs) and resources. (For FAQs and resources, see Appendix 2.) All web
survey pages also included the Help Desk numberto assist students who needed either
technical assistance or additional resources.

2.3 Sample and Incentives

The University of Pennsylvaniaidentified 23,789 enrolled students to participate in the
Campus Climate Survey on Sexual Assault & Sexual Misconduct.



To encourage participation, students were eitherenteredintoa drawing or offered a $5
incentive to complete the survey. A sample of 6,000 students was randomly selected to receive
a S5 Amazon gift card incentive for submitting the survey. All remaining students were entered
into a drawing for a $500 cash prize if they clicked on the surveylinkembeddedin their
invitation or reminder email. Students were not required to complete the survey inorder to be
enteredin the drawing. Students were notified of their eligibility for eitherthe $5 Amazon gift
card or the drawing in the invitation and reminderemails.

2.4 Survey Procedures

The Campus Climate Survey on Sexual Assault and Sexual Misconduct was launched at
the University of Pennsylvaniaon April 2, 2015 and closed three weeks later on April 23, 2015.
All enrolled students were offered the opportunity to participate in the survey.

Email invitations to participate in the survey were sent to students’ university email
addressesthrough a Westat email account on the first day of data collection, April 2, 2015. Each
email included a unique link to the student’s online survey and was signed by University of
PennsylvaniaPresident Amy Gutmann and Provost Vincent Price. Westat sentreminderemails,
signed by Vice Provost Andrew Binns and Vice Provost Valerie Swain-Cade McCoullum, on April
9 and April 21 to prompt completion of the survey before the deadline. The University of
Pennsylvania Campus Climate Survey was due on April 23. (For email invitationsand reminders,
see Appendix5.)

2.5 Response Rates

At the close of data collection, the University of Pennsylvaniahad an overall response
rate of 26.9 percent.

Table 1. Response rates
n resp % n resp % n resp %
Graduatesor Professional | 6,890 | 1,911 | 27.7| 5,898 | 1,284 | 21.8 | 12,788 | 3,195 | 25.0
Undergraduates 5,672 | 1,902 | 33.5| 5,329 1,305 | 24.5| 11,001 | 3,207 | 29.2
12,562 | 3,813 | 30.4| 11,227 2,589 | 23.1 | 23,789 | 6,402 | 26.9

A completed survey was defined by two criteria:



e Forthose withtiming information, did it take the respondentat least5 minutesto
fill out the questionnaire?1

e Foreveryone,didthe respondentanswerat least one questionin each of the
followingsections: sexual harassment (D), stalking (E), and sexual assault/other
misconduct (G)?

The first criterionis to exclude those students who went through the survey so quickly
that they could not possibly read and answer the questions.2

The second criterion brings in those cases that did not pressthe ‘submit’ button at the
end of the survey, but did provide responses to most of the questionnaire. We used the
victimization sectionsto define a‘complete’ because of the importance of these itemsto the
survey’s goals.3

The response rate for the incentivized sample —that is, students offered a S5 gift card
upon completion of the survey — was 30.9 percent.

Table 2. Response rates by incentive condition
S5 gift card 6,000 | 1,854 | 30.9
Drawing 17,789 | 4,548 | 25.6

2.6 Brief Description of the Sampling Procedure for the University of
Pennsylvania

A census of 23,789 students was used to conduct the survey. A sample of 6,000 students
was selected to receive the S5 gift card. To selectthissample, a systematicsampling procedure
was used after sortingthe frame by the followingvariables: Campus, Full Time Status, Online
Status, Gender, Race/Ethnicity, School, Enroliment Status in
Undergraduate/Graduate/Professional/Non-degree Program, Year of Study for Undergraduate
Students, and Year in Program for Graduate/Professional Students . The values for these
variables are shown inTable 3. The remainder of the studentsin the frame were able to enter

! Timing data was not available for anyone who did not get to the end of the survey and hit the ‘submit’ button.

> When testing the survey, we asked testers to go throughthe survey as quicklyas possible (e.g., skimming the
guestionsandnotreadingtheintroduction orinstructions). Based on these findings, five minutes was chosen as a
cutoff point, below which the survey was not counted as a complete.

® This criterion could not be used for Intimate Partner Violence (section F) because of the skip pattern embedded
inthis section(i.e., studenthadto have beenin a partneredrelationship since a studentatschool).



into a drawing to win $500. The distribution of each sort variable in the frame is shown in

Table 3.
Table 3. Frame distributions of sampling sort variables
| Variable Category | Frequency Percent
Campus Philadelphia 23,271 97.82
Study Abroad 92 0.39
West Coast 426 1.79
Full Time Status Full time 19,918 83.73
Part time 3,871 16.27
Online Status Yes
No 23,789 100.00
Gender Male 11,227 47.19
Female 12,562 52.81
Race/ Ethnicity AmericanIndian/Alaska Native 20 0.08
Asian 3,648 15.33
Black 1,408 5.92
Hispanic 1,739 7.31
Nonresident Alien 4,368 18.36
Pacific Islander 10 0.04
Two or more Races 756 3.18
Unknown 979 4.12
White 10,861 45.66
School Annenberg School for Communication 79 0.33
Arts & Sciences 9,136 38.40
Dental Medicine 648 2.72
Design 648 2.72
Engineering 2,836 11.92
Graduate School of Education 1,467 6.17
Law 866 3.64
Nursing 1,080 4,54
Perelman School of Medicine 1,673 7.03
Social Policy & Practice 476 2.00
Veterinary Medicine 498 2.00
Wharton School 4,382 18.42
Enrollment Status Undergraduate 10,352 43.59
Graduate 3.104 13.05
Professional 8,929 37.53
Non Degree 1,404 5.90
Year of Study for Graduate/Professional/Non-degree 13,437 56.48
Undergraduate Students Undergraduate Freshman 2,782 11.69
Undergraduate Sophomore 2,638 11.09
Undergraduate Junior 2,483 10.44
Undergraduate Senior 2,449 10.29




Table 3.

Variable

Yearin Program for
Graduate/Professional

Students

Frame distributions of sampling sort variables (continued)

Category
Undergraduate/Non-degree
Graduate/Professional Year 1
Graduate/Professional Year 2
Graduate/Professional Year 3
Graduate/Professional Year 4
Graduate/Professional Year 5
Graduate/Professional Year 6+

| Frequency
11,756
4,902

3,476

1,481

952

508

714

Percent
49.42
20.61
14.61

6.23
4.00
2.14
3.00

2.7 Brief Description of the Weighting Procedure for the University
of Pennsylvania

The initial step was to create a base-weightforeach respondent. A census was

conducted at the University of Pennsylvaniaand a base weight of one was assigned to each

respondent. The base weight was adjusted to reflect non-response. This adjustment consisted

of araking procedure that adjusted the base weightto the demographic data available onthe

frame (Demingand Stephen, 1940; Deville, Sarndal, and Sautory, 1993; Cervantesand Brick,

2008). The variables used inthe raking procedure are as shown in the followingtable:

Table 4.

Variable

Variables used in the raking procedure

Description

Variable Value

Incentive | This is an indicator variable whether a student 1: $5 Amazongift card
Status was selected into the incentivized program, 0: Not in incentivized sample
which offered $5 Amazon gift card, or not
Gender Two-category gender variable (Male/Female). 1: Male
The frame data only had two categories (male 2: Female
and female), whereas the survey data had 8
categories. To make the frame and the survey
data compatible, the survey responses to a non-
male/female categorywere imputed to a male
or female category. Transgender male/female
cases are coded as ordinary male/female.
Age Group | Student’s age was grouped into four categories, | 1: 18-20
18-20, 21-23, 24-26, and 27+. 2:21-23
3:24-26
4:27+




Table 4. Variables used in the raking procedure (continued)

Variable Description Variable Value

Yearin This is a combined variable of student affiliation | 1: Undergraduate freshman
School (Undergraduate/Graduate/ Professional) and 2: Undergraduate sophomore
year of study or year in program. The 3: Undergraduate junior
guestionnaire had separate questions on yearof | 4: Undergraduate senior
study for undergraduates (freshman, 5: Graduate/Professional year 1 & 2
sophomore, junior, senior) and 6: Graduate/Professional year 3 & 4
graduate/professional students (1%, 2" ...,b6+). 7: Graduate/Professional year 5 &6+
Race/ This variable has 5 categories, Hispanic, White, 1: Hispanic
Ethnicity Black, Other race, and Nonresident alien. The 2: White
frame race/ethnicity categoriesare grouped this | 3: Black
way, and the survey race/ethnicity variables 4: Otherrace
were coded to conform to this categorization. 5: Nonresident alien

Missing valuesin the demographic variablesinthe survey data were imputed usinga
hot-deck procedure that randomly allocated responsesin the same proportion as those
answered within each imputation class. On the average, 1.01 percentof survey respondents
had to be imputedin this way.

The raking procedure adjusts the base weightso that the sum of adjusted weights of the
survey respondents for a subgroup is equal to the frame total for that subgroup. Subgroups are
defined by each variable used in the raking procedure. Algebraically, this can be expressed as

n
z ngwk = Ng
k=1

wheren isthe respondentsample size (6,402), Iy is an indicator variable having 1 if

respondent k belongsto subgroup g, 0 otherwise, wy isthe adjusted weightfor respondent k,
and Ny isthe frame count of subgroup g.

For example, the weight total for all female respondent students from the survey is
equal to the total female count (12,562) in the frame. The same istrue for subgroups defined
by each variable listed in the above table.
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3. Survey Results

This chapter describes the results of the survey. The analyses were guided by the
following research questions:

1. What is the campus climate around sexual assault and sexual misconduct?

2. What do students know about and think of resources related to sexual assault and
sexual misconduct?

3. What is the frequency and nature of sexual assault?

4. What is the frequency and nature of misconduct because of coercion and absence
of affirmative consent?

5. What is the frequency and nature of sexual harassment, intimate partner violence
and stalking?

The discussion and tables are organized by these research questions. Thereis discussion
for the tablesrelated to the attitudinal measures related to campus climate (section 3.1),
knowledge of campus resources related to sexual assault and misconduct, the prevalence and
incidence of nonconsensual sexual contact by physical force, incapacitation (section 3.3),
coercion and absence of affirmative consent (section 3.4), harassment, stalking and intimate
partner violence (section 3.5). There are tablesincludedin the chapter that are not explicitly
discussed, describingthe consequences of the victimization experiences, the relationship
betweenthe victimand the offender, the location of the incident, information about reporting
to an agency/organization.

Most of the discussionand tables are centered on rates by genderand enroliment
status. For gender, respondents were asked to identify themselvesinto one of eight
categories.4 For this analysis, respondents were classified into one of three groups: 1) female,
2) male, and 3) transgender, genderqueeror nonconforming, questioning ornot listed (TGQN).>
Collapsing groups into TGQN helpsto maintainadequate sample to generate estimates.
Enrollmentstatus was dividedintotwo groups: 1) undergraduate and 2) graduate and
professional.

4Theseeight categories are: male, female, transgender male, transgender female, genderqueer or non-conforming
gender, questioning, not listed and ‘decline to state’.

> Those who declined to state their gender were randomly allocated using a hot-deckimputation procedure to the
male or female categories. Approximately .5 percent of respondents declined to state their gender.



Prior surveys have shown that TGQN and females have significantly higherrates of
victimizationthan males. However, very few campus surveys have produced statistically reliable
estimates for those that identify as TGQN because they constitute a very small percentage of
the campus population. For the AAU survey approximately 1 percent of the students selected a
non-male/female category. While thisisa small percentage, the large number of responses to
the AAU survey permits estimating rates for this group with adequate statistical precision®.

When interpretingthe tables, please note the following:

1. An‘s’indicatesthe cell was suppressedforconfidentiality reasons.
2.  Anynon-numericsymbolindicatesthere was no data for that cell.

3. Comparisons between genderor enrollment status categoriesare only discussed
where those differences were statistically significant at p<0.05. Significance tests
were conducted using a t-test assumingindependent samples.

3.1 Campus Climate around Sexual Assault and Sexual Misconduct

Students reported on several topics on the campus climate related to sexual assaultand
sexual misconduct. They were asked about their expectations regardingthe response from the
university and peersif they were to report a sexual assault or sexual misconduct; whetherthey
had ever witnessed anincidentand whetherthey intervened; whetherthey perceive sexual
assault or sexual misconduct as a problem on campus; and the likelihood thatthey would be
victimized.

Response to a report of sexual assault or sexual misconduct. Students were asked about
what might happen if someone were to report a sexual assault or sexual misconduct to an
official at the University of Pennsylvania(Table 1.1). Overall, 52.4 percent of all students believe
that itis very or extremely likely that the victim would be supported by other studentsin
making a report. Male students are more optimisticthan females, with 57.9 percentof male
undergraduate studentsand 59.4 percent of male graduate studentsindicatingthatitis very or
extremely likely that other students would support the victim in making a report, compared to
46.2 percent of female undergraduate studentsand 48.1 percent of female graduate students.
Overall, fewer TGQN students believe thatitis very or extremely likely that a student would be
supported by other students after makinga report of sexual assault or sexual misconduct.

® Whiletherates for TGQN students are generallysufficiently large to generate a reliable statistical estimate, the
rates by enrollment status are based on relatively small sample sizes. This makes it difficultto compareacross
groups. Inorderto make comparisons withthis gendergroup, the text below makes statements referencing
estimates for TGQN students summing across enrollment status (referred to as ‘Overall’ in the text). This overall
estimateis notshowninthetables.
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Students were asked about the likelihood that the alleged perpetratoror their
associates would retaliate against the victim in response to a report of sexual assault or sexual
misconduct. Overall, 23.3 percent indicated that it is very or extremely likely that retaliation
would occur. Male students are lessinclined to believe thata report wouldresult in retaliation,
with 19.3 percent of male undergraduate studentsand 14.4 percentof male graduate students
indicatingthat it is very likely orextremely likely that this would occur, compared to 35.3
percent of female undergraduate students and 24.0 percent of female graduate students.
Overall, a notably higher percentage of TGQN students believe thatthere would be retaliation
against the victimin the event of a report.

The survey contained several questions about how campus officialswouldreact to a
report of sexual assault or sexual misconduct. Students were asked whether campus officials
would take the report seriously. Overall, 58.1 percentsaid that itis very or extremely likely that
the report would be taken seriously by campus officials. Female students are less optimistic
than male studentsin thisregard, with 45.5 percent of female undergraduate students and 56.6
percent of female graduate students believingthatit is very or extremely likely, compared to
62.1 percent of male undergraduate students and 68.9 percent of male graduate students.
Overall, TGQN students were least likely to believe that a report of sexual assault or sexual
misconduct would be taken seriously.

Students were asked if campus officials would protect the safety of individuals making
the report. Overall, 52.9 percent said that it is very or extremely likely that the individual’s
safety would be protected. Females are less optimistic, with 44.3 percent of female
undergraduate and 47.3 percent of female graduate students sayingthat it isvery or extremely
likely thatthe individual’s safety would be protected, compared to 59.7 percent of male
undergraduate and 62.5 percent of male graduate students. Fewer TGQN students, overall,
believe thata victim would be protected by campus officials after making a report.

Students were asked if they believe that campus officials would conduct a fair
investigationinthe eventof a report. Overall, 42.5 percent indicated that it is very or extremely
likely thatthis would occur. Within class, females are less optimisticthan males, with 34.3
percent of female undergraduate students saying that it is very or extremely likely that there
would be a fairinvestigation, compared to 41.0 percent of male undergraduates and 43.0
percent of graduate females sayingthat it is very of extremely likely that there would be a fair
investigation, comparedto 52.0 percent of graduate males.

Overall, 35.6 percentof studentssaid it was very or extremely likely that campus
officials would take action against the offender. Femalesare less likely than malesto believe
that campus officials would take action against the offender, with 21.9 percent of female
undergraduate studentsand 31.3 percent of female graduate students sayingthat itis veryor
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extremely likely that this would occur, compared to 41.5 percent of male undergraduate
studentsand 48.9 percent of male graduate students. TGQN students were least likely to
believe campus officials would take action against the offender.

Lastly, 31.4 percentsaid it was very or extremely likely that campus officials would take
action to address factors that may have led to the sexual assault or sexual misconducton
campus. Female students are lessinclined to believe this than males, with 23.0 percent of
female undergraduate studentsand 30.8 percent of female graduate students saying that itis
very or extremely likely that this would happen, compared to 31.5 percent of male
undergraduates and 40.6 percent of male graduate students. TGQN students are the least likely
to believe campus official would take action to address factors that may have led to the sexual
assault or sexual misconduct.

Bystander intervention. Students were asked about different situationsrelated to being
a bystanderto the occurrence of sexual assault or misconduct, the extentto which they
intervened, and the reason for theirintervention decision (Table 1.2). Overall, 18.3 percent of
the studentssaid they have suspectedthat a friend may have beensexually assaulted. Female
undergraduate students reported this in the highest proportions (37.4%), followed by
undergraduate malesand graduate females(23.4% and 9.3%, respectively), and male graduate
students having the lowest percentage who had suspected that a friend may have beenthe
victim of a sexual assault (5.9%). Overall, TGON studentsindicated that they suspected a friend
has been sexually assaultedin higher proportions.

Among the bystanders, 60.5 percent took some type of action, with most speakingto a
friend or someone else to seek help (52.9%). When TGQN students took action, they most often
spoke to a friend or someone else toseek help.

Overall, 48.8 percentof the studentsreported they had witnessed adrunken person
headingfor a sexual encounter. There isa difference by enrollment status where female
undergraduate students (68.2%) and male undergraduate students (64.9%) reported seeingthis
in higher proportions than graduate students (32.4% of female graduate students and 34.9% of
male graduate students).

Among students reporting that they had witnessed a drunken person headingfor a
sexual encounter, a total of 82.0 percent indicated that they did nothing, with 25.5 percent
saying they weren’t sure what to do and 56.5 percent sayingthey did nothing for another
reason. Approximately 18.1 percent of these students did take some type of action. About 6.0
percent directlyintervenedto stop the incident, 5.2 percent spoke to someone else to seek
help, and 6.9 percentdid somethingelse.
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Asked whetherthey had witnessed someone actingin a sexually violent or harassing
manner, 20.1 percentindicated that they had witnessed such an incident. Female
undergraduates reported this in the highest proportions (34.0%), followed by 25.0 percent of
male undergraduate studentsand 13.8 percent of female graduate students, with male
graduate students (9.2%) reporting this least often. More TGQN students, overall, witnessed
someone acting in a sexually violent or harassing manner.

Among the bystanders, a total of 58.0 percent indicated that they did nothing, with 28.3
percent sayingthey weren’tsure what to do and 29.7 percentsaying they did nothing for
another reason. Females were more likely to do nothing because they weren’t sure what to do
(31.7% of female undergraduate and 33.9% of female graduate studentsvs. 23.7% of male
undergraduate and 19.0% of male graduate students). Overall, 42.0 percent of the bystanders
did take some type of action, with 15.7 percent directly interveningto stop the incident, 14.3
percent speakingto someone else to seek helpand 12.0 percent doing somethingelse. Male
undergraduates were more likely to directly intervene tostop the incident (22.5% vs. 13.7%
female undergraduates).

Opinions about prevalence and personal risk. Asked how problematicsexual assault or
sexual misconduct is at the University of Pennsylvania, 14.1 percent reported that it isvery
much or extremely problematic(Table 1.3). Female undergraduates were most likely to say this
(24.4%), followed by undergraduate males (14.5%), graduate females (10.3%), with
undergraduate males (7.2%) reporting this least often. Overall, higher proportions of TGQN
students believe that sexual assault or sexual misconduct is very or extremely problematicat
this university.

A relatively small proportion said that they believe that they are very or extremely likely
to experience sexual assault or sexual misconduct on campus (4.5%) or off campus (4.9%).
Among undergraduates, females were more worried than males, with 12.7 percent of female
undergraduates believingthatitis very or extremely likely that they would experience sexual
assault or sexual misconduct on campus, compared to 1.5 percent of undergraduate males.

3.2 Resources Related to Sexual Assault and Sexual Misconduct

This section presents findings regarding the students’ awareness of services and
resources offered by the university forthose affected by sexual assaultand sexual misconduct.
The students were firstasked if they were aware of specificuniversity resourcesfrom a list
provided by the university. Students were then asked four questions about their knowledge of
how the university defines sexual assaultand sexual misconduct, how to get helpif the student
or afriend experienced sexual assault or sexual misconduct, where to make a report of sexual
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assault or sexual misconduct, and what happens when a studentreports an incident of sexual
assault or sexual misconduct. Students were also asked whethertheirinitial orientation to the
university included information about sexual assault and sexual misconducton campus, and if
so, how helpful it was.

Awareness of resources. Table 2.1 presents the extentto which students are aware of
specificresources provided by the university forvictims of sexual assault or sexual misconduct.
The students’ awareness of these services ranged from 6.3 percentto 86.2 percent. For most of
the services offered, undergraduate students are more aware than graduate students.

Knowledgeable about university sexual assault policies and procedures. Overall, 10.7% of
students at University of Pennsylvaniaare very or extremely knowledgeable about how the
university defines sexual assault and sexual misconduct (Table 2.1). A larger proportion (16.7%)
knows where to find help at the university if they or a friend are victims of sexual assault or
sexual misconduct, and 12.6 percentknow where to make a report of sexual assault or sexual
misconduct. A smaller percentage (6.0) knows what happens when a student makes a report of
sexual assault or sexual misconduct.

Undergraduate students tend to think they are more knowledgeable aboutthe
university’s sexual assault policies and procedures than graduate students. Female and male
undergraduates indicate that they are very or extremely knowledgeable about how the
university defines sexual assault and sexual misconduct at a rate of 11.9 percent and 18.5
percent, respectively, comparedto 6.7 percent of female graduate studentsand 7.3 of male
graduate students. The same pattern is apparent regarding students’ knowledge of where to
get helpifthey or a friend are victims of sexual assault or sexual misconduct, with 21.4 percent
of female undergraduates and 23.7 percent of male undergraduates indicating that they are
very or extremely knowledgeable in this regard, compared to 12.2 percent of female graduate
studentsand 11.3 percent of male graduate students. Undergraduates are also more
knowledgeable about where to report a sexual assault or sexual misconduct than graduate
students (12.0 female undergraduatesand 18.1% male undergraduates vs. 9.9% female
graduate students and 11.3 male graduate students).

Regarding the university’sinitial orientation, 40.1 percent indicated that they attended
the orientationand it did include information about sexual assault and sexual misconduct.
Additionally, 31.5 percent did not rememberwhetherthe orientationincluded thisinformation,
and 19.0 percent said that the orientation did not include information about sexual assault and
sexual misconduct. Among the students who attended an orientation that included this
information, 24.4 percentfound the informationvery or extremely useful.
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Compared to graduate students, undergraduate studentsreported in higher proportions
that the orientation did include information on sexual assault and sexual misconduct (72.7%
female undergraduates and 67.4% of male undergraduates vs. 15.7% female graduate students
and 23.6% male graduate students

3.3 Frequency and Nature of Victimization by Physical Force or
Incapacitation

Students were asked about victimization due to a wide range of tactics. Thissection
summarizesthe prevalence of victimization that was the result of physical force or
incapacitation at University of Pennsylvania, as well as the characteristics of the victims, the
number of times that students have beena victim of this type of assault, and whetherthe
incident was reportedto an agency or another individual.

To measure victimization involving physical force and incapacitation, students were
asked five questions that covered two types of behaviors:’

Penetration:

e When one person puts a penis, finger, or objectinside someone else’s vaginaor
anus

e When someone’s mouth or tongue makes contact with someone else’s genitals
Sexual Touching:

e Kkissing

e touching someone’s breast, chest, crotch, groin, or buttocks

e grabbing, groping or rubbing against the otherperson in a sexual way, evenif the
touching is overthe other person’s clothes

The estimatesinclude events that were completed, as well as attempts to physically
force the personto engage in acts involving penetration.

When a studentreported an event, they were asked which academic year it occurred
and whetherthis was part of another assault that had already beenreported. If it was part of a
previously reported victimization, the respondent was asked which one. Events were only
counted once. If both penetration and sexual touching were part of the same incident, the

7 See questions G1 —G5 of the questionnaire
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penetration was counted. This hierarchy rule was adopted to conform to the counting rules
established by the FBI and in the Clery statistics.

Prevalence. Prevalence is estimated by counting the number of individuals that have
beena victimat leastonce over the time period of interest. Tables 3.1a through 3.1d present
the prevalence of nonconsensual penetration or sexual touching due to physical force or
incapacitation for undergraduate females, graduate females, undergraduate males, and
graduate males. Each table displays the prevalence for the current year and since entering
University of Pennsylvania, as well as by the different behaviors and tactics. The tactics are
further disaggregated by whether physical force, incapacitation or both wereinvolvedinthe
event.

The discussion below primarily concentrates on rates since the student entered
University of Pennsylvania. The patterns for the current year parallel these rates, but are lower
because of the shorter time frame. First the patterns within each of the four groups are
described, starting with female undergraduates. The patterns across groups are then
summarized.

Among female undergraduates, 12 percent experienced nonconsensual penetration
involvingforce or incapacitation since entering University of Pennsylvaniaand 6 percent
experienced this type of assault during the current school year (Table 3.1a). Breaking this down
further, since enteringthe University of Pennsylvania, 6.6 percent of female undergraduates
were victims of penetration with physical force (no incapacitation), 6.1 percent were victims of
a sexual assaultinvolving penetration by incapacitation (no physical force), and 1.9 percent
were victims of penetration by both physical force and incapacitation.

With respect to sexual touching, 20.8 percent of female undergraduates were victims
since entering University of Pennsylvania, and 12.3 percent duringthe current school year.
Since entering University of Pennsylvania, 14.9 percent were victims of this type of assault using
physical force only, 7.5 percentusing incapacitation only and 1.6 percentwas victims of
nonconsensual sexual touching with both physical force and incapacitation.

Among graduate females, 6.5 percent were victims of sexual assaultinvolvingeither
nonconsensual penetration or sexual touching since entering University of Pennsylvania, and
2.6 percentin the current school year (Table 3.1b). Since entering University of Pennsylvania,
2.7 percent were victims of sexual assault with penetration. With respect to tactics for
nonconsensual penetration, 1.5 percentwas physical force, 1.2 percentwas by incapacitation
only, and .2 percent by both physical force and incapacitation.

Since entering University of Pennsylvania, 4.5 percent of graduate female students were
victims of nonconsensual sexual touching due to physical force or incapacitation. Physical force
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only was reported by 3.4 percent of these respondents, 1.4 percent indicated assault by
incapacitation only, and 0.2 percent indicated they experienced sexual touching both by
physical force and incapacitation.

Among undergraduate males5.5 percent were victims of either nonconsensual
penetration or sexual touching since entering University of Pennsylvania, and 3.3 percent in the
current school year (Table 3.1c). Since entering University of Pennsylvania, 1.5 percent was
victims of assault involving penetration, 0.6 percent by physical force onlyand 0.8 percent was
victims by incapacitation only.

Since entering University of Pennsylvania, 4.5 percent of undergraduate males were
victims of nonconsensual sexual touching by force or incapacitation, and 2.7 percentinthe

current school year. Examiningvictimization since entering University of Pennsylvania by tactic,
3.2 percent were by physical force only, 1.5 percent by incapacitation only.

Among male graduate students, 2.1 percent victims of nonconsensual penetration or
sexual touching since entering college, and 1.2 percentin the current school year (Table 3.1d).

There are significant differencesin the prevalence rates by gender. Females are much
more likely to report this type of victimization. Female undergraduates have a rate that is
approximately 5 times higher than male undergraduates. Female graduate students have rates
that are 3 times higherthan male graduate students. This pattern by genderis also true for
each of the types of behaviors. Undergraduate students report higherrates than graduate
students. For females the rate for undergraduates is more than twice as high as for graduate
students.

Victim Characteristics. Table 3.2 presents prevalence rates by victim characteristics:
sexual orientation, ethnicity, race, disability status, marital status, and year in school. There is a
very large difference between the two categories of sexual orientation. Overall heterosexuals
have a rate of 9.3 percent and non-heterosexuals 18.3 percent.

Table 3.2 shows the rates by year inschool disaggregated by time frame (current year
vs. since entering University of Pennsylvania). These provide one of the first profiles from
survey data on how rates vary by school year. In prior publications, the information by year in
school has been based on reports made to the school or the police. Lookingat prevalenceinthe
current school year for female undergraduates, the highestrates are for freshman (22.8%).
Rates then steadily decline over sophomore (15.3%), junior (12.7%) and senior(10.7%) years.

Patterns for undergraduates since entering University of Pennsylvaniaexhibitageneral
increase by year in school, as would be expected giventhe increased time period when
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victimization could have occurred. By senioryear, 30.7 percent of female undergraduates
reported experiencing nonconsensual penetration or sexual touching by force or incapacitation.

Table 3.3 provides prevalence rates by the same set of characteristics for females
disaggregated by whetherthe incidentinvolved penetration or sexual touching.SThe resultsdo
not significantly differ by the two types of behaviors.

Number of times assaulted. Tables 3.4a and 3.4b provide estimates of the number of
times students have beenvictims of nonconsensual penetration or sexual touching involving
physical force or incapacitation. This survey is one of the first to estimate rates of multiple
victimizations. Table 3.4a providesrates by time period for acts involving penetration for
females. Overall, 1.2 percent of females were victimized 2 or more times during the current
school year and 2.6 percentreported beingvictimized 2 or more times since enrollingin
college.

Table 3.4b providesthe numberof times students have been victims of nonconsensual
sexual touching due to physical force or incapacitation. Overall, 2.2 percent of students were
victims at least twice duringthe current year and 4.5 percent since enrolling at University of
Pennsylvania.

Reporting and Reasons for Not Reporting. Students that said they were victimized were
asked if they reported any of the incidents to several different agencies or organizations. Table
3.9a providesthe estimates for females reporting nonconsensual acts of penetration or sexual
touching involving physical force and incapacitation. For penetrative acts, 26.7 percent of the
victims reported an incidentinvolving physical force. This compares to 13.8 percent for
penetrative acts involvingincapacitation. Fewer reported sexual touching incidents, with 7.2
percent of those by force and 7.6 percent by incapacitation.

Several follow-up questions were asked on why the respondentdid not report to an
agency, as well as whetherany of the incidents were reported to someone else. The primary
reason why incidents were not reported to an agency or organization was that it was not
considered serious enough. For the penetrative acts involvingforce, 62.2 percent did not think
the incident was serious enough to report. This compares to 61.8 percent for victims of
penetration due to incapacitation.

A significant percentage of victims of penetrative acts involving force said it was not
reported because theyfeared negative social consequences(35.6%), feltembarrassed or
ashamed or that it would be too emotionally difficult (34.4%), or did not think anything would
be done about it(31.7%). Other common reasons for not reporting included not knowingwhere

® Estimates for males are not presented because of the low prevalence rates for this gender.
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to go or who to tell (22.7%), fearingit would not be kept confidential (21.3%), and not wanting
the personto getintrouble (21.3%).

For victims of nonconsensual sexual touching due to physical force or due to
incapacitation, the most common reason for not reporting was that they feltthe incidentwas
not seriousenough to report (81.5% and 77.9%, respectively).

The respondent was asked if they reported the incidentto another person. The patterns
of thistype of reporting were similaracross both types of behaviors (penetration, sexual
touching) and tactics (force, incapacitation). Between 14.9 and 20.8 percent did not tell anyone
elseat all and 79.2 to 85.1 percent said theytold a friend.

Table 3.9b providesthe reporting patterns for male victims of nonconsensual sexual
touching involving physical force or incapacitation. The standard errors for these estimates are
considerably higher because of a relatively small proportion of males reporting victimization.
The patterns resemble those displayed forfemales for this combination of behaviorand tactic.

NOTE: TABLES 3.5 THROUGH 3.8 ARE NOT DISCUSSED

3.4 Frequency and Nature of Victimization Due to Coercion or
Absence of Affirmative Consent

This section summarizes the prevalence of nonconsensual sexual contact that was the
result of coercion or the absence of affirmative consent at University of Pennsylvania. This
section also provides the characteristics of the victims and the number of times that students
have been a victim of this type of contact.

For purposes of the survey, coercionis defined as nonconsensual contact that involve
threats of serious non-physical harm or promise of rewards (e.g., threateningto give you bad
grades or cause problems for you, promise of good grades or a promotion at work).’

The surveyalso included items asking about nonconsensual contact where there was an
absence of affirmative consent (AAC). These items were developed to capture emerging

university regulations which make it a violationif both partners in a sexual encounterdo not
explicitly consent. To develop the questions, policies from AAU and COFHE schoolson
affirmative consent policies were reviewed.

? Section G of the questionnaire hadtwo questions asking about the use of this tacticinvolving penetrationand
sexual touching (questions G6 and G7).
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The question on affirmative consent was introduced with the following definition:

Since you have beena studentat [University], has someone had contact with you
involving penetration ororal sex without your active, ongoingvoluntary agreement? Examples
include someone:

e initiating sexual activity despite yourrefusal

e ignoringyour cues to stop or slow down

e wentahead without checkingin or while youwere still deciding
e otherwise failed to obtain your consent

Respondents were asked about AAC that involved penetration and sexual touching. 10

Each time an instance of coercion or AACwas reported by a respondent, follow-up
guestions were administered that asked about which year it occurred and whetherthis was
part of another incidentthat already beenreported during the survey. If a respondentreported
that an instance of coercion was part of a previously reportedincidentinvolving physical force
or incapacitation, the eventwas not counted inthe coercion prevalence rate. If a respondent
reported an instance of AAC was part of a previously reportedincidentinvolving physical force,
incapacitation or coercion, the event was not counted inthe AAC prevalence rate.

Prevalence. Table 4.1 presents the prevalence of nonconsensual contact due to coercion
or AACfor the current year and since entering University of Pennsylvania by the different
behaviors and tactics. The discussion below primarily concentrates on rates since the student
entered University of Pennsylvania. The patterns for the current year parallel these rates, but
are lower because of the shorter time frame.

Since entering University of Pennsylvania, nonconsensual contact involving coercion was
reported by welllessthan 1 percent of the students (.3%). Nominally, females are more likely to
report this type of tactic than males, but itis not statistically significant. Similarly,
undergraduates are more likely toreport this than graduate and professional students, butthe
differenceis not significant. The very low rate makes it difficult to precisely estimate this for
these subgroups.

The percent of students reporting AAC as a tactic is much higherthan coercion, with 5.7
percent of the students reporting this type of incident since entering University of
Pennsylvania. More than half of these incidentsinvolve sexual touching (4.5%) compared to
penetration (2.0%). There issignificant variation by gender. A much higher percentage of

% 5ee questions G8 and G9
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femalesreportedthisthan males(e.g. 14.4% female undergraduates compared to 3.5% male
undergraduates). For females, there is also a difference between undergraduates (14.4%) and
graduate students (4.0%). Overall, TGQN students reported AAC as a tactic in higher
proportions.

Number of times assaulted. Table 4.2 contains estimates for the number of times that
students were victimized due to coercion or AAC. As noted above, victimization due to coercion
was very rare. Consequentlyitis difficult to note any significant multiple victimization patterns
for this type of tactic. Contact involving AACis more prevalentand does exhibitsignificant
percentages who are victimized more than once. For victims of sexual touching, almostas many
individuals were victimized once (2.5%) since entering University of Pennsylvaniawhen
compared to beingvictimized two or more times (2.0%). The pattern issimilarfor females
where the rates of AAC for female undergraduates who were victimized multiple times by
sexual touching (5.3%) are lowerthan those who were victimized a single time (6.2%). For
females, this pattern is also apparent, although to a lesserdegree, for contact involving
penetration (2.4% vs. 2.7%).

Victim Characteristics. Table 4.3 presents prevalence ratesfor AACby victim
characteristics: sexual orientation, ethnicity, race, disability status, marital status, and yearin
school.' The rates for males are very low and disaggregating by these characteristics stretches
the sample size. Perhaps as a consequence, there are very few significant differences for males.
The discussion below primarily concentrates on females.

For females, thereis a very large difference in prevalence rates between the two
categories of sexual orientation. For female undergraduates, non-heterosexuals have a rate of
24.9 percent and heterosexuals arate of 13.2 percent. There is a similar pattern for female
graduate (9.6% vs. 3.5%).

For all students, not just females, those that reported having a disability registered with
the university had a prevalence rate that was more than twice as high as those withouta
disability (13.0% vs. 5.6%). This pattern is apparent across genderand enrollment status
categories.

The rates by year in school are disaggregated by time frame (current year vs. since
entering University of Pennsylvania). Unlike the patterns for victimizationsinvolving physical
force and incapacitation, there is very little change in the current year risk of AAC victimization
by year of undergraduate enrollment. The rates are very similar between freshman and senior
year. The pattern is alsovery similarby year in school for graduate and professional students.

"Estimates for coercion by victim characteristics were not estimated because of the low prevalence of this type of
victimization.
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Patterns for undergraduates since entering University of Pennsylvania exhibit a steady
increase by year in school with a slight decrease from junior to senioryear, as would be
expected giventheincreasedtime period when victimization could have occurred. By senior
year, 15.7 percent of female undergraduates reported experiencing nonconsensual penetration
or sexual touching by AAC. This compares to 10.0 percent for freshman.

The prevalence of AAC victimization for these same characteristics for femalesis
presentedinTable 4.4 for the two types of behaviors (penetration, sexual touching). Overall,
the patterns are very similaracross the two behaviors. Significant differences are observed for
both behaviors by categories of sexual orientation, race and marital status. The pattern for
current year rates by yearinschool is similar by behavior. For penetration there seemsto be a
decline from freshman year (3.6%) until senioryear (2.0%). For sexual touching, there isalso a
steady decline goingfrom 7.4 percent freshmanyear to 5.1 percent senioryear.

What is the total experience with nonconsensualsexual contact measured by the AAU
survey? To assess the overall risk of nonconsensual sexual contact, prevalence measures were
estimated that combine the two behaviors that constitute sexual contact (penetrationand
sexual touching) and the four tactics discussed above (physical or threat of physical force;
incapacitation; coercion; AAC). We provide estimatesthat combine these behaviors and tactics
in several different ways.

We first presentrates that include two of the four tactics (i.e. physical force and
incapacitation) for the two behaviors (penetration and sexual touchingor kissing). To narrow
the definition further, estimates are presented forthose events that were completed; this
excludes attempts at forcible penetration which were not completed.

Some of the estimates providedin prior sections were for all studentsfor the time
period since entering University of Pennsylvania. This mixes students who have been at the
university for different periods of time and, therefore, are at risk of campus sexual assault or
misconduct for different periods of time. To largely standardize for the time period, and get an
overall picture of the risk for a student’s entire stay on the campus, estimates were also made
for seniors since entering University of Pennsylvania. This providesthe prevalence for the
period while attending University of Pennsylvania, which for many is a four-year period. 12

According to the survey, 18.5 percent of seniors experienced sexual contactinvolving
penetration or sexual touching involving physical force or incapacitation since entering
University of Pennsylvania(Table 4.8). Among seniorfemales 28.9 percent reported this type of
victimization. Amongsenior males, 8.2 percent reported thistype of victimizationsince

12The exception isthose that transferred to the college or university after their freshman year.
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entering University of Pennsylvania. There were not enough respondentsinthe TGQN group to
generate reliable estimates.

Among seniorfemales, 11.8 percent reported beinga victim of nonconsensual
penetrationinvolving physical force or incapacitation since first enrolling at University of
Pennsylvania.

The above estimates exclude attempted, but not completed, sexual contact. However,
attempted acts are also part of the legal definition of rape and sexual assault. They also have
beenincludedina number of differentstudies on victimization of college students. B The AAU
survey measured attempts of forcible penetration. If these are also included, the estimates
increase by approximately two percentage points (e.g., 30.7% for females).

The survey measured two additional tactics—coercion and AAC, which are violations of
the student conduct code. If we include these in an overall prevalence measure, the estimate
increasesto 24.1 percent of seniors who are victims of some type of nonconsensual sexual
contact since first enrolling at the university or college. Amongseniors 37.1 percent of females
and 11.2 percent of malesreport beinga victim of nonconsensual sexual contact at leastonce.

A second important summary measure is the prevalence during the 2014-2015
academic year. This is the most current measure of risk and might be seen as most relevant
when developing policies. The prevalence for the 2014-2015 year for all undergraduatesis 5.4
percent for completed acts of nonconsensual sexual contact involving physical force or
incapacitation (Table 4.9). Females have higherrates than males(8.3% for femalesvs. 2.1% for
males). Among females, 2.6 percent report being victims of completed penetrationinvolving
physical force or incapacitation. When adding in attempted, but not completed, acts of
penetration using physical force, 3.3 percent of femalesreport beingvictims of penetration
involving physical force or incapacitation.

Once includingall types of nonconsensual sexual contact measured on the survey, 7.4
percent of undergraduates reported beinga victim duringthe 2014 — 2015 academic year.
Females when compared to males are most likely to be a victim at leastonce (11.1% for
femalesvs. 3.1% for males).

How do the estimates compare with surveys of college students on sexualassault and
sexual misconduct? To better understand the implications of the above results, it is useful to
place them withinthe context of prior surveys on nonconsensual sexual contact. There are

13Koss, M. P., Gidycz, C.A.,and Wisniewski, N. (1987). “The Scope of Rape: Incidence and Prevalence of Sexual
Aggressionand Victimizationin a National Sample of Higher Education Students,” Journal of Counseling and
Clinical Psychology55:162-70; Krebs, etal, Ibid; Fisheretal, Ibid
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many differencesin methodology among the different campus climate surveys, including the
composition of the sample, the mode of survey administration, the response rate and, perhaps
most importantly, the definitions of nonconsensual activity. Nonetheless, the detailed
guestionsincluded onthe AAU survey allow making selected comparisons.

The College Sexual Assault study (CSA) ** was conducted with undergraduate students
attendingtwo large, publicuniversities. It wasa web survey and had a response rate of 42%.
While the question wording between the AAU survey and the CSA are not identical, theyare
similarwhen asking about penetrative and sexual touching behaviors and tactics, including
physical force and incapacitation.lSThe CSA study estimated rates using several different
definitions. Perhaps the most widely cited isthat 19.8 percent of female college seniors had
beenvictims of completed nonconsensual sexual contact involving physical force or
incapacitation since enteringcollege (“1in 5”). A 95% confidence interval around this estimate
is 17.8 percentto 21.8 percent.16The estimate for the AAU surveyis 28.9 percent, with a
confidence interval of 25.3 percent to 32.5 percent. The estimatesfor penetration by force and
incapacitation are not statistically different (11.8% for University of Pennsylvaniaand 14.3% for
CSA).

NOTE: TABLE 4.5 IS NOT DISCUSSED

3.5 Frequency and Nature of Sexual Harassment, Intimate Partner
Violence, and Stalking

The surveyincluded measures of three other forms of sexual misconduct: 1) sexual
harassment, 2) stalkingand 3) intimate partner violence. This sectionreviews the prevalence,
incidence and characteristics associated with each of these behaviors.

Sexual harassment. Harassment was defined as a series of behaviors that interfered
with the victim’s academic or professional performances, limited the victim’s ability to
participate in an academic program, or created an intimidating, hostile or offensive social,
academic or work environment. This definitionisinline with campus policies, as well as those
of the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission’s definition regarding “hostile environment”

YKrebs, C.and Lindquist, C. (2014) “Setting the Record Straight on ‘1 in 5’”. http://time.com/3633903 /campus-
rape-1-in-5-sexual-assault-setting-record-straight/; see also Krebs, C., Lindquist, C.H., Warner, T.D., Fisher, B.S.
andS.Martin(2007) The Campus Sexual Assault (CSA) Study. Report of project awarded by the National Institute
of Justice, Award 2004-WG-BX-0010. https://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles1/nij/grants/221153.pdf.

>The AAU survey was based, inpart, on the CSA.

®The standard error of the estimateis 1 percent. Data obtained via personal communication from Christopher
Krebs.
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and the US Department of Education.”’ The specificbehaviors referenced were taken from
several differentscales measuring harassment*®:

e made sexual remarks or told jokes or stories that was insulting or offensive toyou?

e made inappropriate or offensive comments about your or someone else’s body,
appearance or sexual activities?

e said crude or gross sexual things to you or tried to get you to talk about sexual
matters when you didn’t want to?

e emailed, texted, tweeted, phoned, orinstant messaged offensive sexual remarks,
jokes, stories, pictures or videos to you that you didn’t want?

e continuedto ask you to go out, get dinner, have drinks or have sex eventhough you
said, “No”?

Table 5.1a presents prevalence rates for victims of sexual harassment and
characteristics of both the offenders and the victim. The table providesan overall estimate of
prevalence, the specificbehaviorthat occurred, number of times it occurred during the current
academic year, the numberof offendersinvolved, the association between the offenderand
the university, and the relationship between the offenderand the victim.

Overall, 47.8 percentof studentsindicated that they have beenthe victims of sexual
harassment. Female undergraduates report this most often (67.3%), followed by male
undergraduates and female graduate students (50.1% and 42.4%, respectively), and lastly by
male graduate students(32.0%). Overall, a much larger proportion of TGQN studentsindicate
that they have been sexually harassed while a studentat University of Pennsylvania.

The most common behavior cited was making inappropriate comments about their
body, appearance or sexual behavior(38.7%); followed by making sexual remarks, or insulting
or offensive jokes orstories (29.5%). Overall, TGQN students reported inappropriate comments
about their body, appearance or sexual behaviorand sexual remarks, or insulting or offensive
jokes or storiesin higher proportionsthan other groups.

Students reporting harassment were asked how many times this has occurred inthe in
the last year. Approximately 81 (80.7%) percent of those who said they were subjectto
harassment said that it had happenedin the last academic year. Most of these victims (59.3%)

YFor the EEOC definition, see http://www.eeoc.gov/laws/types/sexual_harassment.cfm. For the Department of
Education definition, see http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/ocrshpam.html# tla.

®For example, see Leskinen, E.A., & Cortina, L.M. (2014) Dimensions of disrespect: Mapping and measuring gender
harassmentin organizations. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 38(1), 107-123.
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said that it had happened more than once duringthe last year. Female graduate students were
less likely to report that harassment occurred in the last year than female undergraduates
(75.5%% for female graduate studentsvs. 82.1% for female undergraduate students).

The offender’s affiliation to the university was most often described as a student
(89.9%). This was more common among undergraduate students (96.7% of female
undergraduates and 95.6% of male undergraduates) than among graduate students(78.0
percent female graduate students and 86.2% male graduate students). Graduate students
more oftenidentified the offenderasa faculty member(22.5% of female graduate students
and 13.4% of male graduate studentsvs 4.5% of female undergraduatesand 2.8% of male
undergraduates). Female graduate students were more like to identify the offenderas other
member of the university staff or administration (9.5% of female graduate students vs. 6.6% of
male graduate students, 3.7% of female undergraduates and 4.2% of male undergraduates).
Identifyingthe offenderasa person affiliated with a university program, such, as an internship
or study abroad, was reported more often by graduate students, but only among female
victims. Overall, TGQN studentsidentified the offender most often as a student, followed by
faculty, and then person not affiliated with the university.

The most common response describingthe relationship of the offenderto thevictimisa
friend or acquaintance (74.0%), followed by a stranger (33.9%). Graduate students more
frequentlyidentified the relationship of the offenderto the victim as teacher or advisor (17.0%
of female graduate studentsand 8.2% of male graduate studentsvs. 3.7% of female
undergraduates and 2.6% of male undergraduates) or a co-worker, boss or supervisor(15.2% of
female graduate studentsand 11.6% of male graduate studentsvs. 2.5% of female
undergraduates and 2.3% of male undergraduates). TGQN students were most likely to
describe the relationship of the offenderto the victimis a stranger, followed by a friend or
acquaintance.

Undergraduate students more oftenidentified theirrelationship to the offenderas
someone they had dated or had an intimate relationship with (12.5% of female undergraduates
and 5.2% of male undergraduatesvs. 3.6% of female graduate studentsand 2.5% of male
graduate students) or a friend or acquaintance (75.6% of female undergraduatesand 82.7% of
male undergraduates vs. 64.6% of female graduate studentsand 74.4% of male graduate
students).

Intimate partner violence. Table 5.2a providessimilardata for intimate partner violence
(IPV). The IPV section was intended to capture violence associated with relationships that
would not be captured in the sexual violence section (section G). Thissection was administered
to anyone who saidthey had beenin any partnered relationship since enrollingin college
(Question A13):
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Partneredrelationshipsinclude:

e casual relationship or hook-up
e steady or seriousrelationship
e marriage, civilunion, domestic partnership or cohabitation

The question wordingfor the IPV items (Section F of the questionnaire) isacombination
of wording used in the University of New Hampshire 2012 survey as citedin the White House
Task Force Report and the National Intimate Partner and Sexual Violence Survey (NISVS)
conducted by the Centers of Disease Control and Prevention. ™ To be classified asa victim,
respondents had to say that a partner had done one of the following:

e controlledor tried to control you? Examples could be when someone:
e keptyou from goingto classes or pursuingyour educational goals
e didnotallowyou to see or talk with friends or family
e made decisionsforyou such as, where you go or what you wear or eat
e threatenedto “out” you to others
e threatenedto physically harm you, someoneyou love, or themselves?
e usedany kind of physical force against you? Examples could be whensomeone
— bent your fingers or bit you
— choked, slapped, punched or kicked you
— hit you with something other than a fist
— attacked you with a weapon, or otherwise physically hurtor injured you

IPV was experienced by 7.1 percent of the student population who had beenin a
partnered relationship. This was reported most often by female undergraduates (9.7 percent),
followed by male undergraduates and male graduate students (9.2% and 5.3%, respectively),
and lastly by female graduate students (4.9%). Overall, a higher proportion of TGQN students
were victims of intimate partner violence. The most common behaviorwas controlling or trying
to control the victim (4.4%); followed by threateningto harm the victim, family or themselves

Modified from Black, M.C., Basile, K.C., Breiding, M.J., Smith, S.G., Walters, M.L., Merrick, M.T., Chen, J., &
Stevens, M.R.(2011). The National Intimate Partner and SexualViolence Survey (NISVS): 2010 summary report.
Atlanta, GA: National Center for Injury Prevention and Control, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention
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(2.9%) and using physical force (2.8%). Approximately 41.3 percent of victims reported that the
incident occurred multiple times since the beginning of the 2014 school year.

Stalking. Stalkingwas based on definitionsand behaviors usedin the NISVS, the
National Crime Victimization Survey and the National Violence Against Women’s Survey.20
Respondents were asked whethersomeone:

e made unwanted phone calls, sent emails, voice, text or instant messages, or posted
messages, pictures or videos on social networkingsitesin a way that made you
afraid for your personal safety

e showedup somewhere or waited for you when you did not want that person to be
there in a way that made you afraid for your personal safety

e spiedon, watched or followedyou eitherin personor usingdevices or software in a
way that made you afraid for your personal safety

To be considered stalking, the respondent had to additionally say that these behaviors,
eithersingly orin combination, occurred more than once and was done by the same person.

Approximately three percent(3.1%) of students reported that they had been the victims
of stalking while attending the University of Pennsylvania(Table 5.3a). Female undergraduates
reported being victims of stalking most often at 6.2 percent, followed by graduate females at
3.3 percent, and male students roughly between 1 and 2 percent (2% male undergraduates and
0.9% male graduate students). Amongthe victims, approximately 71.0 reported that an
incident occurred withinthe last year. More than one-half of students (59.5%) reportedthat
withinthe lastyear they were stalked multiple times.

Most often, the offender’s affiliation to the university was described as a student
(61.4%), particularlyamong female undergraduate students (74.0% female undergraduates vs.

59.8% male undergraduates, 49.1% of graduate female students, and 35.6% of male graduate
students).

In describingthe relationship of the offenderto the victim, students most often
indicated that it was a friend or acquaintance (42.4%), followed by a stranger (28.1%), and
someone they had dated or were intimate with (25.1%). Female undergraduates were
particularly likely to indicate that the offenderwas a friend or acquaintance (49.3% of female

*% Blacketal, Ibid; Catalano, S. (2012). Stalking victims in the Unites States--revised. (NCJ 224527).
Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Bureau of Justice Statistics; Tjaden, P.,
& Thoennes, N. (1998). Stalking in America: Findings formthe National Violence Against Women Survey. (NCJ
172837). Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice, National Institute of Justice and U.S. Department of
Health and Human Services, Centers for Disease Controland Prevention.
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undergraduates vs. 35.2% of male undergraduates, 35.7% of female graduate students and
35.6% of male graduate students).

Table 5.4 presents the prevalence of sexual harassment, intimate partner violence, and
stalking by the characteristics of the victim. For all of these types of sexual misconduct, non-
heterosexual students report having been victimized more often than heterosexual youth
(64.6% vs. 45.4% for sexual harassment, 14.2% vs. 6.2% for intimate partner violence, and 6.7%
vs 2.7% for stalking).

NOTE: TABLES 5.1b through 5.3b ARE NOT DISCUSSED
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Appendix 1. Instrument Development

Al.1 Survey Design Teams and Questionnaire Development

The survey development process was a collaboration between the Westat and AAU
Survey Design Teams. The Westat team was co-chaired by Co-Principal Investigators, Dr. David
Cantor, Senior Statistical Fellow at Westat and research professor at the Joint Program for
Survey Methodology, and Dr. Bonnie Fisher, Professor, School of Criminal Justice, University of
Cincinnati. The AAU Survey Design Team was chaired by Dr. Sandy Martin, Professorand
Associate Chair for Research, Department of Maternal and Child Health, University of North
Carolina, Chapel Hill. They were joined by a multi-disciplinary group of university professors
and administrators from participating IHEs with expertise in survey design and methodology
and issuesrelated to sexual assaultand misconduct on campus. The members of the AAU
Survey Design Team are presentedin Table Al-1.

To start the survey design process, in October 2014, the Westat team reviewed Not
Alone: The First Report of the White House Task Force to Protect Students from Sexual Assault
which included recommendations on using campus climate surveysto document the problem
of sexual assaulton college campuses. The team also systematically reviewed decades of
research literature on how to measure sexual misconductand sexual victimizationina student
population (e.g., Koss et al., 1987; Koss, et al., 2007; Fisher and May, 2009; Kilpatrick et al.,
2007; Krebsetal., 2009). In addition,the team reviewed proceduresand surveys developed by
other IHEs (e.g., Rutgers University, University of Oregon, Massachusetts Institute of
Technology, Columbia University). The team drew on other victimization surveys such as
National Intimate Partner and Sexual Violence Survey (NISVS), National Crime Victimization
Survey (NCVS), NCVS Supplemental Victimization Survey on Stalking (SVS), and the Campus
Safety and Security Survey. Finallythe team drew from scales that measured specificattitudes
and behaviors such as harassment and bystander intervention. The final survey provides the
source material that was used for each of the major sections.

In early November 2014, the AAU Survey Design Team was formed and started working
on the survey development process. The first meeting, conducted via conference call, set the
stage for the frequentand ongoing meetings needed to develop the survey. During the initial
instrument development phase, from November 2014 to January 2015, the team had weekly
conference calls. In February 2015, when final revisions were being made to the survey, the
team met every other week. Meetingslasted, on average, two hours. In between formal
meetings, team members were in frequent, sometimes daily, contact to provide technical
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expertise on survey design, review survey drafts and provide feedback, and resolve issues
raised during meetings.

During these meetings, the AAU Survey Design Team members discussed at length
conceptual and methodological issues underlying the measurement of sexual misconduct,
sexual victimization and campus climate constructs. Team members made final decisionson
how to define campus climate (e.g., nature and scope) and the types of victimization that would
be covered, question wording, response set wording, and ordering of topics. All decisionswere
made with the goal of keepingthe time to complete the survey to between 15 and 20 minutes.

Surveyitems and topics were submitted by both the Westat team and the AAU Survey

Design Team and considered as part of the multi-step, iterative processto develop the final
instrument.

The Design Team members provided information on the overall structure and constructs
includedinthe survey, as well as the survey question, ordering of questions and sections, and
other details. Theyalso served as consultants at theirrespective universities who provided
feedback to the entire group through theiruniversity liaisons; thus the survey was informed by
a much widergroup than the Design Team. In addition, some members of the Design Team
assisted by pre-testingaspects of the draft survey with students at theirrespective universities.

Throughout this process, the team received more than 700 comments about the survey
for consideration. Each comment was reviewed individually and a decision was made about
how best to handle each one withinput from the AAU Survey Design Team. Disagreements
were resolved by consensus.
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Table A1-1. The AAU Survey Design Team

Melanie Boyd

Yale University
Assistant Dean of Student Affairs and Director of Office of Gender and
Campus Culture

Russell Carey

Brown University
Executive Vice President for Planning and Policy

Melissa A. Clark

Brown University

Professor of Epidemiology and Obstetrics and Gynecology;
Associate Director, Center for Population and Health and Clinical
Epidemiology

Nancy Deutsch

University of Virginia
Associate Professor

MarneK. Einarson

Cornell University
Assistant Director, Office Institutional Research & Planning

Lily Guillot Svensen

Yale University
Research Analyst for the Office of Institutional Research;
member of Yale’s Title IX Steering Committee

Debra Kalmuss

Columbia University
Professor, Population and Family Health, Mailman School of Public Health

David Laibson

Harvard University
Robert |. Goldman Professor of Economics

Sandra Martin

University of North Carolina, Chapel Hill (Chair of Survey Design Team)
Department of Maternal and Child Health, Gillings School of Global Public
Health

Stephen Minicucci

Consortium on Financing Higher Education (COFHE)
Director of Research

Christina Morell

University of Virginia
Associate Vice President for Student Affairs

Lindsay Orchowski

Brown University
Assistant Professor of Psychiatry and Human Behavior (Research)

Jagruti “Jag” Patel

MIT
Associate Director of Institutional Research

Nora Cate Schaeffer

University of Wisconsin-Madison
Sewell Bascom Professor of Sociology
Faculty Director, University of Wisconsin Survey Center

Sarah Schultz Robinson

University of Virginia
Institutional Assessment Office

Stephanie S. Spangler

Yale University
Deputy Provost for Health Affairs and Academic Integrity
Clinical Professor of Obstetrics and Gynecology
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Al.2 Student Input

The team received feedback from studentsin three ways. One was from cognitive
interviews with students currently attending colleges or universities. Thiswas completedin
two different locations with approximately 35 students. Second, the instrumentwas
administered to students at two differentIHEs. After the instrumentwas administered, the
students were asked for feedback on the items. Commentswere received from approximately
60 students. Third, a focus groups with 13 students was conducted at one IHE.

The feedback from these activitiesincluded a wide range of comments on both the
content and wording of the questions. For example, the cognitive interviews pointed to
guestions where the definitions and instructions were not clear or not beingread. The Design
Team modified these questionstoincorporate the definitionsintothe stem of the questionto
increase the likelihood they would be seen by the respondent. Another example comes from
feedbackreceived by students who were administered the survey. They provided feedback on
the wording of the question asking for the gender and sexual orientation of the students. The
categoriesto these items were modified to account for a widerrange of options.

Al.3 Survey Content and Sources

Topics used inthe surveyinstrument cover domains outlined by the AAU inresponse to
the requests of the Presidents/Chancellors. These topics were splitinto several basic categories
— 1) direct personal experience with sexual assault and sexual misconduct, 2) campus climate,
3) school resources and 4) student characteristics. This sectiondescribesthe development of
these items, as well as those topics that were considered but not included on the survey
instrument.

Personal Experience: Nonconsensual Sexual Contact

Priority was givento collectingnonconsensual sexual contact by four types of tactics: 1)
physical force, 2) incapacitation, 3) coercion and 4) absence of affirmative consent. The Design
team wanted to collectinformationto: (1) estimate the prevalence and incidence of sexual
assault and sexual misconduct experienced by university students (undergraduate, graduate
and professional) on each participating campus, and (2) identify characteristics of these
experiences (e.g., location, offender characteristics). The term “incident” was usedin the survey
asitis definedinthe White House Task Force Report — meaningthe numberof timesa
particular type of sexual assault or sexual misconduct occurred over a period of time.

These questions defined sexual contact as two behaviors—penetration and sexual
touching. Penetrationincludes both sexual penetration of someone’svaginaor anus by a
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finger, penis, or object and oral sex by a mouth or tongue on someone’s genitals. Sexual
touching includes kissing, touching someone’s breast, chest, crotch, groin or buttocks, or

grabbing, groping or rubbing against the otherin a sexual way, evenif the touching is over the
other’s clothes.

To estimate the incidence and prevalence of nonconsensual sexual contact by each
combination of behavior (penetration, sexual touching) and tactic (physical force,
incapacitation, coercion, absence of affirmative consent), it was necessary to ask about each
combination of behaviorand tactics. The Design Committee feltitwas important to distinguish
betweenincidentsthatdiffered by the differenttypes of tactics.

Tactics Involving Physical force and Incapacitation. Five questionnaire items were
developedthatseparated the differenttypes of sexual contact for these two tactics. Physical
force/attempted physical force includes someone being help down with his or her body weight,

arms beingpinned down, being hit or kicked, or a the use or threat of a weapon being used.
Incapacitated refersto being unable to consent or stop what was happeningdue to being
passed out, asleep, or incapacitated due to drugs or alcohol.

These tactics were considered the most serious type of tactic and constitute the primary
measures used on several other surveys (e.g., Krebs, et al 2009). Asnoted above, the questions
distinguished between different combinations of these tactics and the two types of sexual
contact, including:

- Nonconsensual completed penetration that occurred as a result of physical force
or attempted forced,

- Nonconsensual attempts but not completed, penetration as a result of physical
force or attempted force,

- Nonconsensual completed penetration that occurred as a result of incapacitation

- Nonconsensual completed sexual touchingthat occurred as a result of physical
force

- Nonconsensual completed sexual touchingthat occurred as a result of
incapacitation

The Design Team examined different definitions and ways to operationalize these types
of incidents, includinglooking at questions from scholarly sources. There are two approaches
advocated by researchers using behavior-specificquestions. The first approach developed by
Koss and colleagues (2007), is structured so that for each of the behaviora series of follow-up
statements describing specifictactics are asked. The second approach puts both type of
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behaviorand tactic in the same question (Krebs etal, 2009). Thereis no published empirical
findings to make an evidence-informed choice about which of the two approaches produces a
more valid and reliable measure. Afterdiscussionsamong members of the Design Team, the
latter approach was selected to use because ittakes up less questionnaire space and it has
been successfully usedin prior sexual victimization among college students research (e.g., Krebs
etal.,2009). Asaresult, the Design Team developed five screen questions. Each screen
guestion provided both a definitionand examples of the behaviorand use of one of the two
tactics.

Coercion and Absence of Affirmative Consent. Coercionwas intended to capture non-
consensual sexual contact involving threats of serious non-physical harm or promising rewards
such that the studentfelts/he must comply. This tactic was intended to capture behaviors that
were violations of the student’s personal or civil rights. It complementedtheitemsasked in
another section of the questionnaire on sexual harassment by focusing on nonconsensual
sexual contact as opposed to verbal or other harassing behaviors.

Several members of the Design Team suggestedincluding questionsthat captured the
emerging school conduct codes related to the absence of affirmative consentas a fourth tactic.
According to research conducted the team members, seven out of the eightuniversities
represented on the AAU Survey Design Team posted definitions of affirmative consentintheir
University’s student conduct code, Title IX office materials, or otherformal channels. All eight
of the Ivy League, and the majority of the Consortium on Financing Higher Education (COFHE)
(29 out of 30), and AAU (49 out of 62) universities also have posted definitions consistent with
this tactic. Therefore, inclusion of the absence of affirmative consentin the questionnaire
seemedto be the best means to estimate the prevalence and incidence of nonconsensual
penetration and sexual touching among students at the participating universities.

Collecting Details about the incidents. There was a strong desire by members of the
designteam to collect both incidence (number of times) and prevalence measures. Prior
studies have primarily concentrated on prevalence. Inaddition to the team wanted to generate
estimatesthat covered two different time periods. One would be the time since the student
was enrolled at the IHE. The second was overthe current academicyear.

To measure the timing and incidence of each type of nonconsensual sexual contact, a
series of follow-up questions were developed to count the number of incidents and to place
each incidentwith a particular year. Thisseriesfollowed up each yes response to the initial
screeningitems asking about the occurrence of a specificcombination of behaviorand tactic.
The follow-ups consisted of first asking how many times this type of incident occurred. For
each incidentthe respondent was asked which year it occurred and whetherthe incident had
already beenreportedin response to an earlierquestion. The latter was used to unduplicate
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events where the respondentreported more than one tactic. This structure allowed analyststo
form prevalence and incidence rates for eitherthe time period since enrolled, as well as the
current academic year.

Once counting all incidents reported during the screening, more details were collected
about each type of incident. The follow-upitems differed dependingonthe type of
nonconsensual sexual contact that was reported: (1) tactics involving physical force or
incapacitation (DIF1), and (2) tactics involving coercion and AAC(DIF2)

The DIF1 was administered up to two times for four incident types with the following
priority: (1) forcible and/or attempted nonconsensual penetration, (2) penetration due to
incapacitation, (3) forcible sexual touching, and (4) sexual touching due to incapacitation. If, for
example, a respondentreportedincidentsthat fell intothe types1, 2 and 4, the DIF1 was
administered fortypes 1 and 2. For DIF2, the priority was: (1) penetrationand/or sexual
touching by coercion, and (2) penetration and/or sexual touching without affirmative consent.

A range of information about an incidentis asked in the follow-up questions to
understand the context of sexual assault. Based on extensive discussions within the Design
Team, the content of the follow-up questionsusedin DIF1 includes:time of occurrence (year
and semester; during an academic break of recess); location of incident (on or off campus,
specificlocation; perpetrator characteristics (number of offenders, gender of offender, type of
nonconsensual or unwanted behavior, offenderaffiliation with school, relationship to victim),
context prior to incident; respondent’s voluntarily consumption of alcohol or drugs prior to
incident, respondent’s use of alcohol or drugs without their knowledge or consent prior to
incident, offender’s use of alcohol or drugs prior to incident, disclosure and reporting actions;
reasons for not disclosingor reporting; use and assessmentof campus or local services; and
outcomes (e.g., physical injuries, pregnancy, and physical and psychosomatic symptoms).

Similar, but less detailed, information was collected for DIF2. The content of the follow-
up questions usedin the Sexual Misconduct DIF includes: perpetratorcharacteristics (number
of offenders, gender of offender, type of nonconsensual or unwanted behavior, offender
affiliation with school, relationship tovictim).

Personal Experience: Sexual Harassment, Intimate Partner Violence and Stalking

The other measures of sexual assault and sexual misconduct collected were sexual
harassment, intimate partner violence (IPV), and stalking.
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To meetthe legal definition of harassment there are two criteria. First, as perthe US
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC)*' and Department of Education?, the
behaviorhas to create a ‘hostile or offensive work or academic environment’. To measure
these behaviors, the Design Team proposed using portions of the Leskinan and Kortina (2014)
scale representing each of the major dimensions, with a few additional behaviorsthat are not
covered by the scale. Afterdiscussionsamong the members of the Design Team, it was decided
that questions on sexual harassment include the following behaviors: (1) made sexual remarks
or told jokes or stories that were insulting or offensive to the victim; (2) made inappropriate or
offensive comments about the victim or someone else’s body, appearance or sexual activities;
(3) said crude or gross sexual things to the victim or tried to get the victim talk about sexual
matters when she/he didn’t want to; (4) emailed, texted, tweeted, phoned, orinstant
messaged offensive sexual remarks, jokes, stories, pictures, or videos to the victim that she/he
didn’twant; and (5) continued to ask the victim to go out, get dinner, have drinks or have sex
eventhough the victimsaid “no”.

A second questionis how to use these itemswhen operationalizing the EEOC concept of
‘hostile work environment’. According to legal definitions, to meetthis standard, the behavior
has to be either ‘frequentor severe’. Most of the prior studies do this by asking whethera
behavioroccurring a specificnumber of times (e.g., 2014 MIT Community Attitudes on Sexual
AssaultSurvey). Other campus climate surveys do not measure frequency and it is not clear
how one can determine when somethingrisesto a “hostile work environment”. After multiple
rounds of discussions withthe Design Team, it was decided to provide an introduction at the
beginning of the section which defines sexual harassmentas somethingthat interfered with the
victim’s academic or professional performances, limited the victim’s ability to participate in an
academic program, or created an intimidating, hostile or offensive social, academicor work
environment. This definitionis morein line with campus life and policies as well as the EEOC's
definitionregarding “hostile environment” and the US Department of Education.?

! (http://www.eeoc.gov/laws/types/sexual harassment.cfm)

2 (http://www2.ed.gov/about/offices/list/ocr/docs/ocrshpam.html#_tia)

3 A federal law, Title IX of the Education Amendments 0f 1972 (Title 1X), prohibits discrimination on the basis of
sex, including sexual harassment, in education programs and activities. All public and private education institutions
that receive any federal funds must comply with Title IX. Title IX protects students fromharassmentconnectedto
any ofthe academic, educational, extracurricular, athletic, and other programs or activities of schools, regardless of
the location. Title IX protects bothmale and female students fromsexual harassment by any schoolemployee,
anotherstudent, oranon-employee third party.
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The question wordingfor IPV is a combination of the University of New Hampshire 2012
survey as citedin the White House document and the National Intimate Partner and Sexual
Violence Survey (NISVS) conducted by the Centers of Disease Control and Prevention (Black et
al., 2011).- The Design Team decided that these questions should only be asked of individuals
who are currently in, or have beenin, a partnered relationship. To determine this, the team
developed adefinition of partnered relationship to capture various forms of relationships for
college students, including casual relationships or hook-ups, steady or serious relationships and
marriage, civil union, domestic partnerships or cohabitations. This question was asked in the
demographic section. Onlythose that said they were ina relationship were asked the IPV
questions.

Stalking was defined as repetitive behaviorthat caused fear in a reasonable person.
Fear is the criterionthat distinguishes sexual harassment from stalking (Catalano, 2012; Logan,
2010). The Design Team had discussions on what level of fear needed to be written into the
qguestion. The team eventually decided to use the criteria of fear for personal safety. Three
repeated pursuit behaviors associated with stalking are usedin the questionnaire, including (1)
made unwanted phone calls, sent emails, voice, text, or instant messages, or posted messages,
pictures or videos on social networkingsites; (2) showed up somewhere or waited for the
victimwhen she/he didn’t want that person to be there; and (3) having been spied on, watched
or followed the victim, eitherin person or using devices or software. The use of new
technologies forstalkingis considered as the third tactic, for example, smartphone. This tactic is
the third most frequently occurring stalking behaviorin NISVS (39% for women and 31% for
men). %)(Black et al., 2011). Itis also the third most frequently occurring behavior experienced
by stalking victimsin NCVS (34.4%; Catalano, 2012).

The same set of follow-up questions are asked for sexual harassment, IPV, and
stalking. These questionsinclude asking about: (1) the offender characteristics, including
number of offenders, numberof incidents, association with university, and relationship to the
victim; (2) disclosure and to whom; and (3) use and assessment of campus-sponsored
programs. The follow-up questions ask forthe time period (e.g., Fall of 2013-Summer of 2014)
of the most recent contact. For those who have not contacted any programs, the follow-up
guestion asks for the reasons for not contacting the program.

Campus Climate Measures

At the beginning of questionnaire development, alist of topics and questions were
drawn from five existing surveys which measured campus climate—the Rutgers Campus
Climate Survey, the MIT Community Attitudes on Sexual Assault survey, the University of
Oregon Sexual Violence and Institutional Behavior Campus Survey, the White House survey,
and the Campus Sexual Assault Study—and circulated among members of the Design Team. The
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listincludes topics on campus community attitudes toward each other, university effortson
informing students about sexual assault and sexual misconduct, perception of community
safety, knowledge and use of police and resources, perceptions of leadership, policiesand
reporting, prevention training, and bystander intervention. Each member of the Design Team
reviewedthe listand selected a number of topics to prioritize given that the length of the
survey would be 15-20 minutes.

Further discussions withinthe Design Team narrowed down the number of topics on
campus climate to the followingfive constructs: (1) perception regarding risk of sexual assault
or sexual misconduct; (2) knowledge and perceptions about resources relatingto sexual assault
or sexual misconduct; (3) prevention trainings related to sexual assault or sexual misconductfor
new students; (4) perceptionsof responsesto reporting sexual assault or sexual misconduct;
and (5) bystander intervention upon suspecting or witnessing sexual assault or sexual
misconduct.

Two types of questionsonrisk perceptions were administered. One asked about the
likelihood of beinga victim of sexual assault or misconduct eitheron campus or at a university-
affiliated event off campus. The second asked students ‘how problematic’ they thought sexual
assault and misconduct was at the IHE.

Students were asked about their awareness of the services and resources offered by the
university forthose who are affected by sexual assault and sexual misconduct. These questions
ask about knowledge of the definition of sexual assaultand sexual misconduct at the IHE;
where to get help at the universityif the student or a friend experienced sexual assault or
sexual misconduct; where to make a report of sexual assault or sexual misconductat the
university; and what happens when a studentreports an incident of sexual assault or sexual
misconduct at the university.

First-yearundergraduate and graduate/professional students and transfer students
were asked two questionsabout the trainingor sessionsrelated to sexual assaultand sexual
misconducts during theirorientations and the helpfulness of these.

Additionally, all students were asked about their perceptions of what might happen if
someone were to report a sexual assault or sexual misconduct. Students’ were asked to assess
the likelihood of seven different scenarios ranging from student supporting the person making
the report to retaliation against the person making the report to different actions by university
officials (e.g., taking report seriously, protecting safety of the person making the report, taking
against action the offender(s), takingaction to address factors that may have led to incident).

Two separate questions were proposed originally— one measured how the university
respondsto reportingand the other measured how students respond to reporting. Per
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comments from members of the designteam, the two constructs were combined usingthe
guestions from the Higher Education Data Sharing Consortium HEDS Sexual Assault Campus
Climate Survey.

Members of the Design team suggested questions measuring bystander behaviorsand
interventions that were adapted from Banyard et al.’s (2005, 2014,) work and the Rutgers’
Campus Climate Survey. Respondentswere asked if they had everexperienced three specific
situationssince beinga studentat the IHE (e.g., seena drunken person heading off to what
looked like a sexual encounter). If they had experienced the situation, they were asked what
specificaction, if any, they did. Actions ranged from did nothingto directlyintervene toseek
help.

School Resources

These items assessed student familiarity with University-specificand off-campus local
resources and procedures related to sexual assault or sexual misconduct. Five University-
specificquestions were created to measure the followingaspects: (1) school of enrollment (full
name of schools or colleges withina particular university, e.g., Liberal Arts College, School of
Engineering, School of PublicHealth); (2) participation in student organizations; (3) student
living situation; and (4) awareness of on-and off-campus services resources related to sexual
assault and sexual misconduct offered to students. Response options for these questions were
customizedto include the name of programs and services provided at each of the participating
IHE. The same setof response options were used when asking students’ knowledge of and
assessmentof usefulness of resources for and reporting behaviors of sexual harassment,
stalking, IPV;these response also were used in the follow-ups forincidents of nonconsensual
sexual contact involving physical force or incapacitation (DIF1).

Student Characteristics

Questions asking about the students’ demographics are posed at the beginning of the
survey. Background information was collected on age, current student affiliation
(undergraduate, graduate, professional), class year, race, Hispanic or Latino origin, resident
status, genderidentity, sexual orientation, relationship status and registered disability. Some of
the information was usedin weighting procedure, such as age and class year in school. Other
demographicinformation was used to assess incidence and prevalence of sexual assault and
sexual misconduct among studentsin a particular university fora particular demographic group
(e.g., affiliation, genderidentify, sexual orientation). A question asking about involvementin
partnered relationships (casual or hookup, steady or serious, marriage, civil union, domestic
partnership or cohabitation) also was included;itwas used to screen students who have been
in any partnered relationship since beinga studentat university intothe IPV questions.
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Design Team members had multiple rounds of discussions on how to ask for sexual
orientation and genderidentity questions. These two questions were tested with student
feedback. Response options usedin the questionnaire take into consideration of existing
research on gender and sexual identity, suggestions from the Design Team, and findings from
the pilotstudies on student feedback.

Topics Discussed but not Included in the Final Instrument

During the questionnaire development, some topics were discussed but dropped from
the instrumentdue to concerns about the length of the survey. There were discussions on
whetherRape Myth Acceptance questions (e.g.see the Illinois Rape Myth Acceptance Scale)
should be includedin measuring attitudes and views toward sexual assault and sexual
misconduct on campus. Members of the Design Team expressed different opinions on this
issue—some were in favor of rape myth questions, while othersthoughtthey are not very
useful orvalid. During the discussions, an alternative set of questions that measured students’
perceptionrelatedto risks was proposed. Members of the Design Team reviewed both sets of
guestions and most of them favored the alternative to the rape myth acceptance questions.

Two other topics were discussed but dropped from the instrument. Several researchers
on the Design Team proposed adding questions on perpetration. A review of Krebs et al. (2009)
found that the frequency was so small that they were not analyzed. Similarly, the 2014 MIT
Community Attitudes on Sexual Assault Survey, which had an extensive section on perpetration,
found that only 1.9% of the respondents reported ‘unwanted sexual behavior’ with 2.9% saying
they were unsure. Giventhe limited space available to add questionsto the surveyinstrument
it was decided these were not high enough priority to include.

A second request was to ask questionson being pressured to have sexual contact, such
as verbal or other types of non-physical pressure. Thiscame from some of the student
feedback, as well as several Design Team members. The main argument to include this was to
provide students a way to report behavior they see as problematic. The consensus was to not
include thisin the final instrumentbecause they were seenas behaviorsthat could not be
directly addressed by policymakers within the university. In addition, it was thought that the
guestions on the absence of affirmative consent overlapped with this type of tactic.
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Al.4 The Instrument: The Campus Climate Survey on Sexual Assault
and Sexual Misconduct

Survey Flow and Logic

The survey has a core setof 53 questions that are asked of every respondent. Additional
guestionsare administeredif respondentsreport beingvictimized. For Harassment, Stalking
and Intimate Partner Violence (Questionitems D, E and F), approximately 7 follow-up questions
are asked for each type of misconduct. These follow-up questions ask for information across all
reportedincidents for each form of victimization. For example, if someone was a victim of
Intimate Partner Violence by two different partners, the follow-up questions ask for
information across both partners.

There is more complicated logicfor the items covering sexual assault (G1-G5), coercion
(G6, G7) and lack of affirmative consent (G8, G9). Across these items, there are two types of
follow-up questions. First, there are follow-ups to each ‘yes’ response to questions G1 — G9
(Attachment 1). The purpose of these follow-upsisto count and date each of the incidents that
occurred. This is done by following each ‘yes’ response to an individual screenitem (G1 — G9)
with questions that ask for the number of times (Attachment 1: G[X]a**) and the school yearin
which the incident occurred (Attachment 1: G[X]b — G[X]c). To finalize the count, there are
additional follow-upsthatask if the incidentis part of another incident that was already
reported. If it had already been reported, the respondentis asked to indicate which other
incidentwas involved (Attachment 1: G[X]d, G[X]e).

After G1 — G9 were completed, a second type of follow up was used to collect details on
the victimization that was reported (Attachment 2). These follow-ups were divided into two
groups. One group is for the sexual assaultitems (G1-G5). If a respondentreported ‘yes’ to at
leastone of G1 — G5, a series of approximately 18 items were administered to collect the details
(Attachment 2; Items GA). These follow-ups are administered separately for G1-G2 (completed
and attempted penetration by physical force), G3 (sexual touching using physical force), G4
(penetration whenincapacitated) and G5 (sexual touching when incapacitated). Forexample, ifa
respondentreports a penetration by force (G1) and sexual touching by force (G3), these items
were administered twice, once foreach type.

As with the other types of victimization, these follow-up questions ask for a summary
across allincidents of each type. For example if the individual was a victim of sexual touching

24ux” goes from 1 to 9. For example, G[1]ais the follow-upto questionG1; G[2]ais the follow-upto question G2,

etc.



using physical force (G3) on two occasions, the items will ask for a summary across both
occasions. Up to 2 forms were administered for those individuals thatreported 2 or more types
of assaults. If more than two types of assaults were reported, then the top two were selected
using the followingorder: 1) G1-G2 (completed or attempted penetration with force), 2) G4
(penetration whenincapacitated), 3) G3 (sexual touching by force), and 4) G5 (sexual touching
by incapacitation).

The second group of follow-ups were administered for reports of coercion (G6, G7) and
lack of affirmative consent (G8, G9; Attachment 2: Section GC). If a respondentreports both
coercion and lack of affirmative consent, two forms were administered, one for each type.
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SECTION A — BACKGROUND

First, we’d like to ask you a few questions about your background.
Al. How old are you?

[DROP DOWN LIST]

Under 18

18-29, by single year

30+

[IF AGE =Under 18]

“We are sorry but the survey can only be completed by students who are at least 18 years old.
Thank you for your interestin our study. We appreciate your time.”

[EXIT SURVEY]

A2. Which of the following best describes your current student affiliation with
[University]?

Undergraduate [CONTINUE]
Graduate [GO TO A4]
Professional [GO TO A4]

[IF BLANK THEN GO TO A5]
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A3.

What is your class year in school? Answer on the basis of the number of credits you
have earned.

Freshman [GO TO A5]
Sophomore [GO TO A5]
Junior [GO TO A5]
Senior [GO TO A5]

[IF BLANK THEN GO TO A5]

A4.

What year are you in your program? Answer on the basis of the number of years
enrolledin the graduate or professional academic program.

1st year
2nd year
3rd year
4th year
5th year

6th year or higher

AS.

In which school at [University] are you enrolled? If you are enrolled in more than one
choose the school that you consider your primary affiliation (ex. most credits, college
of main advisor).

[UNIVERSITY SPECIFIC LIST]
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A6. In what year did you first enroll as a student at [University]?

[DROP DOWN LIST]

Prior to 1997

1997 — 2015 by single year

A7. Do you take all of your courses on-line?
Yes

No

A8. Are you Hispanic or Latino?

Yes

No

A9. Select one or more of the following races that best describes you: (Mark all that apply)
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Black or African American
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific Islander

White

A10. Are you a UScitizen or permanent resident?
Yes

No
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A11.” Which best describes your gender identity?

Woman

Man

Transgender woman

Transgender man

Genderqueeror gender non-conforming
Questioning

Not listed

Decline to state

A12.°° Do you consider yourself to be:
Heterosexual or straight
Gay or lesbian
Bisexual
Asexual
Questioning
Not listed

Decline to state

*Modified from The University of Oregon Sexual Violence and Institutional Behavior Campus Survey (2014).
Retrieved from http://dynamic.uoregon.edu/jif/campus/U02014 campussurveycontent.pdf.

**Badgett, M. V. “Best practices for asking questions about sexual orientationon surveys.” The Williams Institute
(2009)
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A13. Since you have been a student at [University], have you beenin any partnered
relationships? Partnered relationships include:

e casual relationship or hook-up
e steady or serious relationship
e marriage, civil union, domestic partnership or cohabitation

Yes

No

Al4. Are you currently ...
Nevermarried
Not married but living with a partner
Married
Divorced or separated

Other

A15. Do you have a disability registered with [University]’s Disability Services or Office on
Disabilities?

Yes

No

A16. Since you have been a student at [University], have you beena member of or
participated in any of the following? (Mark all that apply):

[UNIVERSITY SPECIFIC LIST]

Al17. Which of the following best describes your living situation?

[UNIVERSITY SPECIFIC LIST]
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SECTION B — PERCEPTIONS OF RISK®’

“Sexual assault” and “sexual misconduct” referto a range of behaviors that are nonconsensual
or unwanted. These behaviors could include remarks about physical appearance or persistent
sexual advances. They also could include threats of force to get someone to engage in sexual
behaviorsuch as nonconsensual or unwanted touching, sexual penetration, oral sex, anal sexor
attempts to engage inthese behaviors. These behaviors could be initiated by someone known
or unknown, includingsomeone youare in or have beenin a relationship with.

These next questions ask about your perceptions related to the risks of experiencing sexual
assault or sexual misconduct.

B1. How problematic is sexual assault or sexual misconduct at [University]
Not at all
Alittle
Somewhat
Very

Extremely

B2. How likely do you think it is that you will experience sexual assault or sexual
misconduct on campus?

Not at all
Alittle
Somewhat
Very

Extremely

*Adapted from Fisher, B.S., & Sloan l11,J.J. (2003). Unraveling the fear of victimization among college women: Is
the “shadow of sexual assault hypothesis” supported?. Justice Quarterly, 20(3), 633-659.
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B3.

How likely do you think it is that you will experience sexual assault or sexual
misconduct during off-campus university sponsored events?

Not at all
Alittle
Somewhat
Very

Extremely
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SECTION C — RESOURCES

The next questions ask about the services and resources offered by the university for those
affected by sexual assault and sexual misconduct.

C1.22  Are you aware of the services provided by the following? (Mark all that apply)

[UNIVERSITY SPECIFIC LIST]

None of the Above

How knowledgeable are you about each of the following:

C2a. How knowledgeable are you about how sexual assault and sexual misconduct are
defined at [University]?

Not at all
Alittle
Somewhat
Very

Extremely

Modified from #i SPEAK: Rutger Campus Climate Survey. New Brunswick, NJ: Center on Violence Against Women
and Children, School of Social Work, Rutgers, the State University of New Jersey. Receivedfrom
http://socialwork.rutgers.edu/Libraries/VAWC/new_doc to_upload_for_ispeak.sflb.ashx.
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C2b.” How knowledgeable are you about where to get help at [University] if you or a friend

experienced sexual assault or sexual misconduct?
Not at all

Alittle

Somewhat

Very

Extremely

c2c.%°

How knowledgeable are you about where to make a report of sexual assault or sexual
misconduct at [University]?

Not at all
Alittle
Somewhat
Very

Extremely

Cad.

How knowledgeable are you about what happens when a student reports an incident
of sexual assault or sexual misconduct at [University]?

Not at all
Alittle
Somewhat
Very

Extremely

*Modified from Rankin & Associates Consulting. (2008). Carleton College Climate Assessment Project: Carleton
Final Report. Retrieved from: https://apps.carleton.edu/governance/diversity/campus_climate_survey/results/.

O bid.
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SECTION D — HARASSMENT>'32

These next questions ask about situationsin which a studentat [University], orsomeone
employed by or otherwise associated with [University] said or did somethingthat

D1.

e interfered withyour academic or professional performance,
e limitedyourability to participate inan academic program, or
e created an intimidating, hostile or offensive social, academicor work environment

Since you have been a student at [University], has a student, or someone employed by
or otherwise associated with [University] made sexual remarks or told jokes or stories
that were insulting or offensive to you?

Yes

Neverexperienced

These questions ask about situationsinwhich someone said or did somethingthat

D2.

e interfered withyour academic or professional performance,
e limitedyourability to participate inan academic program, or
e created an intimidating, hostile or offensive social, academicor work environment

Since you have been a student at [University], has a student, or someone employed by
or otherwise associated with [University]

made inappropriate or offensive comments about your or someone else’s body,
appearance or sexual activities?

Yes,

Neverexperienced

*'Modified from Leskinen, E.A., & Cortina, L.M. (2014) Dimensions of disrespect: Mapping and measuringgender
harassmentin organizations. Psychology of Women Quarterly, 38(1), 107-123.

**Modified from The University of Oregon Sexual Violence and Institutional Behavior Campus Survey (2014).
Retrieved from http://dynamic.uoregon.edu/jjf/campus/U02014campussurveycontent.pdf.
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These questions ask about situationsinwhich someone said or did somethingthat

e interfered withyour academic or professional performance,
e limitedyourability to participate inan academic program, or
e created an intimidating, hostile or offensive social, academicor work environment

D3. Since you have been a student at [University], has a student, or someone employed by
or otherwise associated with [University]said crude or gross sexual things to you or
tried to get you to talk about sexual matters when you didn’t want to?

Yes

Neverexperienced

These questions ask about situationsinwhich someone said or did somethingthat

e interfered withyour academic or professional performance,
e limitedyourability to participate inan academic program, or
e created an intimidating, hostile or offensive social, academicor work environment

D4. Since you have been a student at [University], has a student, or someone employed by
or otherwise associated with [University]emailed, texted, tweeted, phoned, or instant
messaged offensive sexual remarks, jokes, stories, pictures or videos to you that you
didn’t want?

Yes

Neverexperienced

These questions ask about situations where someone said or did somethingthat

e interfered withyour academic or professional performance,
e limitedyourability to participate inan academic program, or

e created an intimidating, hostile or offensive social, academicor work environment
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D5. Since you have been a student at [University], has a student, or someone employed by
or otherwise associated with [University]continued to ask you to go out, get dinner,
have drinks or have sex even though you said, “No”?

Yes

Neverexperienced

BOX D1
IFYESTO ANY QUESTIOND1 - D5, CONTINUE

ELSEGOTOE1

You said that the following happenedtoyou since you’ve been a studentat [University]:

e [IFD1 = YES] Someone made sexual remarks or jokes that were insultingor
offensive

e [[FD2 = YES]Someone made inappropriate offensive comments about your or
someone else’s body, appearance or sexual activities

e [IF D3 = YES] Someone said crude or gross sexual things to you or made
unwelcomed attempts to getyou to talk about sexual matters

e [[F D4 = YES] Someone emailed, texted, tweeted, phoned, orinstant messaged
offensive sexual remarks, jokes, stories, pictures or videos to you

e [[F D5 = YES] Someone continued to ask you to go out, get dinner, have drinks or
have sex eventhough you said, “No”

D6. How many different people behaved this way?
1 person
2 persons

3 or more persons
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D7.

How (was the person/were the persons) who behaved (this way/these ways)
associated with [University]? (Mark all that apply)

Student

Faculty or instructor

Coach or trainer

Other staff or administrator

Other person affiliated with a university program (ex. internship, study abroad)
The person was not affiliated with [University]

Don’t know association with [University]

D8.

At the time of (this event/these events), what (was the person’s/ were these persons’)
relationship to you? (Mark all that apply)

At the time, it was someone | was involved or intimate with
Someone | had beeninvolved or was intimate with

Teacher or advisor

Co-worker, boss or supervisor

Friend or acquaintance

Stranger

Other

Don’t know
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D9. Since the beginning of the fall 2014 term, how many times has someone behaved
this way?

0 times
1time

2 times
3-5 times
6-9 times

10 or more times

D10. Since you have been a student at [University] have you contacted any of the
following about (this experience/any of these experiences)? (Mark all that apply)

[UNIVERSITY SPECIFIC LIST]

None of the above [GO TO D13]

[IF NO PROGRAM MARKED GO TO D13]

BOX D2
IF D10= NONE OF THE ABOVE OR NO PROGRAM MARKED THEN GO TO D13

ELSE ADMINISTER ITEMS D11 AND D12 FOR EACH PROGRAM MARKED IN D10 (UPTO 10)

D11 [A-]]. When did you most recently contact [Program] about (this experience/these
experiences)?

Fall of 2014 — present
Fall of 2013 — Summer of 2014
Fall of 2012 — Summer of 2013

Prior to Fall of 2012
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D12[A-J]. Thinking about the most recent time you contacted them, how useful was
[Program] in helping you deal with (this experience/these experiences)?

Not at all
Alittle
Somewhat
Very

Extremely

BOX D3

IF MORE PROGRAMS MARKED IN D10 THEN RETURN TO BOX D2

ELSE GO TO D14

D13. [ITF NO PROGRAMS CONTACTED] Were any of the following reasons why you did
not contact anyone at [University]? (Mark all that apply)

Did not know where to go or who to tell

Felt embarrassed, ashamed or that it would be too emotionally difficult
| did not think anyone would believe me

| did not think it was serious enough to report

| did not want the person to get into trouble

| feared negative social consequences

| did not think anything would be done

| feared it would not be kept confidential

Incident was not on campus or associated with the school

Incidentdid not occur while attending school

Other
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D14. Did you (also) tell any of the following persons about this? (Mark all that apply)
Friend
Family member
Faculty or instructor
Someone else

| didn’ttell anyone (else)
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SECTION E — STALKING*33%%°

The next questions ask about instances where someone behavedina way that made you afraid
for your personal safety.

El. Since you have been a student at [University], has someone made unwanted phone calls,
sentemails, voice, text orinstant messages, or posted messages, pictures orvideos on
social networking sites in away that made you afraid for your personal safety?

Yes,
No [GO TO EZ2]
[IF BLANK GO TO E2]
Ela. Did the same person do this to you more than once since you have beena student at

[University]?
Yes
No

Don’t know

*Modified from Black, M.C., Basile, K.C., Breiding, M.J., Smith, S.G., Walters, M.L., Merrick, M.T., Chen, J., &
Stevens, M.R.(2011). The National Intimate Partner and SexualViolence Survey (NISVS): 2010 summary report.
Atlanta, GA: National Center for Injury Prevention and Control, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.

**Modified from Catalano, S. (2012). Stalking victims in the Unites States--revised. (NCJ 224527). Washington, D.C.:
U.S. Department of Justice, Office of Justice Programs, Bureau of Justice Statistics.

*Modified from Tjaden, P., & Thoennes, N. (1998). Stakingin America: Findings form the National Violence Against
Women Survey. (NCJ 172837). Washington, D.C.: U.S. Department of Justice, National Institute of Justiceand U.S.
Department of Health and Human Services, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.
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E2.

Since you have been a student at [University], has someone showed up somewhere or
waited for you when you did not want that person to be there in a way that made you
afraid for your personal safety?

Yes
No [GO TOE3]

[IF BLANK THEN GO TO E3]

E2a.

Did the same person do this to you more than once since you have beena student at
[University]?

Yes
No

Don’t Know

E3.

Since you have been a student at [University], has someone spied on, watched or
followedyou, eitherin person or using devices or software in a way that made you
afraid for your personal safety?

Yes,
No [GO TO BOX E1]

[IF BLANK THEN GO TO BOXE1]

E3a.

Did the same person do this to you more than once since you have beena student at
[University]?

Yes
No

Don’t know
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BOX E1

IF REPORTED “SAME PERSON DID THIS MORE THAN ONCE” TO ANY OF THE THREE
TACTICS (Ela=yes or E2a=yes or E3a=yes), THEN GO TO E5

IFYESTO TWO ORMORE ITEMS E1-E3, AND NO TO ALL ITEMSEla & E2a & E3a, THEN GO
TO E4

IF ‘NO’ TO ALL ITEMSE1-E3, OR
IF YES' TO EXACTLY 1 ITEM E1-E3 AND ‘NO’ OR BLANK TO ALL ITEMS Ela & E2a & E3a

THEN GO TO BOXFO

You said that the following happenedtoyou since you’ve been a studentat [University]:

e [[FE1 =YES] Someone made unwanted phone calls, sentemails, voice, textor
instant messages, or posted messages, pictures or videos on social networkingsites
in a way that made you afraid for your personal safety

e [[FE2 =YES] Someone showedup somewhere or waited for you whenyou did not
want that personto be there in a way that made you afraid for your personal safety

e [IFE3 =YES] Someone spied on, watched or followed you eitherin person or using
devices or software ina way that made you afraid for your personal safety

E4. Did the same person do more than one of these to you since you have been a student
at [University]?

Yes [GO TO E5]
No [GO TO F1]

Don’t Know [GO TO F1]
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You said that the following happenedtoyou since you’ve been a studentat [University]:

e [IFE1 =YES] Someone made unwanted phone calls, sent emails, voice, textor
instant messages, or posted messages, pictures or videos on social networkingsites
in a way that made you afraid for your personal safety

e [[FE2Z =YES] Someone showed up somewhere or waited for you whenyou did not
want that personto be there in a way that made you afraid for your personal safety

e [[FE3 =YES] Someone spiedon, watched or followed you eitherin person or using
devices or software ina way that made you afraid for your personal safety

ES. How (is the person/are the persons) who did these things to you associated with
[University]? (Mark all that apply)

Student

Faculty or instructor

Coach or trainer

Other staff or administrator

Other person affiliated with auniversity program (ex. internship, study abroad)
The person was not affiliated with [University]

Don’t know association with [University]
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E6.

At the time of these events, what (was the person’s/were the persons’) relationship to
you? (Mark all that apply)

At the time, it was someone | was involved or intimate with
Someone | had beeninvolved or was intimate with

Teacher or advisor

Co-worker, boss or supervisor

Friend or acquaintance

Stranger

Other

Don’t know

E7.

Since the beginning of the fall 2014 term, how many times have you had any of these
experiences?

0 times
1time

2 times
3-5 times
6-9 times

10 or more times

ES.

Since you have been a student at [UNIVERSITY], have you contacted any of the
following about any of these experiences? (Mark all that apply)

[UNIVERSITY SPECIFIC LIST]

None of the above [GO TO E11]

[IF NO PROGRAM MARKED GO TO E11]
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BOX E2

IF E8= NONE OF THE ABOVE OR NO PROGRAM MARKED THEN GO TO E11

ELSE ADMINISTER ITEMS E9 AND E10 FOR EACH PROGRAM MARKED IN E8 (UP TO 10)

E9[A-]]. When did you most recently contact [Program] about these experiences?
Fall of 2014 — present
Fall of 2013 — Summer of 2014
Fall of 2012 — Summer of 2013
Prior to Fall of 2012
E10[A-J]. Thinking about the most recent time you contacted them, how useful was
[Program] in helping you deal with these experiences?
Not at all
Alittle
Somewhat
Very
Extremely
BOXE3

[F MORE PROGRAMS MARKED THEN RETURN TO BOX E2

ELSE SKIP TO E12
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Ell. Wereany of the followingreasons why you did not contact anyone at [University]?
(Mark all that apply)

Did not know where to go or who to tell

Feltembarrassed, ashamed or that it would be too emotionally difficult
| did not thinkanyone would believe me

I did not think it was serious enough to report

| did not want the person to get intotrouble

| feared negative social consequences

| did not thinkanything would be done

| fearedit would not be kept confidential

Incidentwas not on campus or associated with the school

Incidentdid not occur while attending school

Other

E12. Did you (also) tell any of the following persons about this? (Mark all that apply)
Friend
Family member
Faculty or instructor
Someone else

| didn’ttell anyone (else)
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SECTION F - IPV/DV>®

BOX FO
IF A13 = YES (PRIOR RELATIONSHIP) GO TO F1

ELSE SKIP TO G1

Earlierinthe survey you indicated that you have beenina partnered relationship atleast part
of the time since you have beena studentat [University]. People treat their partnerin many
different ways. The nextsection asks you questions about your relationship with your
partner(s). Recall that partnered relationshipsinclude:

e casual relationship or hook-up
e steady orseriousrelationship
e marriage, civil union, domestic partnership or cohabitation

F1. Since you have been a student at [University], has a partner controlled or tried to
control you? Examples could be when someone:

e keptyou from going to classes or pursuing your educational goals

e did not allow you to see or talk with friends or family

e made decisionsfor you such as, where you go or what you wear or eat
e threatened to “out” you to others

Yes

No

*Modified from Black, M.C., Basile, K.C., Breiding, M.J., Smith, S.G., Walters, M.L., Merrick, M.T., Chen, J., &
Stevens, M.R.(2011). The National Intimate Partner and SexualViolence Survey (NISVS): 2010summary report.
Atlanta, GA: National Center for Injury Prevention and Control, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.
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F2.

Since you have been a student at [University], has a partner threatened to physically
harm you, someone you love, or themselves?

Yes

No

F3.

Since you have been a student at [University], has a partner used any kind of physical
force against you? Examples could be when someone

e bentyour fingers or bit you

e choked, slapped, punched or kicked you

¢ hit you with something other than a fist

e attacked you with a weapon, or otherwise physically hurt or injured you

Yes

No

BOX F1

IF F1=YES OR F2=YES OR F3=YES, THEN GO TO F4

ELSE GO TO G1

You said that the following happenedtoyou since you’ve been a studentat [University]:

e [IFF1 = YES] A partner controlled or tried to control you
e [[FF2 =YES]A partner threatened to physically harm you or someone you love

e [IFF3 = YES] A partner used physical force against you
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F4. How many different partners treated you this way?
1 partner
2 partners
3 or more partners
F5. Were you physically injured as a result of (this incident/any of these incidents)?
Yes
No [GO TOF7]
[IF BLANK THEN GO TO F7]
F6. Did you everseek medical attention as a result of (this incident/any of these incidents)?
Yes
No
F7. Since the beginning of the fall 2014 term, how many times have you (had this

experience/had any of these experiences)?
0 times

1time

2 times

3-5 times

6-9 times

10 or more times
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F8.

Since you have been a student at [University], have you contacted any of the
following about (this experience/any of these experiences)? (Mark all that apply)

[UNIVERSITY SPECIFIC LIST]
None of the above [GO TO F11]

[IF NO PROGRAM MARKED GO TO F11]

BOX F2

IF F8= NONE OF THE ABOVE OR NO PROGRAM MARKED THEN GO TO F11

ELSE ADMINISTER ITEMS F9 AND F10 FOR EACH PROGRAM MARKED IN F8 (UP TO 10)

F[A-]].

When did you most recently contact [Program] about (this experience/these
experiences)?

Fall of 2014 — present
Fall of 2013 — Summer of 2014
Fall of 2012 — Summer of 2013

Prior to Fall of 2012

F10[A-]].

Thinking about the most recent time you contacted them, how useful was
[Program] in helping you deal with (this experience/these experiences)?

Not at all
A little
Somewhat

Very

Extremely

BOX F3
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IF F8= NO PROGRAM MARKED THEN CONTINUE TO F11

ELSE SKIP TO F12

F11.

[TF NO PROGRAMS CONTACTED] Were any of the following reasons why you did not
contact anyone at [University]? (Mark all that apply)

Did not know where to go or who to tell

Feltembarrassed, ashamed or that it would be too emotionally difficult
| did not thinkanyone would believe me

| did not thinkit was serious enough to report

| did not want the person to get intotrouble

| feared negative social consequences

| did not think anything would be done

| fearedit would not be kept confidential

Incidentwas not on campus or associated with the school

Incidentdid not occur while attending school

Other

F12.

Did you (also) tell any of the following persons about this? (Mark all that apply)
Friend

Family member

Faculty or instructor

Someone else

| didn’ttell anyone (else)
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SECTION G — SV SCREENER?*"*®

This nextsection asks about nonconsensual or unwanted sexual contact you may have
experienced while attending [University]. The person with whom you had the nonconsensual or
unwanted contact could have beensomeone you know, such as someone you are currently or
werein a relationship with, aco-worker, a professor, or a family member. Or it could be
someone you do not know.

The following questions separately ask about contact that occurred because of physical force,
incapacitation due to alcohol or drugs, and other types of pressure.

The first few questions ask about incidents that involved force or threats of force against you.
Force could include someone holding you down with hisor her body weight, pinning yourarmes,
hitting or kickingyou, or using or threateningto use a weapon against you.

G1l. Since you have been attending [University], has someone used physical force or
threats of physical force to do the following with you:

e Sexual penetration. When one person puts a penis, fingers, or object inside
someone else’svagina or anus, or

e Oral sex. Whensomeone’s mouth or tongue makes contact with someone else’s
genitals

Yes [GO TO Attachment 1]
No

*Modified from Krebs., C.P., Lindquist, C.H., Warner, T.D., Fisher, B.S., & Martin, S.L. (2007). The Campus Sexual
Assault (CSA) Study Final Report. Retrieved from: https ://www.ncjrs.gov/pdffiles 1/nij/grants/221153.pdf.

*Modified from Koss, M. P., Abbey, A., Campbell, R., Cook, S., Norris, J., Testa, M., ... & White, J. (2007). Revising
the SES: A collaborative process to improve assessment of sexualaggressionand victimization. Psychology of
Women Quarterly, 31(4),357-370.
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G2. Sinceyouhave been attending [University], has someone used physical force or threats of
physical force in an unsuccessful attempt to do any of the following with you:

e Sexual penetration. When one person puts a penis, finger, or object inside
someone else’s vagina or anus

e Oral sex. Whensomeone’s mouth or tongue makes contact with someone else’s
genitals

Yes [GO TO Attachment 1]

No

G3. Since you have been attending [University], has someone used physical force or
threats of physical force to do any of the following with you:

e kissing
e touching someone’s breast, chest, crotch, groin or buttocks

e grabbing, groping or rubbing against the other in a sexual way, even if the
touching is over the other’s clothes

Yes [GO TO Attachment 1]

No

The next questionsask about incidents when you were unable to consent or stop what was
happeningbecause you were passed out, asleep, or incapacitated due to drugs or alcohol.
Please include incidentsevenif youare not sure what happened.

G4. Since you have been attending [University], has any of the following happened to you

while you were unable to consent or stop what was happening because you were
passed out, asleep or incapacitated due to drugs or alcohol:

e Sexual penetration. When one person puts a penis, finger, or object inside
someone else’s vagina or anus

e Oral sex. Whensomeone’s mouth or tongue makes contact with someone else’s
genitals

Yes [GO TO Attachment 1]

No
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G5.

Since you have been attending [University], has any of the following happened to you
while you were unable to consent or stop what was happening because you were
passed out, asleep or incapacitated due to drugs or alcohol:

e kissing
e touching someone’s breast, chest, crotch, groin, or buttocks

e grabbing, groping or rubbing against the other in a sexual way, even if the
touching is over the other’s clothes

Yes [GO TO Attachment 1]

No

The next questionsask about incidents when someone coerced you by threatening serious non-
physical harm or promising rewards.

G6.

Since you have been a student at [University], has someone had contact with you
involving penetration or oral sex by threatening serious non-physical harm or
promising rewards such that you felt you must comply? Examples include:

e Threatening to give you bad grades or cause trouble for you at work
e Promising good grades or a promotion at work

e Threatening to share damaging information about you with your family, friends or
authority figures

e Threatening to post damaging information about you online

Yes [GO TO Attachment 1]

No
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G7. Since you have been a student at [University], has someone had contact with you
involving kissing or other sexual touching by threatening serious non-physical harm or
promising rewards such that you felt you must comply? Examples include:

e Threatening to give you bad grades or cause trouble for you at work

e Promise good grades or a promotion at work

e Threatening to share damaging information about you with your family, friends or
authority figures

e Threatening to post damaging information about you online

Yes [GO TO Attachment 1]

No

The next questions ask about incidents that occurred without your active, ongoing voluntary
agreement.

G8.* Since you have been a student at [University], has someone had contact with you
involving penetration or oral sex without your active, ongoing voluntary agreement?
Examples include someone:

e initiating sexual activity despite your refusal

e ignoring your cues to stop or slow down

e went ahead without checking in or while you were still deciding
e otherwise failed to obtain your consent

Yes [GO TO Attachment 1]

No

*Incorporate affirmative consent as a tactic from the AAU and COFHE schools affirmative consent policies.
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G9.” Since you have been a student at [University], has someone kissed or sexually touched
you without your active, ongoing voluntary agreement? Examples include:

e initiating sexual activity despite your refusal

e ignoring your cues to stop or slow down

e went ahead without checking in or while you were still deciding
e otherwise failed to obtain your consent

Yes [GO TO Attachment 1]

No

BOX G1
ONCE THE ENTIRE G SECTION (G1-G9) HAS BEEN ANSWERED THEN DO
[F ANY OF G1-G9 = YESTHEN GO TO ATTACHMENT 2

ELSE GO TO BOX HO

“lbid.
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SECTION H — SEXUAL MISCONDUCT PREVENTION
TRAINING™*

BOX HO

ADMINISTER SECTION H ONLY IF A6=2014 or 2015

ELSE SKIP TO I1.

H1.  Think back to the orientation when you first came to [University]. Did that orientation
include a training or information session about sexual assault or sexual misconduct?

Yes

No [GO TOI1]

| didn’tattend orientation [GO TO I1]
| don’t remember [GO TO I1]

[IF BLANK THEN [IF BLANK THEN GO TO I1]

H2. Overall, how useful was this session?

Not at all
Alittle
Somewhat
Very

Extremely

“"Modified from White House Task Force to Protect Students From Sexual Assault. (2014). Not Alone: Thefirst
reportof the White House Task Force to Protect Students from sexual assault. Retrieved from
https://www.notalone.gov/assets/ovw-climate-survey.pdf.
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SECTION | — PERCEPTIONS OF RESPONSES TO
REPORTING ***?

The following are statements about what might happenif someonewere to report a sexual
assault or sexual misconductto an official at [University]. Please use the scale provided to
indicate how likely you think each scenariois.

11.

If someone were to report a sexual assault or sexual misconductto an official at
[University], how likelyis it that students would support the person making the report?

Not at all
Alittle
Somewhat
Very

Extremely

If someone were to report a sexual assault or sexual misconductto an official at
[University], how likelyisit that the alleged offender(s) or theirassociates would
retaliate against the person making the report?

Not at all
Alittle
Somewhat
Very

Extremely

“Modified from White House Task Force to Protect Students From Sexual Assault. (2014). Not Alone: The first
reportof the White House TaskForce to Protect Students from sexual assault. Retrieved from
https://www.notalone.gov/assets/ovw-climate-survey.pdf.

“Modified from McMahon, S. (2014). #i SPEAK: Rutger Campus Climate Survey. New Brunswick, NJ: Center on
Violence Against Womenand Children, School of Social Work, Rutgers, the State University of New Jersey.
Retrieved from http://socialwork.rutgers.edu/Libraries/VAWC/new_doc_to_upload_for_ispeak.sflb.ashx.
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If someone were to report a sexual assault or sexual misconduct to an official at
[University], how likelyisit that campus officials would take the report seriously?

Not at all
Alittle
Somewhat
Very

Extremely

If someone were to report a sexual assault or sexual misconduct to an official at
[University], how likelyisit that campus officials would protect the safety of the person
making the report?

Not at all
Alittle
Somewhat
Very

Extremely

If someone were to report a sexual assault or sexual misconduct to an official at
[University], how likelyis it that campus officials would conduct a fair investigation?

Not at all
Alittle
Somewhat
Very

Extremely
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If someone were to report a sexual assault or sexual misconduct to an official at

[University], how likelyis it that campus officials would take action against the
offender(s)?

Not at all
Alittle
Somewhat
Very

Extremely

If someone were to report a sexual assault or sexual misconduct to an official at
[University], how likelyis it that campus officials would take action to address factors
that may have led to the sexual assault or sexual misconduct?

Not at all
Alittle
Somewhat
Very

Extremely
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SECTION J — BYSTANDER BEHAVIOR™**

The next questions are about situations you may have seenorbeeninsince you have beena
student at [University]

J1. Since you have been a student at [University] have you suspected that a friend had
been sexually assaulted.
Yes [CONTINUE]
No [GO TO ]3]
[IF BLANK GO TO ]3]
J2. Thinking about the last time this happened, what did you do?
Did nothingbecause | wasn’t sure what to do
Did nothing for anotherreason
Spoke to my friend or someone else to seek help
Took action inanother way
J3. Since you have been a student at [University]have you seena drunk person heading

off for what looked like a sexual encounter?
Yes [CONTINUE]
No [GO TO J5]

[IF BLANK THEN GO TO J5]

*“Modified from Banyard, V.L, Moynihan, M. M., Cares, A.C., & Warner, R. (2014). How do we know if it works?:
Measuring outcomes in bystander-focused abuse prevention on campuses. Psychology of Violence, 4(1),101-115.

*McMahon, S. (2014). #iSPEAK: Rutger Campus Climate Survey. New Brunswick, NJ: Center on Violence Against
Women and Children, School of Social Work, Rutgers, the State University of New Jersey. Retrieved from
http://socialwork.rutgers.edu/Libraries/VAWC/new_doc to_upload_for_ispeak.sflb.ashx.
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14,

Thinking about the last time this happened, what did you do?
Did nothingbecause | wasn’t sure what to do

Did nothingfor anotherreason

Directlyintervenedto stop it

Spoke to someone else to seek help

Took action inanother way

J5.

Since you have been a student at [University] have you seen or heard someone was
acting in a sexually violent or harassing way?

Yes [CONTINUE]
No [GO TO K1]

[IF BLANK THEN GO TO K1]

J6.

Thinking about the last time this happened, what did you do?
Did nothingbecause | wasn’t sure what to do

Did nothingfor anotherreason

Directlyintervenedto stop it

Spoke to someone else to seek help

Took action inanother way
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SECTION K — DEBRIEFING ITEM

The next question asks for your opinion about this survey.
K1. How difficult were the questions to understand?
Not at all
A little
Somewhat
Very

Extremely
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ATTACHMENT 1 - SECTION G1: IMMEDIATE
FOLLOWUPS

BOX G1_1
IF G[X]=Yes THEN CONTINUE TO G[X]a

ELSE SKIP TO NEXTITEM IN SECTION G

G[X]a. Since you have been a student at [University], how many times has this happened?
1. 1time
2. 2times
3. 3times

4. 4 or more times

BOX G1_2
ADMINISTER G1B AND G1C FOR EACH INCIDENT REPORTEDIN G1A, UP TO 4 TIMES

IF G1A IS BLANK THEN ADMINISTER G1B AND G1C ONCE

You said that the following occurred (1/2/3/4 or more) time(s):

[INCIDENT SUMMARY]

G[X]b. When did (this/the (second/third/fourth) most recent) incident (of this type) occur?
1. Sincethe beginningofthe fall 2014 term [GO TO NEXT BOX]
2. Priorto the fall 2014 term [GO TO G1c]

[IF BLANK GO TO BOX G1_2]
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G[X]Jc. [IF G1b = 2] In what school year did it occur?
1. Fall 2013 to Summer 2014

2. Fall 2012 to Summer 2013

w

Fall 2011 to Summer 2012

Ea

Prior to Fall of 2011

5. Itoccurred before | was a studentat [University][GO TO BOX G1_2]

[IF BLANK GO TO BOX G1_2]

BOX G1_3

IF TIME PERIOD REPORTED IN G[X]B AND G[X]C IS THE SAME AS TIME PERIOD
REPORTED IN PREVIOUSG ITEM FOLLOW-UP, THEN GO TO G[X]D

ELSE RETURN TO G[X]B FOR NEXT INCIDENT REPORTED IN G[X]A

IF NO MORE INCIDENTS THEN GO TO NEXT G ITEM

G[X]d. Was this part of (the other incident/any of the other incidents) you reported as
occurring (during the) (Time period) (school year)?

1. Yes[GOTO G2e]
2. No [GO TO NEXT BOX]

[IF BLANK THEN GO TO NEXT BOX]
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G[X]e.

[IF G[X]d = Yes] Was it part of any of the following incidents you reported earlier?

[LIST PRIOR ANSWERS THAT OCCURRED DURING SAME TIME PERIOD]

1.

[IF G[X] TIME PERIOD = G1 TIME PERIOD] Penetration or oral sexinvolving physical
force or threats of physical force

[IF G[X] TIME PERIOD = G2 TIME PERIOD] Attempted but not successful
penetration or oral sex involving physical force or threats of physical force

[IF G[X] TIME PERIOD = G3 TIME PERIOD] Sexual touchinginvolving physical force
or threats of physical force

[IF G[X] TIME PERIOD = G4 TIME PERIOD] Penetration or oral sexwhen you were
unable to consent or unable to stop what was happening

[IF G[X] TIME PERIOD = G5 TIME PERIOD] Sexual touchingwhen you were unable
to consent or unable to stop what was happening

[IF G[X] TIME PERIOD = G6 TIME PERIOD] Penetration or oral sexwhen you were
coerced by threats of serious non-physical harm or promised rewards

[IF G[X] TIME PERIOD = G7 TIME PERIOD] Sexual touchingwhen you were coerced
by threats of serious non-physical harm or promised rewards

[IF G[X] TIME PERIOD = G8 TIME PERIOD] Penetration or oral sex without your
active ongoingconsent

None of the above
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BOX G1_4
IF G[X]A = ‘4 or more times’” AND ALL G[X]C='since fall 2014° THEN CONTINUE TO G[X]F
ELSE RETURN TO G[X]B FOR NEXT INCIDENT REPORTED IN G[X]A

IF NO MORE INCIDENTS THEN GO TO NEXT G ITEM

G2f. Yousaid that this happened other times as well. Did any of these other incidents also
occur since the beginning for the fall 2014 term?

Yes

No
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ATTACHMENT 2 — SECTIONS GA & GC: SUMMARY
DETAILED INCIDENT FORMS**¥

Section GA - Detailed Incident Form (DIF) for G1-G5

BOX GAO

IF ALL ITEMS G1 - G5 =‘NO’ THEN SKIP TO BOX GCO

ELSE CONTINUE TO BOX GA1

BOX GA1

Section GA administered UP TO 2 TIMES based on incidents reported in items G1-G5
The FIRST DIF will reference the MOST SERIOUS TYPE of incident reported

The SECOND DIF will reference the SECOND MOST SERIOUS TYPE of incident reported

The following are the 4 INCIDENT TYPES reported in G1-G5, (listed from most serious to
least serious):

GA Type 1: G1 and/or G2 (Forcible rape and/or Attempted forcible rape)
GA Type 2: G4 (Rape by incapacitation)
GA Type 3: G3 (Forcible sexual touching)

GA Type 4: G5 (Sexual touching by incapacitation)

You said that the following happened to you since you have been a student at [University]:

[SUMMARY OF REFERENCE INCIDENT(S)]

*Modified from Black, M.C., Basile, K.C., Breiding, M.J., Smith, S.G., Walters, M.L., Merrick, M.T., Chen, J., &
Stevens, M.R.(2011).The National Intimate Partner and Sexual Violence Survey (NISVS): 2010 summary report.
Atlanta, GA: National Center for Injury Prevention and Control, Centers for Disease Control and Prevention.

*“Modified from the 2012-2013 National Crime Victimization Survey (NCVS).
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The next questions ask about what happened (when/during any of the times) this happened
to you since you have been a student at [University].

GAL (In total, across all of these incidents) (How/how) many people did this to you?
1 person [GO TO GA2a]
2 persons [SKIP TO GA2b]
3 or more persons [SKIP TO GA2b]

[IF BLANK SKIP TO GA2b]

GA2a. [IF1 PERSON] Was the person that did this to you ...
Male
Female
Other genderidentity
Don’t know

[FOR ANY RESPONSE OR IF BLANK SKIP TO GA3]

GA2b. [IF >1 PERSON] Were any of the people that did this to you...

Male Yes No Don’t Know
Female Yes No Don’t Know
Other genderidentity Yes No Don’t Know
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GA2c. What type of nonconsensual or unwanted behavior occurred during (this incident/any

of these incidents)? (Mark all that apply)

Penis, fingers or objectsinside someone’s vaginaor anus
Mouth or tongue makes contact with another’s genitals
Kissed

Touched breast, chest, crotch, groin or buttocks
Grabbed, groped or rubbed in a sexual way

Other

GA3.

How (is the person/ are the persons) who did this to you associated with [University]?
(Mark all that apply)

Student

Faculty or instructor

Coach or trainer

Other staff or administrator

Other person affiliated with auniversity program (ex. internship, study abroad)
The person was not affiliated with [University]

Don’t know association with [University]
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GA4. At the time of (this event/ these events), what (was the person’s /were these

persons’) relationship to you? (Mark all that apply)

At the time, it was someone | was involved or intimate with
Someone | had beeninvolved or was intimate with

Teacher or advisor

Co-worker, boss or supervisor

Friend or acquaintance

Stranger

Other

Don’t know

GAS5. Just prior to (the incident/any of these incidents), (was/were) (the person/any of the
persons) who did this to you drinking alcohol?
Yes
No
Don’t know
GAG6. Just prior to (the incident/any of these incidents), (was/were) (the person/any of the
persons) who did this to you using drugs?
Yes
No
Don’t know
GA7. Justpriorto (the incident/any of these incidents) were you drinking alcohol? Keep in mind

that you are in no way responsible for what occurred, evenif you had been drinking.
Yes

No
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GAS8. Just prior to (the incident/any of these incidents) did you voluntarily take any drugs?
Keep in mind that you are in no way responsible for what occurred, evenif you had
been on drugs.

Yes
No
GA9. Just prior to (the incident/any of these incidents), had you been given alcohol or

another drug without your knowledge or consent?
Yes, | am certain

| suspect, but | am not certain

No

Don’t know

BOX GA2

IF GA7="YES’ or GAB="YES’ or GA9 = ‘YES’ or 1 SUSPECT’, THEN CONTINUE TO GA10.

OTHERWISE SKIP TO BOX GA3

GA10. Wereyou passed out for all or parts of (this incident/any of these incidents)?
Yes
No
Not sure

BOX GA3

IF MORE THAN ONE INCIDENT IN G[X]A ORIF DKNUMBER OF TIMES

THEN SKIP TO GA11b

OTHERWISE CONTINUE TO GA11a
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GAlla.

[IF G[X]A=1 TIME] Did this incident occur during an academic break or recess?

Yes

No

GA1l1lb.

[IF G[X]A>1 TIME] How many of these incidents occurred during an academic
break or recess?

None
Some

All

GA1l2.

Did (this incident/any of these incidents) occur on campus or on university affiliated
off-campus property?

Yes [CONTINUE TO GA13a]
No [SKIP TO GA13b]

[IF BLANK THEN SKIP TO GA13b]

GA1l3a.

[IF GA12=Yes] Where did (this incident/these incidents) occur? (Mark all that apply)
University residence hall/dorm

Fraternity or Sorority house

Other space used by a single-sex student social organization

Other residential housing

Non-residential building

Other property (ex. outdoors)

[FOR ANY RESPONSE OR IF BLANK SKIP TO GA14]
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GA13b.

[I[F GA12=No] Where did this (incident/these incidents) occur? (Mark all that apply)
Private residence

Fraternity or Sorority house

Other space used by a single-sex student social organization

Restaurant, bar or club

Other social venue

Outdoor or recreational space

Some other place

GA1l4.

Did any of the following happen to you from (this experience/any of these
experiences)? (Mark all that apply)

Physicallyinjured, [CONTINUE TO GA14a]

Contracted a sexually transmitted disease [SKIP TO GA15]
Became pregnant [SKIP TO GA15]

None of the above [SKIP TO GA15]

[IF BLANK THEN SKIP TO GA15]

GAl4a.

What sort of injury or injuries did you sustain (Mark all that apply)
Bruises, black-eye, cuts, scratches or swelling

Chipped or knocked out teeth

Broken bones

Internal injury from the sexual contact (ex., vaginal or anal tearing)

Otherinjuries
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GA15.

Did you experience any of the following as a result of (the incident/any of the
incidents)? (Mark all that apply)

Difficulty concentrating on studies, assignments or exams

Fearfulness or being concerned about safety

Loss of interestin daily activities, or feelings of helplessness and hopelessness
Nightmares or trouble sleeping

Feelingnumb or detached

Headaches or stomach aches

Eating problems or disorders

Increased drug or alcohol use

None of the above

GA1e6.

Have you ever contacted any of the following about (this experience/these
experiences)? (Markall that apply)

[UNIVERSITY SPECIFIC LIST]
None of the above [GO TO GA17]

[IF NO PROGRAMS MARKED GO TO GA17]
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BOX GA4
IF NO PROGRAM MARKED, GO TO GA17

ELSE ASK GA16a-GA16f FOR THE FIRST 4 PROGRAMS SELECTED IN GA16

GAl6a. When did you most recently contact [Program] about this experience?
Fall of 2014 — present [CONTINUE TO GA16b]
Fall of 2013 — Summer of 2014 [SKIP TO BOX GA4B]|
Fall of 2012 — Summer of 2013 [SKIP TO BOX GA4B]
Prior to Fall 2012 [SKIP TO BOX GA4B]

[IF BLANK THEN CONTINUE TO GA16b]

GA1l6b. How useful was [Program] in helping you?
Not at all
Alittle
Somewhat
Very

Extremely

GAl6c. At any time did you feel pressure from [Program] on whether or not to proceed
with further reporting or adjudication?

Yes
No [SKIP TO GA1l6e]

[IF BLANK THEN SKIP TO GA16e]
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GAl6d.

[I[F GA16C=Yes]| What type of pressure?
To proceed with furtherreporting or adjudication

To not proceed with further reporting or adjudication

How would you rate [Program] on the following criteria?

GAl6e.

Respecting you
Excellent
Verygood
Good

Fair

Poor

GA16f.

Helping you understand your options going forward
Excellent

Verygood

Good

Fair

Poor

BOX GA5

IF GA16 = NO PROGRAMS MARKED, THEN CONTINUE

IF MORE PROGRAMS MARKED THEN RETURN TO BOX GA4

ELSE SKIP TO GA18
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GA17. [IF NO PROGRAMS CONTACTED] Were any of the following reasons why you did
not contact anyone at [University]? (Mark all that apply)

Did not know where to go or who to tell

Feltembarrassed, ashamed or that it would be too emotionally difficult
| did not thinkanyone would believe me

| did not thinkit was serious enough to report

| did not want the person to get intotrouble

| feared negative social consequences

| did not thinkanything would be done

| fearedit would not be kept confidential

Incidentwas not on campus or associated with the school

Incidentdid not occur while attending school

Other

GA18. Which of the following persons, if any, did you (also) tell about this? (Mark all that
apply)

Friend
Family member
Faculty or instructor

Someone else

| didn’ttell anyone (else)

BOX GA6

[F THIS IS THE FIRST DIF FOR SECTION GA AND THERE IS ANOTHER INCIDENT THEN
RETURN TO BOX GA1

ELSE GO TO BOX GCO
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Section GC — Detailed Incident Form (DIF) for G6-G9

BOX GCO

IF ALL ITEMS G6 - G9 =‘NO’ THEN SKIP TO BOX H1

ELSE CONTINUE TO BOX GC1

BOX GC1

Section GC is administered UP TO 2 TIMES based on incidents reported in items G6-G9
The FIRST DIF will reference the MOST SERIOUS TYPE of incident reported

The SECOND DIF will reference the SECOND MOST SERIOUS TYPE of incident reported

The following are the 2 INCIDENT TYPES reported in G6-G9, (listed from most serious to
least serious):

GC Type1: G6 and/or G7 (Sex and/or Sexual touching by Coercion)

GC Type 2: G8 and/or G9 (Sex and/or Sexual touching without Affirmative Consent)

You said that the following happened to you since you have been a student at [University]

[SUMMARY OF REFERENCE INCIDENT(S)]

The next questions ask about what happened (when/during any of the times) this happened
to you since you have been a student at [University].

GC1. (Intotal, across all of these incidents) (H/h)ow many people did this to you?
1 person [GO TO GC2a]
2 persons [GO TO GC2b]
3 or more persons [GO TO GC2b]

[IF BLANK THEN GO TO GC2b]
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GC2a. [[F 1 PERSON] Was the person that did this to you ...
Male
Female
Other genderidentity
Don’t know

[FOR ANY RESPONSE OR IF BLANK THEN SKIP TO GC2c]

GC2b. [If>1 PERSON] Were any of the people that did this to you...

Male Yes No Don’t Know
Female Yes No Don’t Know
Other genderidentity Yes No Don’t Know

GC2c. What type of nonconsensual or unwanted behavior occurred during (this incident/any
of these incidents)? (Mark all that apply)

Penis, fingers or objectsinside someone’s vaginaor anus
Mouth or tongue makes contact with another’s genitals
Kissed

Touched breast/chest, crotch/groin or buttocks,

Grabbed, groped or rubbed in a sexual way

Other
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GC3. How (is the person/ are the persons) who did this to you associated with [University]?
(Mark all that apply)

Student

Faculty or instructor

Coach or trainer

Other staff or administrator

Other person affiliated with a university program (ex., internship, study abroad)
The person was not affiliated with [University]

Don’t know association with [University]

GC4. At the time of (this event/ these events), what (was the person’s/were these persons’)
relationship to you? (Mark all that apply)

At the time, it was someone | was involved or intimate with
Someone | had beeninvolved or was intimate with

Teacher or advisor

Co-worker, boss, or supervisor

Friend or acquaintance

Stranger

Other

Don’t know
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BOX GC2
IF REFERENCE INCIDENT FOR THIS DIF IS G8 OR G9, THEN GO TO G5

IF THIS IS THE FIRST DIF FOR SECTION GC AND THERE ISANOTHER INCIDENT THEN
RETURN TO BOX GC1

ELSE GO TO BOX HO

GC5. Did the person(s) do any of the following during (this incident/any of these incidents)?
(Mark all that apply)

Initiated sexual activity without checking in with you firstor while you were still deciding
Initiated sexual activity despite your refusal

During consensual activity, ignored your verbal cues to stop or slow down

During consensual activity, ignored your nonverbal cues to stop or slow down

Otherwise failed to obtain your active ongoingvoluntary agreement

None of the above
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Appendix 2. Human Subjects Protections and
Safeguards

A2.1 IRB Review Options and Process Overview

In January 2015, Westat submitted its Institutional Review Board (IRB) package
(includingthe instrumentand study protocols) to both the Westat IRB, for a full review, and the
27 participating IHEs, who used the materials to develop theirown IRB packages. At this time,
the study was given conditional approval by the Westat IRB. Full approval was obtainedin
February 2015. In March 2015, Westat tested and programmed the instrumentfor April 1,
2015, the first launch date 8

Among participating IHEs, five universities elected torely on Westat’s IRB as the IRB of
record, 11 universities chose to use theirown IRB, and four universities used both IRBs (their
own and Westat’s). Seven universities determined theirinvolvementin the study did not
constitute human subjects research and, consequently, elected notto seek IRB approval or
review. For these schools Westat was the only IRB involvedin the study process and students
were fully covered by Westat’s IRB protections.

An Institutional Review Board Authorization Agreement (IAA) was executed between
the University of Pennsylvaniaand Westat on March 4, 2015, agreeing that Westat would rely
on that university’s IRBfor review and continuing oversight of its human subjects research.

A2.2 Respondent Emotional Protections

Giventhe sensitive nature of the survey topic, there was some risk of emotional distress
for survey participants, as well as concerns about confidentiality and data security.

Consequently, anumber of human subject protections and security protocols were
considered and put in place for survey participants.

A2.3 NIH Certificate of Confidentiality

The AAU survey is protected by a Federal Certificate of Confidentiality (CoC) CC-AA-15-
45. This certificate, issued by the National Institute on Alcohol Abuse & Alcoholism, National
Institutes of Health (NIH), allows “researchers to refuse to disclose identifiable research

*To accommodate differences inIHEs’ academic calendars, IHEs chose the field period (generally three weeks)
during which they wanted their survey to be open, with the earliest available launch date of April 1.
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it
"% such as court orders and subpoenas, for

informationin response to legal demands,
identifyinginformation oridentifying characteristics of a research participant. This is an
important legal tool and we are very pleased to have secured this protection for our study

participants.

Followinga multi-month application and review process, the certificate was issued April
8, 2015 and is retroactive to the start of data collection.

A2.4 Informed Consent

The first safeguard against participant distress was the process of informed consent.
Functioningas a gateway to the survey, the consent form provided details about the survey, set
expectationsforthe types of questionsto be asked, and allowed students to make an informed
decision whether participation was right for them. Students who felt they would become
distressed taking such a survey could choose not to participate (and could not enter the
survey), and students who consented to participate were prepared for the sensitive topics. The
consent form emphasized that respondents could skip any question they did not want to
answer, and that they could stop the interview atany time they felt uncomfortable or simply
wishedto stop. In addition, all consent forms concluded with contact information for a
responsible IRBand research representative.

A2.5 Distress Protocols

Prior studies on sexual misconduct show that most individuals do not find participation
in such research to be harmful and, in many cases, considertheir participation beneficial
(Wager, 2012; Yeater, Miller, Rinehart, and Nason, 2012). However, data collectionforthe AAU
surveyincluded several safeguards to minimize risk related to emotional distress.

A2.6 Campus-specific Resources

Campus-specificresource lists with contact information on national, campus, and
community-specificresources were offered to all students and accessible both in- and outside
the survey. Examples of such resources include counselingand medical centersand 24-hour
crisis phone lines. Alink to these resources was available on each survey screen starting with
the initial landing page. In addition, all respondents were offered the resource listagain at the
conclusion of the survey.

“From Whatis a Certificate of Confidentiality? NIH Certificates of Confidentiality (CoC) Kiosk
http://grants.nih.gov/grants /policy/coc/index.htm.
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Although we anticipated that most participants would access these resources through
the web survey, we also developed a protocol for Help Desk staff to use if they received distress
calls or questions about sexual assault resources.

A2.7 Help Desk

To furtherencourage participants to complete the surveyand minimize distress, Help
Desk staff were available by phone and email throughout data collectionto answer technical
guestions about the survey and how to complete it, and to provide resource liststo
respondents who call and need additional support or referrals for services. Help Desk contact
information was providedin all email communication and was available on all screens of the
online survey, as well as on the survey landing page. Help Desk staff were trained in both
project and customer service procedures, including distress protocols. While Help Desk staff did
not provide counseling or other crisis intervention services, staff were prepared to offer
respondents the same resource informationincludedinthe online survey for theirspecific
campus. In the eventthat a caller expressed elevated distress ora threat to themselves or
others, the staff were trained to directly connect these students with counseling services from
the resource list. Data collection closed without the need to initiate the distress protocol.

In all cases, Help Desk staff were trained to be sensitive to callers and respondto them
politely and thoughtfully, regardless of the circumstances of theircall.

° Car=gurd Ulevity Sorwry
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As shown inthis screenshotabove, each page of the survey included links to general and
school-specificfrequently asked questions (FAQs) and resources. It also included the Help Desk
number for easy access to those students who needed itfor eithertechnical assistance or
additional resources.
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A2.8 Data Security and Protecting Confidentiality

All survey data was collected via a secure web site hosted at Westat. The respondent’s
email address was encrypted and storedin the SqlServerdatabase. Upon final submission of
the survey, the respondent’s email address and PIN number (used to create the unique survey
link) was automatically deleted from the database, removingany linkage between the survey
responses and the respondent. For any respondents who completed some of the survey but did
not formally submit it, these variables were deleted manually at the end of the data collection
period.

Roster file data was not included in the questionnaire data file so that if someone were
to somehow obtain the survey data, they could not associate any data with a particular
individual.

All necessary steps to mask the identity of survey respondents have been taken for the
data analysis and reporting. The analysisincluded only quantitative components.

Results are tabular, as well as more formal statistical models. Results were reviewed to
ensure an acceptable risk of disclosure, including suppression of demographiccharacteristics
and other potentially identifyinginformation in situationsin which cell sizes are small.

All data pertainingto this project has beenstoredin a secure manner in a physical and
electronicform that can only be accessed by study personnel. All electronicdata has been
stored on network server directories. Access to the network project directory has been
controlled through the use of directory and file access rights based upon user account ID and
the associated user group definition. Paperdata is stored inlocked files cabinets.

Datasets will be provided to AAU and to participating universities. These project
partners will own their respective datasets and the reports summarizing findings that will also
be delivered by Westat. The individual data-sets have been reviewed for potential disclosure
risks. Where appropriate, variables were altered (e.g., categories collapsed) to identify potential
risks before deliveringthe final files.

Three years after completion of the study, all data and files related to this study will be
permanently destroyed.
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Informed Consent

The University of Pennsylvaniais askingall studentsto answer a climate survey on sexual
assault and sexual misconduct. The surveyis sponsored by Pennin collaboration with the
Association of American Universities (AAU). The results will be used to guide policiesto
encourage a healthy, safe and nondiscriminatory environmentat Penn.

This surveyincludes sectionsthat ask about your knowledge and beliefs about social situations,
perceptionsrelated to sexual misconduct at Penn and your knowledge of resources available at
Penn. This survey also asks about your personal experience with sexual misconduct, such as
harassment, sexual assaultand other forms of violence. Some of the language used in this
surveyis explicitand some people may find it uncomfortable, but it isimportant that we ask
the questionsin this way so that you are clear what we mean. Information on how to get help,
if you needit, appears on the bottom of each page and at the end of the survey.

This survey should take most students approximately 20 minutesto complete. It may take up to
30 minutes for some individuals. Youdo NOT have to participate in thissurvey, and if you do
choose to participate, you may skip any questionyou are not comfortable answeringand may
exitthe surveyat any time. There will be no consequencesto you personally or your student
status if you choose not to complete the survey.

[CONDITION 1 ONLY] To thank you for your participation, every student who completesthe
survey will be offered a S5 gift card to Amazon.com

We will protect the confidentiality of youranswers [to the extentthe law allows50]. When you
complete the survey the link with your name, email and IP address will be broken so that no-
one will be able to connect these with your survey answers. The results will be presentedin
summary form so no individual can be identified. However, if we learn about child abuse or you
threaten to harm yourself or others, we are obligated to report it to the authorities.

We have obtained a Certificate of Confidentiality (CoC) issued by the National Institutes of

Health (NIH). The CoC isissuedto protect the investigators on this study from beingforced to
tell anyone about your participationin this study, evenunder a subpoena.

Even whena CoCisinplace, you and your family members must still continue to actively
protect your own privacy. If you voluntarily give your written consent for an insurer, employer,

*%Pre-NIH Certificate of Confidentiality |language, removed once the Federal certificate was inplace.
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or lawyerto receive information about your participationin the research, then we may not use
the CoC to withhold this information.>1

If you have any questions about this study please call the Help Desk at 1-855-497-4787.

If you have questions about your rights and welfare as a research participant, please call 215-
898-2614.

>’NIH Certificate of Confidentiality CC-AA-15-45 was issued on April 8, 2015. Changes to the consent were made as
soon as operationally possible.
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Frequently Asked Questions (FAQs)

Why me and what is this about?

We are asking all students at the University of Pennsylvaniatoanswer a climate survey on sexual assault
and sexual misconduct. The results will be used to guide policies to encourage a healthy, safe, and
nondiscriminatory environment on campus. Our goal is to make the University of Pennsylvania as safe as
possible by developing programs and services that prevent sexual assault and misconduct, as well as
respond to these events whenthey do occur. This surveyis an important tool for us to assess current
programs and to shape future policies.

Who is administering the survey?

The surveyis sponsored by the University of Pennsylvaniain collaboration with the Association of
American Universities (AAU). Westat, a private research organization, is administering the survey and will
be assistingin the analysis of the data.

What will the University of Pennsylvania do with the results?

The resultswill be used to better understand the climate at the University of Pennsylvaniathe extent of
sexual assault and misconduct among students, and the use of programs and services currently being
offered. Thisinformation will be used to make recommendations for changes to the policiesand

procedures related to preventing and handling sexual assaultand misconduct at the University of
Pennsylvania.

Why are you asking about these sensitive topics?

Our goal is to foster a safe and supportive environment where students can flourish, both academically
and personally. To understand the climate at the University of Pennsylvania, we need to ask direct
guestions about topics that some may find sensitive. Itis only by directly collecting this information from
you that we will be able to prevent negative experiences and effectively respond whenthey do happen.

What will | be asked to do?

You are invited to participate in a web survey. This surveyincludes sections that ask about your
knowledge and beliefs about social situations, perceptions related to sexual misconduct at your college,
and your knowledge of resources available at your college. This survey also asks about your personal
experience with sexual misconduct, such as harassment, sexual assault, and otherforms of violence.

Why is the language on the survey so explicit?

Some of the language usedin this surveyis explicitand some people may find ituncomfortable, but it is
important that we ask the questionsinthis way so that you are clear what we mean. Information on how
to get help, if you need it, appears on the bottom of each page and at the end of the survey.
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Isn’t this survey only for women?

No, thissurvey is for everyone, regardless of genderidentity or experiences. The survey will be used to
shape policiesthat affect everyone oncampus, so it isvery important that you provide your experiences
and viewpoint.

I’'ve never experienced sexual assault or sexual misconduct, so why should | take part?

If only victims of sexual assault and sexual misconduct participate in the survey, we will have a very
lopsided view of your campus. To get a complete picture of your college, we need to hear from as many
students as possible. Please tell afriend!

How long will the survey take?

This survey should take most people approximately 20 minutes to complete. It may take up to 30 minutes
for some individuals.

Am | required to participate?

You do NOT have to participate in this survey, and if you do participate, you may skip any questionyou
are not comfortable answeringand may exitthe survey at any time. Most people will find the questions
interesting.

Will my answers be confidential?

When you complete the survey, the link with your name, email, and IP address will be broken so that no
one will be able to connect these with your survey answers. The results will be presented in summary
form so no individual can be identified. However, if we learn about child abuse or about a threat of harm
to yourself or others, we are obligatedto report it to the authorities.

What should | do if | become upset answering these questions?

On each page of the online survey, thereis a linkto on-and off-campus resources that you can contact if
you become upset. In additionto local resources, there isinformation for several national services that
provide information and counselors 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. We have included a variety of
resources so you can choose to contact the one(s) you think would be most helpful to you.

I still have questions.

If you have any questions about this study, you can call the study Help Desk at 1-855-497-4787.
If you have questions about your rights and welfare as a research participant, please call 215-898-2614.
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University of Pennsylvania
Student Resource Information

On-Campus Resources

Students are encouraged toinquireabout confidentiality when seeking assistanceand support from
the varying offices. Under the Clery Act,federallaw mandatesthe disclosure of certain statistics
regarding sexual violence that occurs within the geographicboundaries of an institution of higher
education. Clery Actreportsdonot include the names ofanyone involved or any other information
thatidentifies an individual.

Emergency Resources

Division of Public Safety / Special Services (DPS)

www.publicsafety.upenn.edu/special-services/

215-898-4481/215-898-6600 off-hours

Crime investigation, victim support, accompanimentto medical and legal proceedings, and safety
education

Counseling and Psychological Services (CAPS)

www.vpul.upenn.edu/caps/
215-898-7021
Free and confidentialindividual and group therapyand advocacy,including for sexual trauma

Student Health Service (SHS)

www.vpul.upenn.edu/shs/

215-746-3535

Affordable medical evaluationand treatment frommaleand female providers

Student Intervention Services (SIS)

www.vpul.upenn.edu/intervention

Case managementofincidents involving studentwelfare and safety; supportand academicand
housing accommodations for both partiesincases of alleged sexual violence

Supportand Federal Resources

Penn Women’s Center (PWC(C)

www.vpul.upenn.edu/pwc/

215-898-8611

Confidential advocacy, support,and options counseling for sexual violence victims regardless of
gender identity or sexual orientation
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Lesbian Gay Bisexual Transgender Center (LGBT Center)

www.vpul.upenn.edu/lgbtc/
215-898-5044
Support, outreach, education, and advocacy for LGBTQIAmembers of the Penn community

Graduate Student Center (GSC)

www.gsc.upenn.edu/
215-746-6868
Supportand policy navigation for students andscholars across all 12 schools

International Student and Scholar Services (ISSS)

http://globalupenn.edu/isss

215-898-4661

Information andreferrals on personal or professional matters, including adjustingto U.S. cultural
norms and laws

Office of the University Chaplain

www.upenn.edu/chaplain/about-us/staff/

215-898-8456

Support, guidance, informaladvising, and pastoral counseling about moral, ethical,and spiritual
issues

Office of the Sexual Violence Investigative Officer

www.upenn.edu/svio/
215-898-2887
Investigation of complaints of sexual misconduct against enrolled students

Title IX Coordinator

www.upenn.edu/affirm-action /titleix.html

215-898-6993

Assistance, informalresolution, or investigation of sex discrimination and sexual harassment
complaints

Office of Student Conduct (0SC)

www.upenn.edu/osc/

215-898-5651

Investigationand resolution of reports of misconduct, academic dishonesty,and violations of
community standards

Penn Policies

Code of Student Conduct

https://provost.upenn.edu/policies/pennbook/2013 /02 /15/code-of-student-conduct

Sexual Harassment Policy
https://provost.upenn.edu /policies /pennbook/2013 /02 /15/sexual-harassment- policy

115


http://www.vpul.upenn.edu/lgbtc/
http://www.gsc.upenn.edu/
http://global.upenn.edu/isss
http://www.upenn.edu/chaplain/about-us/staff/
http://www.upenn.edu/svio/
http://www.upenn.edu/affirm-action/titleix.html
http://www.upenn.edu/osc/
https://provost.upenn.edu/policies/pennbook/2013/02/15/code-of-student-conduct
https://provost.upenn.edu/policies/pennbook/2013/02/15/sexual-harassment-
https://provost.upenn.edu/policies/pennbook/2013/02/15/sexual-harassment-policy

Sexual Violence, Relationship Violence, and Stalking Policy

http://www.upenn.edu/almanac/volumes/v61/n01/sexualviolencepolicy.html

Policy on Consensual Sexual Relations between Faculty and Students
https://provost.upenn.edu /policies /pennbook/2013 /02 /15/consensual-sexual-relations-
between- faculty- and-students

Alcohol and Drug Policy

https://provost.upenn.edu /policies /pennbook/2013 /02 /13 /alcohol-drug-policy

Equal Opportunity and Affirmative Action Policy
https://provost.upenn.edu /policies /pennbook/2013 /02 /13/equal-opportunity-and-affirmative-
action-policy

Non-Retaliation Policy

https: //www.hrupenn.edu/myhr/resources/policy /other/retaliation

National Resources

These servicesare available 24 hours a day, 7 days a week. Callers can connect free of charge to the
phone hotlines and will be directed tolocal agencies in their area. Individuals can also connectwith
trained hotline staff through confidential textmessaging or online through a secure chat messaging
system.

Phone Hotlines

National Sexual AssaultPhone Hotline (RAINN).......ccccoorrinineverenennns 1-800-656-HOPE (4673)

National Suicide Prevention Lifeline...........ccocvoveisceenniens e e 1-800-273-TALK(8255)
(Press 2 for Spanish)

New York City Anti-Violence Project Hotline (LGBTQ community).......c.ccccreuereruenens 212-714-1141

(hotline will assist LGBTQ community nationwide- not limited to New York City)
Websites and Online Hotlines

(00 1S3 Fo W)= o 5 0 s L, text741741

National Sexual AssaultOnline Hotline (RAINN):
http: //www.rainn.org/get-help/national-sexual-assault-online-hotline

Rape, Abuse & Incest National Network (RAINN) Website:
http://www.rainn.org/
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Appendix 3. Results by Individual Status Code

A3.1 Definition of Completed Survey

We define a completed survey with two criteriafor all but one university: (1) the
respondentanswered at least one of the questionin each of the followingvictimization
sections: sexual harassment (Section D), stalking (Section E), and sexual assault/other
misconduct (Section G); and (2) the respondenttook at least 5 minutesto fill outthe
questionnaire.

When calculating response rates, we take the followingresponse statusinto
consideration,

e Status 1: Respondents who did not click on the link to access the Web survey

e Status 2: Respondents who clicked on the link to access the Web survey, but did
not start the survey

e  Status 3: Respondents who started the survey, but did not complete the
victimization sections, and did not submit the survey

e  Status 4: Respondents who completed and submitted the surveyin lessthan five
minutes

e Status 5: Respondents who submitted the survey, completed the survey infive or
more minutes or started/submitted the survey on differentdays, but did not
complete the victimization sections

e  Status 6: Respondents who started the survey, completed the victimization
sections, but did not submitthe survey

e  Status 7: Respondents who started the survey, completed the victimization
sections, and submitted the survey

Based on the definition on completed survey, cases of Status 6 and 7 are considered as
completed, whereas cases of Status 1 to 5 are considered as not completed. Therefore, the
response rate is calculated as,

n,; +ny

R Rate =
esponse Rate N

Where N is the total number of students that received the survey invitation (Forthose
schools that conducted a census, N represents the total number of registered undergraduate
and graduate students; For those few school that did not conduct a census, N representsthe
total number of registered undergraduate and graduate students that were sampled);
nyrepresents the number of students who started the survey, completed the victimization
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sections, but did not submitted the survey; n,represents the number of students who started
the survey, completed the victimization sections, and submitted the survey.

Table A3.1. Frequency of survey response status for the University of Pennsylvania

Status Description

Did not click on link

2 | Clicked on link, but did not start 1,077 4.5%
3 | Started, did not submit, did not have enough responses 924 3.9%
4 | Submitted, completed in <5 minutes 55 2%

5 | Submitted, completed >= 5 minutes or could not

measure duration, did not did not have enough 6 .0%
responses
6 | Started, not submitted, completed minimum responses 504 2.1%
7 | Started, submitted, completed minimum responses 5,898 24.8%
Total 23,789 | 100.0%

A3.2 Drop-out Rates

Students who consented to participate, then entered the survey but did not complete
the victimization sections were not counted as a complete for the survey. Similarly, those that
took lessthan 5 minutes to complete the survey were dropped.

About 13.3% of the individualsthat started the survey did not complete using the rules
described above ((985/ 7,387) =13.3%). Much of the dropout occurred after the background
and harassment sections. Once starting section G (sexual assault), very few respondents were
dropped from the analysis dataset. Of those that did not complete, 60% did not answerthe
first questioninthe Harassment section and 95% did not answer the first questioninthe first
sexual violence question.
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Table A3.2. Survey drop-out rate for the University of Pennsylvania: Percent Non-Missing
Responses for Initial tem in Each Section for Respondents That Started the

Surveyl’2
Not
Section ‘ Complete ‘ Complete Total
Section A — Background 96% 100% 99%
Section B — Perceptions of Risk 62% 99% 94%
Section C — Resources 51% 100% 93%
Section D — Harassment 40% 100% 92%
Section E - Stalking 17% 100% 89%
Section G — SV Screener 5% 100% 87%
Section | — Perceptions of Responses to Reporting 4% 95% 83%
Section J — Bystander Intervention 4% 92% 81%
Section K - Debriefing 5% 92% 80%
Submitted 6% 92% 81%
TotalStarted 985 6,402 7,387

! Initial questions used by section are: A2, B1, C2a, D1, E1, G1, 11, J1, K1. Sections F and H are not included because not all respondents were

routed to these sections.

? See text for definition of a completed survey.
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Appendix 4. Non-response Bias Analysis

Nonresponse issuesare common in surveys, and the bias caused by nonresponse (or
nonresponse bias) needsto be addressed, especially whenthe nonresponse rate is high. As
describedin the weighting section, we adjusted base weights to reduce the effects of
nonresponse on the estimates. However, such adjustments may not completely eliminate the
nonresponse bias. Nonresponse bias will be nonexistentif all sampled units have the same
probability of response (response propensity). If the response propensities are not equal,
nonresponse bias may still be nonexistentif the surveyvariables are uncorrelated with
response propensities. Forexample, if those that do not respond have the same rates of
victimization as those that do respond, then the estimates of victimization will be unbiased.

As shown by the response rates at the beginningof this report, the response propensity
dependson student characteristics. Moreover, it appears that the survey variables are
correlated with the victimization and other outcomes. For example, the response rate of
femalesis higherthan that of males, and there also is a strong correlation between genderand
victimization. We can correct this source of bias by adjusting the survey weights for the gender
of the respondent. Thisis one of the primary purposes of the raking procedure described at the
beginning of this report. However, there is still the potential that the estimates are subject to
nonresponse biasthat is not removed by the weighting. Forexample, if female victims are
more likely to participate than other females, thenthere is potential for nonresponse bias.

To evaluate the possibility of remaining nonresponse bias, we conducted several
differentanalyses. The firstanalysis evaluated the effectiveness of the weighting methodology.
The more effective the weighting methods, the less likely there will be bias due to
nonresponse. The second analysis directly assessed the nonresponse bias by examining
variation of key outcomes by several measures of response propensity.

A4.1 Evaluation of the Weighting Methodology

We conducted two differentanalysesto evaluate the weighting methods:

e Correlationanalysis: This analysis examines the correlation between some selected key
survey variablesand auxiliary variables usedin nonresponse weightingadjustments. A
high correlationimplies that the auxiliary variables used in weighting could remove
nonresponse biasif the response propensityisalso correlated with the auxiliary
variables. The correlationis calculated using the SAS GLM (General Linear Model)
procedure with a survey variable as the dependentvariable and auxiliary variable(s) as
independentvariable(s). The measure used to evaluate the correlationis the positive
square root of the R-square of the GLM model.
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e Comparison of the weighting method with an alternative weighting method: Another

weighting method was developed and compared with the actual method employed for
the survey. We compared key variable estimates through t-tests.

We used the following 11 key outcome variables for the analysis:

Table A4-1.

Variable
Number

Eleven key variables used in the nonresponse bias analysis

Variable Name

Variable Description

Penetration by Physical

Indicateswhether respondent experienced any rape incident

! Force or Incapacitation | since entering college
Sexu'al Touching by Indicates whether respondent experiencedany sexual battery
2 Physical Force or . . .
o incident since entering college
Incapacitation
3 Penetration or Sexual Indicates whether respondent experienced any incident of sex
Touching by Coercion or sexual touching by coercion since entering college
Penetration or Sexual Indicateswhether respondent experienced any incident of sex
4 Touching by Absence of | or sexual touching without affirmative consent since entering
Affirmative Consent college
Indicates whether respondent experienced any incident of
5 Sexual Harassment . .
sexual harassment since entering college
6 Stalking Indic'ates.whether rgspondent experienced any incident of
stalking since entering college
7 Intimate Partner Indicateswhether respondent experienced any incident of
Violence intimate partner violence since entering college
Indicateswhether respondent is ‘very’ or ‘extremely’
8 Resources knowledgeable about campus resources for sexual assault and
misconduct
Indicateswhether respondent feels it is ‘very’ or ‘extremely’
likely that university officials will do all of the following in
9 Reporting Perception response to a report of sexual misconduct or assault: take the
report seriously, conduct a fair investigation, and take action to
address causes of the issue
10 Bystander Intervention Indicateswhether r.espondent took some sort of action when
they suspected a friend had been sexually assaulted
11 Perception of Problem Indicateswhether sexual assault or misconduct is seen as very or

extremely problematic at the university

Discussion of Analysis Results

Correlation analysis

Correlations are shown in Table A4-2. The row “(estimate)” provides the point

estimates of the key variables. The row “All” presents the correlation of each key variable with
all auxiliary variables used as independentvariablesin the GLM model.
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Table A4-2. Correlations of the auxiliary variables and the key survey variables

Auxiliary

Variable'
(Estimate) 0.042 | 0.077 | 0.003 | 0.058 | 0.478 | 0.031 | 0.071 | 0.167 | 0.233 | 0.606 | 0.142

Incentive

Status 0.007 | 0.005 | 0.008 | 0.004 | 0.003 | 0.000 | 0.025 | 0.005 | 0.005 | 0.015]| 0.017
Gender 0.149] 0.171 | 0.022 | 0.141 | 0.132 | 0.093 | 0.000 | 0.007 | 0.079 | 0.046 | 0.092
Age Group 0.114 | 0.165 | 0.014 | 0.127 | 0.186 | 0.047 | 0.058 | 0.115 | 0.119 | 0.002 | 0.132

YearinSchool | 0.089 [ 0.143 | 0.018 | 0.096 | 0.148 | 0.021 | 0.037 | 0.116 | 0.073 | 0.004 | 0.088
Race/ Ethnicity | 0.064 | 0.062 | 0.018 | 0.066 | 0.150 | 0.029 | 0.073 | 0.102 | 0.157 | 0.085 | 0.137

All 0.191 | 0.235| 0.036 | 0.194 | 0.252 | 0.109 | 0.095 | 0.156 | 0.203 | 0.099 | 0.201
T Refer to the weighting section for the definitions of the auxiliary variables.

In general, as a single auxiliary variable, Incentive Status has a low correlation with all
key variables, whereas Gender and Age Group have higher correlations. Age Group has a
considerably highercorrelation with Sexual Harassment. All auxiliary variables collectively have
non-negligible correlations with all key variables, except Penetration or Sexual Touching by
Coercion. Among the 11 key survey variables, Penetration or Sexual Touching by Coercion has
lowest correlations with all auxiliary variables.

We know that the auxiliary variables are correlated with the response propensity. The
correlation analysis also shows that the auxiliary variables are correlated with the outcome
variables. Therefore, itappears that those auxiliary variables were effective inreducing, or
perhaps eliminating, nonresponse bias.

Comparison of the weighting method with an alternative weighting method

We developed alternative weights by using a two-step procedure, where the first step
adjusted for nonresponse using the response propensity method and the second step
calibrated the nonresponse adjusted weights to the population totals through raking. The
major outcome measures were compared using this alternative weightingmethod and the
method usedin the analysis discussed in this report. Two hundred and seventy five
comparisons were made at the populationand subgroup level (see below for details) but there
were no statistically significant differences between the estimates using the two weighing
methods. This impliesthatthe one-step raking procedureis as effectiveinremoving
nonresponse biasas the more complex two-step weighting method that uses the same
auxiliary information.

A4.2 Testing for Nonresponse Bias

We conducted two differentanalyses to test whetherbias due to nonresponse exists
for the above 11 key measures (see Table A4-1). These include:
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e Comparison of early and late responders: We compared key estimates between early
and late responders. Early and late responders are identified by respondents’ survey
submissiontime. Early responders are those who responded before the first reminder
email out of two reminders; and the other respondents are the late responders.

e Comparison by the incentive status: The incentivized sample has a higher response rate
than the other group. We compared the key variable estimates of the incentivized
sample with those of the other group.

Discussion of Analysis Results
Comparison of early and late responders

One standard method of assessing nonresponse biasis to assume that the respondents
that required the most effortto convince to complete the survey are similarto the
nonrespondents. For purposes of this analysis we defined ‘effort’ asthe number of contacts
made before the respondentcompleted the survey. Those who responded early (e.g., before
the firstemail reminder) required less effort to gain cooperation than those who responded
later after multiple e-mails. This analysis assumes that those who responded later have more in
common with the nonrespondentsthanthose who responded early. If thisassumption istrue,
then a difference in the outcome measures between the early and late responders would be an
indication of nonresponse bias.

While this isa standard method to evaluate nonresponse bias, the assumption that

those requiring more effort to gain cooperation resemble the nonrespondents does not always
hold.>

In our analysis, early responders are defined as those who responded before the first
reminderemail, and late responders are those who responded after the firstreminderemail
was sent. About 8 percent of respondents were missingthe survey submission time and could
not be included inthis analysis.ssThe late responders account for 53 percent of the
respondents with nonmissing survey submission time.

We compared weighted estimates of the 11 key survey variables at the total population
and subgroup levels. The subgroups are defined by the categories of the auxiliary variables
usedin weighting (see Table A4-2). There are altogether 20 categories of subgroups (2
Incentive Statuses, 2 genders, 4 Age-groups, 7 categories of Year in School, and 5 categories of
Race/Ethnicity). Comparisons are also made at finersubgroups defined by crossing the gender
and school enrollment (four subgroups: male undergraduate, male graduate/professional,
female undergraduate, and female graduate/professional). There were 275 comparisons

52 Lin, I-F., and Schaeffer, N.C. (1995). Usingsurvey participants to estimate the impact of nonparticipation. Public
Opinion Quarterly 59(2),236-58; Olson, K. (2006). Survey participation, nonres ponse bias, measurement error
biasandtotal bias. Public Opinion Quarterly, 70(5),737-758.

> Atime was not obtained for those that stopped completing the survey before they completed.
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overall, which corresponds to the sum of 11 population-level comparisons, 220 (=11 key
variables X 20 categories) subgroup-level comparisons, and 44 (=11 keyvariables X 4 finer
subgroups) finer subgroup-level comparisons.

Subgroup-level comparisons forthe same auxiliary variable were treated as multiple
comparisons using Bonferroni corrected alpha values. For example, one t-test was performed
to compare the estimate of Penetration by Force or Incapacitation for malesfor early vs. late
responders. Another t-test was carried out for femalesinthe same way. These two
comparisons were made using the Bonferroni-corrected alpha-value of 0.025 (=0.05/2).
Population-level comparisons were made individually witha0.05 alpha-value.

Four (36%) out of 11 population-levelcomparisons are individually significant—they are
Penetration by Physical Force or Incapacitation; Sexual Touching by Physical Force or
Incapacitation, Penetration or Sexual Touching by Absence of Affirmative Consent, and
Perception of Problem. Oneissue with these comparisons isthey do not fully control for
differencesthatare adjusted inthe survey weights (e.g., genderand enrollment status). While
this analysis uses the weights, itdoes not control within early and late responder groups. For
example, there may be more males who responded later, and comparing the early and late
respondergroups does not control for this difference. Itis more instructive to examine the
subgroup differences, which are specificto some of the characteristics that were usedin the
weighting. Ten (5%) out of 220 subgroup comparisons are significant, and two (5%) out of 44
finersubgroup comparisons are significant.

Itis useful to concentrate on the subgroup estimates, as they are used throughout the
report and they disaggregate by important variables used in the weighting. Table A4-3
providesthe differences foreach of these outcomesfor the early vs. late responders for the
four primary subgroups defined by genderand enrollment status. For example, for
undergraduate femalesthe rate for Penetration or Sexual Touching by Absence of Affirmative
Consentfor late respondersis 15.72 percent and for earlyrespondersis 11.40 percent. This
difference is statistically significantatthe 5 percentsignificance level for multiple comparisons
witha P-value of 1.08 percent, whichis lessthan the Bonferroni alpha value of 1.25 percent (=
5%/4).

Table A4-3. Comparison of early and later responders by gender and school enrollment for
11 key variables (estimates in percent)

1 M UnderGr 1.50 0.40 0.88 0.33 0.62 25.73
1 M Grad/Prof 0.55 0.28 0.80 0.30 -0.25 56.00
1 F UnderGr 12.08 0.98 9.36 1.04 2.72 8.64
1 F Grad/Prof 2.94 0.53 2.11 0.43 0.83 20.58
2 M UnderGr 3.55 0.56 3.93 0.75 -0.38 68.31
2 M Grad/Prof 0.94 0.32 1.94 0.54 -1.00 11.91
2 F UnderGr 20.93 1.16 18.28 131 2.65 8.71
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2 F Grad/Prof 4.29 0.50 4.11 0.61 0.18 82.70
3 M UnderGr 0.29 0.17 0.31 0.19 -0.02 94.44
3 M Grad/Prof 0.17 0.15 0.00 0.00 0.17 25.22
3 F UnderGr 0.37 0.16 0.49 0.25 -0.12 71.06
3 F Grad/Prof 0.24 0.14 0.20 0.12 0.04 85.89
4 M UnderGr 291 0.54 443 0.71 -1.52 9.02
4 M Grad/Prof 1.20 0.40 1.29 0.42 -0.09 88.20
4 F UnderGr 15.72 0.92 11.40 1.24 432 1.08*
4 F Grad/Prof 4.34 0.56 4.25 0.57 0.09 91.12
5 M UnderGr 48.57 1.60 54.09 1.89 -5.52 2.23
5 M Grad/Prof 29.59 1.76 35.03 1.74 -5.44 2.12
5 F UnderGr 68.32 1.35 63.83 1.66 4.49 2.95
5 F Grad/Prof 40.39 1.28 44.91 1.38 -4.52 2.77
6 M UnderGr 1.96 0.39 1.85 0.44 0.11 86.87
6 M Grad/Prof 1.03 0.34 0.98 0.33 0.05 92.46
6 F UnderGr 5.95 0.60 6.58 0.74 -0.63 48.83
6 F Grad/Prof 3.13 0.49 3.43 0.53 -0.30 65.45
7 M UnderGr 7.32 0.90 12.18 1.63 -4.86 1.42
7 M Grad/Prof 6.17 1.04 5.13 0.88 1.04 45.82
7 F UnderGr 10.67 1.01 8.90 1.03 1.77 21.69
7 F Grad/Prof 4.08 0.73 5.79 0.67 -1.71 7.85
8 M UnderGr 23.39 1.34 24.59 1.52 -1.20 56.83
8 M Grad/Prof 9.75 1.24 13.01 1.21 -3.26 3.86
8 F UnderGr 22.99 1.22 20.02 1.25 2.97 8.54
8 F Grad/Prof 11.61 0.85 14.00 0.98 -2.39 9.48
9 M UnderGr 20.52 1.35 21.14 1.72 -0.62 75.28
9 M Grad/Prof 29.84 1.63 33.47 1.78 -3.63 15.12
9 F UnderGr 14.15 1.01 15.38 1.26 -1.23 45.72
9 F Grad/Prof 27.11 1.36 22.38 1.11 4.73 1.00*
10 M UnderGr 59.20 3.01 60.93 4.22 -1.73 75.06
10 M Grad/Prof 54.13 7.26 46.21 6.69 7.92 34.92
10 F UnderGr 63.47 1.98 60.69 2.21 2.78 31.44
10 F Grad/Prof 58.63 3.76 61.99 5.31 -3.36 61.00
11 M UnderGr 14.61 1.05 15.78 141 -1.17 55.38
11 M Grad/Prof 7.50 1.07 6.74 1.07 0.76 61.66
11 F UnderGr 25.68 1.50 23.28 1.55 2.40 21.19
11 F Grad/Prof 10.60 0.88 10.07 0.91 0.53 68.58

See Table A4-1 for definitions of outcomes
2UnderGr = Undergraduate; Grad/Prof=Graduate or Professional Student
*StdErr = Standard Error for the proportion

‘A significant result (P-value <1.25%) is asterisked (*).

As noted above, 5% of the differencesin Table A4-3 are statistically significant. These

resultsindicate there isweak evidence of non-response bias, since the number of significant

differencesisabout what was expected by chance (5 percent).
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Of the measures of sexual assault and sexual misconduct, >* one out of the 28 possible
comparisons is significant. The measure that is significantis summarized below.

Nonconsensualsexualcontact by absence of affirmative consent. There is one
significant difference. The difference forundergraduate femalesis positive, indicating the
survey estimate is too low.

Of the measures of campus climate, >> one out of the 16 is significant. The measure
that issignificantis summarized below.

Opinions on what university officials would do when an incident is reported. There is one
significant difference. The difference forgraduate femalesis positive, indicatingthe survey
estimate is too low.

Overall, thisanalysisindicatesthere is some evidence that there is biasin selected
estimates. The estimates that are possibly affected are for

- Nonconsensual sexual contact by absence of affirmative consent
- Opinions on what university officials would dowhenan incidentis reported

This was found for several genderand enrollmentgroups. The direction of the possible biasis
positive.

Comparison by the incentive status

One limitation the analysis of early/late respondersisreliance on the assumption that
late respondersresemble the nonrespondents. As noted above, this assumption does not
always hold and can vary by the outcome that is beingexamined. An alternative approach to
examining nonresponse biasisto compare outcomes by the differentincentive groups. The
incentivized sample, which received a S5 gift card for participating inthe survey, was randomly
selected, butresponded at a higher rate (30.9% vs. 25.6%) — those not selectedinthe
incentivized sample were entered into a sweepstakestowin $500. If there is nonresponse bias,
then there should be a difference inthe outcomes between the incentivized and non-
incentivized (sweepstakes) groups. For example, the incentive of $5 gift card may have been
more successful at convincing non-victims to participate. That is, the non-victims may have
needed additional motivation to participate beyond the appeals made in the e-mailsand

54 . . . s h . . . - .
Penetration by physical force or incapacitation; sexual touching or kissing by physical force or incapacitation; coercion, absence of
affirmative consent, harassment, stalking and IPV.

* Resources = Student knowledge about campus resources.
Reporting = Opinions on what university officials would do when an incident is reported
Perception of Problem = How problematic students feel sexual assault and misconduct is for the IHE

Bystander Intervention = Respondent took some action when they suspected a friend had been sexually assaulted
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advance publicity. If this istrue, then the incentivized group should have a lowervictimization
rate than the non-incentivized group. Alternatively, the incentive of S5 gift card may have been
more successful at motivating victims who normally would not participate because of not being
willingtoshare their personal experiences. If thisistrue, thenthe incentivized group should
have a higher victimization rate than the non-incentivized group. If response propensityis not
related to being a victim, then there should not be any difference between the incentivized and
non-incentivized groups.

The total number of comparisonsis 253, which is less than before because we cannot
make subgroup-level comparisons defined by the Incentive Status. Significance tests were
performed similarly as above. Overall weighted estimates of one key variable (Intimate Partner
Violence) are significantly different between the two incentive groups. Only five comparisons
(3%) out of 198 subgroup comparisons are significant, and only one (2%) out of 44 finer
subgroup comparisons is significant (see Table A4-4). This is less than would be expected by
chance (around 5%). However, many of these differences are concentrated in certain
outcomes.

Focusing on the subgroups estimates, Table A4-4 provides the differences for each of
these outcomes for the four primary subgroups defined by genderand enrollmentstatus. For
example, forundergraduate malesthe rate for Perception of Problemfor the incentive groupis
11.15 percentand for the non-incentive groupis 16.10 percent. This difference is statistically
significantat the 5 percent significance level formultiple comparisons with a P-value 0f 0.13
percent, which is less than the Bonferroni alpha value of 1.25 percent (=5%/4).

Table A4-4. Comparison of incentivized and non-incentivized groups by gender and school
enrollment for 11 key variables (estimates in percent)

1 M UnderGr 1.72 0.59 1.37 0.28 0.35 59.60
1 M Grad/Prof 0.76 0.34 0.69 0.23 0.07 86.12
1 F UnderGr 10.81 0.86 12.39 0.83 -1.58 19.67
1 F Grad/Prof 3.12 0.63 2.74 0.46 0.38 62.79
2 M UnderGr 3.97 0.88 4.66 0.62 -0.69 52.47
2 M Grad/Prof 1.70 0.58 1.47 0.35 0.23 73.66
2 F UnderGr 22.50 1.84 20.43 1.04 2.07 32.88
2 F Grad/Prof 4.83 0.60 4.38 0.44 0.45 55.05
3 M UnderGr 0.65 0.37 0.16 0.10 0.49 20.71
3 M Grad/Prof 0.00 0.00 0.10 0.09 -0.10 25.20
3 F UnderGr 0.83 0.34 0.52 0.20 0.31 43.23
3 F Grad/Prof 0.17 0.14 0.29 0.12 -0.12 52.57
4 M UnderGr 4.20 0.70 3.38 0.49 0.82 33.88
4 M Grad/Prof 1.57 0.69 1.01 0.28 0.56 44.75
4 F UnderGr 13.54 1.27 14.72 0.89 -1.18 45.14
4 F Grad/Prof 3.89 0.71 4.14 0.44 -0.25 76.59
5 M UnderGr 49.35 1.97 50.92 1.44 -1.57 52.79
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Enrolliment [\[o] B

Outcome'  Gender Status’ Incentive | StdErr® Incentive | StdErr® Difference P-value®
5 M Grad/Prof 32.51 2.23 32.13 1.57 0.38 89.01
5 F UnderGr 67.06 1.73 67.45 1.23 -0.39 85.58
5 F Grad/Prof 44.63 1.28 41.91 1.06 2.72 10.98
6 M UnderGr 1.24 0.40 2.24 0.34 -1.00 5.84
6 M Grad/Prof 1.05 0.39 0.89 0.25 0.16 73.36
6 F UnderGr 8.10 1.18 5.59 0.44 2.51 5.02
6 F Grad/Prof 2.37 0.57 3.64 0.47 -1.27 9.38
7 M UnderGr 7.40 1.40 10.04 0.95 -2.64 12.34
7 M Grad/Prof 3.63 0.74 6.00 0.82 -2.37 3.69
7 F UnderGr 10.03 1.40 9.84 0.84 0.19 90.98
7 F Grad/Prof 4.80 0.78 5.07 0.58 -0.27 78.06
8 M UnderGr 21.84 1.87 24.04 1.09 -2.20 31.31
8 M Grad/Prof 11.60 1.64 11.17 1.11 0.43 82.71
8 F UnderGr 22.38 1.69 21.04 1.04 1.34 50.21
8 F Grad/Prof 14.46 1.11 11.68 0.67 2.78 3.82
9 M UnderGr 22.71 1.76 19.99 1.43 2.72 23.81
9 M Grad/Prof 31.54 2.08 32.38 1.35 -0.84 73.65
9 F UnderGr 14.00 1.20 15.01 0.93 -1.01 50.99
9 F Grad/Prof 24.29 1.53 24.89 1.00 -0.60 74.46
10 M UnderGr 54.04 4.35 61.39 2.79 -7.35 15.97
10 M Grad/Prof 55.95 10.45 46.58 7.07 9.37 46.06
10 F UnderGr 61.17 3.31 63.11 1.84 -1.94 60.84
10 F Grad/Prof 63.36 6.62 60.26 3.61 3.10 68.25
11 M UnderGr 11.15 1.06 16.10 0.97 -4.95 0.13*
11 M Grad/Prof 7.12 1.60 7.16 0.82 -0.04 98.42
11 F UnderGr 25.28 2.19 24.58 1.36 0.70 78.57
11 F Grad/Prof 10.16 1.00 10.77 0.79 -0.61 63.56

See Table A4-1 for definitions of outcomes
2UnderGr = Undergraduate; Grad/Prof=Graduate or Professional Student
3 stdErr = Standard Error for the proportion
“A significant result (P-value <1.25%) is asterisked (*).

As noted above, 2% of the differencesin Table A4-4 are statistically significant. These
resultsindicate there isweak or no evidence of non-response bias, since the number of
significant differencesis about what was expected by chance (5 percent).
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Appendix 5. Email Invitations and Reminders

Survey Invitation and Reminder Messages

1°* Contact: Email Invitation
Condition 1: $5 Amazon gift card

From: Campus Climate Survey
Subject: Invitation to take part in a Campus Climate Survey

From: President Amy Gutmann and Provost Vincent Price
To: Penn Student

We are writing on behalf of the University to ask you to spend just a few minutes of your time
giving your thoughtful attention and candid opinions regardingan important subject. By
respondingto our climate survey on sexual assault and sexual misconduct, you will help guide
policiesto encourage a healthy, safe and nondiscriminatory environmentat Penn. It is truly
important to hear from you, evenif you believe these issues do not affect you directly.

We know your time is valuable, but we hope you can find a few minutes to respond before the
survey closes on Thursday, April 23, 2015. As a small token of appreciation, you will receive a
$5 Amazon gift card once you complete the survey.

Share your perspective by clickingon the link below:

https://group3.campusclimatesurvey2015.org/Home.aspx?uPin=FmLDBNzKUW,]y76A

Your individual responses will be treated as confidential. Your participationin thissurvey is
completely voluntary and will not affect any aspect of your experience at Penn. However, your
response is important to gettingan accurate picture of the experiences and opinions of all
students.

Westat, a social science research firm, is administeringthe surveyfor us. If you have any
guestions about the survey or have difficulty accessingit, please send an e-mail to
CampusClimateHelp@westat.comorcall 1 (855) 497-4787.

Thank you,

President Amy Gutmann and Provost Vincent Price
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https://group3.campusclimatesurvey2015.org/Home.aspx?uPin=FmLDBNzKUWjy76A
mailto:CampusClimateHelp@westat.com

Survey Invitation and Reminder Messages

2"?and 3rd Contact: Email Reminder
Condition 1: $5 Amazon gift card

From: Campus Climate Survey
Subject: Reminderto complete the Campus Climate Survey

From: Vice Provost Andrew Binns and Vice Provost Valerie Swain-Cade McCoullum
To: Penn Student

President Gutmann and Provost Price recently sent you an individualized link to participatein a climate
survey. If you have filled out the survey, thank you! This message has gone to all students on campus
because no identifying information is linked with the survey and we are unable to identify whether you
have completed the survey.

If you have not had a chance to take the survey yet, please do so as soon as possible by clicking on the

link below. Your participationin this confidential survey is voluntary, but the more people who
participate, the better the information we will have to promote a healthier campus.

The closing date for the survey is Thursday, April 23, 2015, so it is important to hear from you as soon as
possible. As a small token of appreciation, you will receive a $5 Amazon gift card when you complete
thesurvey.

https://group3.campusclimatesurvey2015.org/Home.aspx?uPin=FmLDBNzKUWjy76A

Westat, a social science researchfirm, is administering the survey for us. If you have any questions
about the survey or have difficulty accessing it, please send an e-mail to
CampusClimateHelp@westat.comor call 1 (855) 497-4787.

Thank you,

Andrew Binns

Vice Provost for Education
Valerie Swain-Cade McCoullum
Vice Provost for University Life
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Survey Invitation and Reminder Messages

1** Contact: Email Invitation
Condition 2: $500 Drawing

From: Campus Climate Survey
Subject: Invitation to take partin a Campus Climate Survey

From: President Amy Gutmannand Provost Vincent Price
To: Penn Student

We are writing on behalf of the University to ask you to spend just a few minutes of your time giving
your thoughtful attentionand candid opinions regarding animportant subject. By responding to our
climate survey on sexual assault and sexual misconduct, you will help guide policies to encourage a
healthy, safe and nondiscriminatory environment at Penn. Itis truly important to hear from you, even if
you believe these issues do not affect you directly.

We know your time is valuable, but we hope you canfind a few minutes to respond before the survey
closes on Thursday, April 23, 2015. By going to the website at the link below, you will be entered into
a lottery to win $500 . We hope you will decide to complete the survey, but you are eligible for the
lottery whether or not you complete the survey:

https://group3.campusclimatesurvey2015.org/Home.aspx?uPin=FmLDBNzKUWjy76A

Your individual responses will be treated as confidential. Your participation in this survey is completely

voluntary and will not affect any aspect of your experience at Penn. However, your response is
important to getting anaccurate picture of the experiences and opinions of all students.

Westat, a social science researchfirm, is administering the survey for us. If you have any questions
about the survey or have difficulty accessing it, please send an e-mail to

CampusClimateHelp@westat.com or call 1 (855) 497-4787.

Thank you,

President Amy Gutmannand Provost Vincent Price
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Survey Invitation and Reminder Messages

2" and 3rd Contact: Email Reminder
Condition 2: Drawing

From: Campus Climate Survey
Subject: Reminderto complete the Campus Climate Survey

From: Vice Provost Andrew Binns and Vice Provost Valerie Swain-Cade McCoullum
To: Penn Student

President Gutmann and Provost Price recently sent you an individualized link to participatein a
climate survey. If you have filled out the survey, thank you! This message has gone to all
students on campus because no identifyinginformationislinked with the survey and we are
unable to identify whetheryou have completed the survey.

If you have not had a chance to take the surveyyet, please do so as soon as possible by clicking
on the link below. Your participationin this confidential surveyisvoluntary, but the more
people who participate, the better the information we will have to promote a healthier
campus.

The closing date for the survey is Thursday, April 23, 2015, so itis important to hear from you
as soon as possible. Asa small token of our appreciation, by going to the website at the link
below, you will be entered into a lottery to win $500 . You are eligible forthe lottery whether
or not you complete the survey.

https://group3.campusclimatesurvey2015.org/Home.aspx?uPin=FmLDBNzKUW,jy76A

Westat, a social science research firm, is administeringthe survey for us. If you have any
questions about the survey or have difficulty accessingit, please send an e-mail to
CampusClimateHelp@westat.com orcall 1 (855) 497-4787.

Thank you,

Andrew Binns

Vice Provost for Education
Valerie Swain-Cade McCoullum
Vice Provost for University Life
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Table A. Characteristics of Respondents that completed the survey

Characteristic Weighted Un-weighted
Category
Age
18 years old 1,358 5.7 345 5.4
19 years old 2,596 10.9 698 10.9
20years old 2,080 8.7 692 10.8
21vyears old 2,849 12.0 827 12.9
22 years old 1,968 8.3 644 10.1
23 years old 1,346 5.7 420 6.6
24 years old 1,591 6.7 393 6.1
25 years orolder 10,001 42.0 2,383 37.2
Student Affiliation
Undergraduate 11,001 46.2 3,207 50.1
Graduate or Professional 12,788 53.8 3,195 499
Year in school/program
Freshman 2,956 12.4 739 11.5
Sophomore 2,803 11.8 741 11.6
Junior 2,639 11.1 828 12.9
Senior 2,603 10.9 899 14.0
Graduateor Prof 1styear 5,031 21.1 1,297 20.3
Graduateor Prof 2nd year 3,872 16.3 957 14.9
Graduate or Prof 3rd year 1,471 6.2 353 5.5
Graduate or Prof 4thyear orhigher 2,414 10.1 588 9.2
Year firstenrolled in the college or university
2010 or earlier 2,272 9.6 580 9.1
2011 3,197 13.4 984 154
2012 3,725 15.7 1,083 16.9
2013 6,127 25.8 1,599 25.0
2014 0r 2015 8,468 35.6 2,156 33.7
HispanicorLatino?
Yes 2,146 9.0 555 8.7
No 21,643 91.0 5,847 913
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Table A. Characteristics of Respondents that completed the survey (continued)

Characteristic Weighted Un-weighted
Category
Race
Whiteonly 13,455 56.6 3,928 614
Black only 1,616 6.8 406 6.3
Asian only 7,229 304 1,729 27.0
Other/Multirace 1,489 6.3 339 5.3
Gender Identity
Female 12,455 524 3,781 59.1
Male 11,133 46.8 2,567 40.1
Other 201 0.8 54 0.8
Sexual Orientation
Heterosexual 20,727 88.9 5,574 88.8
Non-Heterosexual 2,591 111 706 11.2

Since enrolled in college or university, have you beenin a partnered relationship?

Yes 18,230 76.6 4,932 77.0
No 5,502 23.1 1,455 22.7
Did notanswerthe question 56 0.2 15 0.2

Have a disability registered with the university ?

Yes 500 21 142 2.2
No 23,253 97.7 6,252 97.7
Did notanswerthe question 36 0.1 8 0.1
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Table 1.1. Perceptions of Responses to Reporting Sexual Assault or Sexual Misconduct to an

Official by Gender and Enroliment Status™?

Survey Item

Response

Not atall
Alittle
Somewhat
Very

Extremely

Not atall
Alittle
Somewhat
Very

Extremely

Not atall
Alittle
Somewhat
Very

Extremely

2.2
9.5
35.9
42.7
9.7

8.0
27.0
41.6
19.2

4.1

2.2
9.8
30.0
38.9
19.2

0.2
0.4
0.5
0.6
0.4

0.3
0.5
0.5
0.4
0.2

0.2
0.4
0.5
0.6
0.4

Undergraduate
(n=1,886)

BN R

If someone were to reportsexual assault or sexual misconduct to an official, how likely is it that...

2.9
11.8
39.1
38.9

7.3

3.7
20.9
40.0
28.5

6.8

Campus officials would take the report seriously.

3.1
135
37.9
341
114

Female (n=3,781)

Students would support the person makingthe report.

0.4
0.6
0.9
1.0
0.5

0.4
0.8
0.9
0.8
0.5

0.4
0.8
1.0
1.0
0.7

Graduate or
Professional
(n=1,895)

1.8
11.4
38.7
40.4
7.7

6.1
24.8
45.0
20.2

3.8

1.6
9.2
32.7
40.8
15.8

0.3
0.7
0.9
11
0.5

0.4
1.0
13
0.8
0.5

0.3
0.6
1.0
1.0
0.7

Undergraduate

Male (n=2,567)

(n=1,292)

2.3
7.4
324
46.2
11.7

10.4
30.5
39.9
153
4.0

2.2
8.8
26.9
38.2
23.9

0.4
0.8
11
15
0.8

The alleged offender(s) or their associates would retaliate against the person making the report.

0.7
1.2
1.2
0.8
0.5

0.3
0.7
11
11
1.0

Graduate or
Professional
(n=1,275)

1.8
6.5
323
46.8
12.6

123
32.7
40.6
125
1.9

1.9
7.5
21.8
42.2
26.7

StdErr

0.3
0.6
1.2
1.2
0.7

0.8
1.2
1.2
0.8
0.3

0.3
0.7
11
13
11
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Table 1.1. Perceptions of Responses to Reporting Sexual Assault or Sexual Misconduct by

Gender and Enrollment Status'? (continued)

Undergraduate

Female (n=3,781)

Graduate or
Professional

Undergraduate

Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or
Professional

- (n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Campus officials would protect the safety of the person making the report.
Not atall 31 0.2 43 0.5 2.7 0.4 25 0.4 2.7 0.4
Alittle 11.2 0.4 149 0.9 12.5 0.7 9.4 0.6 7.7 0.7
Somewhat 32.8 0.5 36.6 1.1 37.5 0.9 284 1.2 27.1 1.2
Very 36.4 0.5 33.2 1.1 35.2 0.9 37.0 1.1 410 1.3
Extremely 16.5 0.4 111 0.8 121 0.7 22.7 1.0 215 1.1
Campus officials would conduct a fair investigation.
Not atall 4.9 0.3 5.0 0.5 29 0.4 6.9 0.6 5.2 0.6
Alittle 12.8 04 16.6 0.7 11.2 0.7 14.7 0.9 9.2 0.9
Somewhat 39.7 0.5 441 1.0 43.0 1.0 374 1.2 33.6 11
Very 32.2 0.5 273 11 335 0.9 28.9 0.9 38.8 1.1
Extremely 10.3 0.3 7.0 0.6 9.5 0.6 12.1 0.8 13.2 0.9
Campus officials would take action against the offender(s).
Not atall 5.2 0.3 8.2 0.7 4.8 0.5 43 0.4 3.5 0.5
Alittle 18.3 0.4 26.7 1.1 18.6 0.8 15.9 0.8 11.5 0.9
Somewhat 40.8 0.5 431 1.1 454 1.0 38.3 1.5 36.1 1.3
Very 25.6 0.5 17.2 0.8 239 0.9 27.3 1.1 344 1.2
Extremely 10.0 0.3 4.7 0.4 7.4 0.6 14.2 0.9 14.5 0.8
Campus officials would take action to address factors that may have led to the sexual assault or sexual misconduct.
Not atall 9.5 0.3 13.0 0.7 7.6 0.5 10.3 0.8 6.9 0.7
Alittle 20.7 0.5 284 0.9 19.2 0.7 19.3 1.0 15.5 1.0
Somewhat 384 0.6 35.5 11 423 1.0 38.9 11 37.0 13
Very 23.7 04 18.1 0.7 241 0.9 221 1.0 30.3 11
Extremely 7.7 0.3 4.9 0.5 6.7 0.5 9.4 0.8 10.3 0.8
'Per 100 students.

*TGQN = Transgender woman, Transgender man, Genderqueer, gender non-conforming, questionning, not listed.
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Table 1.1. Perceptions of Responses to Reporting Sexual Assault or Sexual Misconduct by
Gender and Enrollment Status'? (continued)

Survey Item

Undergraduate
(n=29)

TGQN (n=54)

Graduate or Professional

(n=25)

Response

Not atall
Alittle
Somewhat
Very

Extremely

Not atall
Alittle
Somewhat
Very

Extremely

Not atall
Alittle
Somewhat
Very

Extremely

S
25.0
37.8
20.8
11.8

S
14.3
38.9
293
114

Campus officials would take the report seriously.

S
247
37.0
23.6

9.4

Students would support the person making the report.

S
7.3
7.1
6.0
4.9

S
6.1
9.7
8.6
5.6

7.6
7.9
6.9
43

If someone were to report sexual assault or sexual misconduct to an official, how likely is it that...

12.6
545
19.7

S

The alleged offender(s) or their associates would retaliate against the person making the report.

151
47.5
29.7

47.5
329

5.9
9.7
7.1

7.0
10.1
7.7

124
8.7
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Table 1.1. Perceptions of Responses to Reporting Sexual Assault or Sexual Misconduct by
Gender and Enrollment Status'? (continued)

TGQN (n=54)

Undergraduate Graduate or Professional
(n=29) (n=25)
Survey Item
%

Campus official would protect the safety of the person making the report.

Not atall s s s s
Alittle 15.1 6.5 228 6.8
Somewhat 49.6 9.2 62.1 10.2
Very 13.7 6.7 s s
Extremely 16.3 5.4 - -

Campus officials would conduct a fair investigation.

Not atall 19.6 8.3 s s
Alittle 28.1 8.6 s s
Somewhat 31.7 9.0 64.8 9.7
Very 17.3 7.4 19.9 7.7
Extremely s S - -

Campus officials would take action against the offender(s).

Not atall 20.1 7.1 12.3 5.6
Alittle 336 9.8 29.5 6.7
Somewhat 27.0 8.8 432 10.5
Very 129 6.5 s s
Extremely s s s s

Campus officials would take action to address factors that may have led to the sexual assault or sexual misconduct.

Not atall 38.6 7.6 19.3 7.5

Alittle 33.7 7.7 46.2 7.7

Somewhat 155 5.7 26.6 8.0

Very 122 6.2 s s

Extremely - - - -
'Per 100 students.

*TGQN = Transgender woman, Transgender man, Genderqueer, gender non-conforming, questioning, not listed.
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Table 1.2. Bystander Intervention Upon Witnessing Sexual Assault or Sexual Misconduct by Gender and Enrollment Status”

Survey Item
Response

Suspected a friend was sexually assaulted
Yes
Did nothing becausel wasn’t sure whatto do
Did nothing for anotherreason
Spoketo my friend or someone elseto seek help
Took actionin another way
No
Witnessed drunk person heading for sexual encounter
Yes
Did nothing becausel wasn’tsure whatto do
Did nothing for anotherreason
Directly intervenedto stopit
Spoketo someoneelseto seek help
Took actionin another way

No

18.3
16.2
23.2
52.9
7.6
81.7

48.8
255
56.5
6.0
5.2
6.9
51.2

0.3
1.0
1.0
14
0.7
0.3

0.5
0.7
0.8
0.3
0.3
0.4
0.5

Undergraduate

Female (n=3,781)

(n=1,886)

374
15.9
21.6
55.8
6.6
62.6

68.2
314
44.3
8.0
7.8
8.5
31.8

1.0
13
13
1.9
0.9
1.0

1.0
11
13
0.7
0.7
0.7
1.0

Graduate or
Professional

(n=1,895)

9.3
17.4
221
50.4
10.1
90.7

324
26.1
58.8
4.5
3.6
7.0
67.6

0.6
31
3.0
3.6
2.6
0.6

1.0
1.6
1.7
0.7
0.7
0.9
1.0

Undergraduate

Male (n=2,567)

(n=1,292)

234
14.2
26.2
50.9
8.8
76.6

64.9
21.7
63.4
53
4.2
5.5
35.1

0.9
1.6
2.3
2.6
14
0.9

1.2
1.2
1.6
0.7
0.6
0.6
1.2

Graduate or
Professional

(n=1,275)

[ ] = Jar| e flem | e |G| @ ]

Haveyou been in any of the following situations? If so, whatdid you do?

5.9
233
26.5
43.6

6.6
94.1

34.9
19.7
65.9
5.0
3.7
5.7
65.1

StdErr

0.6
4.4
4.2
5.2
2.5
0.6

1.2
1.7
2.0
1.0
0.9
1.2
1.2
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Table 1.2. Bystander Intervention Upon Witnessing Sexual Assault or Sexual Misconduct by Gender and Enrollment Status™?
(continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)
Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional
(n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Survey Item
Witnessed someoneacting in sexuallyviolent or harassing manner
Yes 201 0.5 34.0 11 13.8 0.7 25.0 1.2 9.2 0.6
Did nothing because | wasn’t sure whatto do 28.3 1.0 31.7 1.5 33.9 3.0 23.7 2.1 19.0 4.0
Did nothing for anotherreason 29.7 1.0 26.4 1.4 35.1 2.6 27.8 1.9 37.1 4.1
Directly intervenedto stopit 15.7 0.9 13.7 1.2 9.8 1.6 225 2.1 14.9 35
Spoketo someoneelseto seek help 14.3 1.0 16.1 1.2 13.0 1.8 15.5 2.0 8.6 2.7
Took actionin another way 12.0 0.9 12.1 1.3 8.3 1.4 104 1.8 20.5 34
No 79.9 0.5 66.0 1.1 86.2 0.7 75.0 1.2 90.8 0.6
'Per 100 students.

*TGQN = Transgender woman, Transgender man, Genderqueer, gender non-conforming, questioning, not listed.
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Table 1.2. Bystander Intervention Upon Witnessing Sexual Assault or Sexual Misconduct by Gender and Enrollment Status™?
(continued)

TGQN (n=54)

Undergraduate Graduate or Professional

n=29 n=25
Survey Item ( ) ( )

Response

Haveyou been in any of the following situations? If so, whatdid you do?

Suspected a friend was sexually assaulted

Yes 40.0 9.0 19.1 7.4
Did nothing because | wasn’tsure whatto do s s s s
Did nothing for anotherreason S S s s
Spoketo my friend or someone elseto seek help 83.7 9.9 61.8 22.7

Took actionin another way - - - -

No 60.0 9.0 80.9 7.4

Witnessed drunk person heading for sexual encounter

Yes 59.4 9.0 30.6 10.1
Did nothing becausel wasn’tsure whatto do s s 56.3 16.7
Did nothing for anotherreason 50.6 11.5 s s
Directly intervenedto stopit s s - -
Spoketo someoneelseto seek help s s - -
Took actionin another way S S s S

No 40.6 9.0 69.4 10.1
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Table 1.2. Bystander Intervention Upon Witnessing Sexual Assault or Sexual Misconduct by Gender and Enrollment Status™
(continued)

TGQN (n=54)
Undergraduate Graduate or Professional
Survey Item (n=29) (n=25)
Response
Witnessed someoneacting in sexuallyviolent or harassing manner

Yes 72.6 8.6 28.0 9.4

Did nothing becausel wasn’t sure whatto do 26.2 10.2 S s

Did nothing for anotherreason 27.9 8.5 S s
Directly intervenedto stopit 16.9 8.6 41.8 233

Spoketo someoneelsetoseek help s s - -

Took actionin another way 16.6 7.4 s s
No 27.4 8.6 72.0 9.4

'Per 100 students.

*TGQN = Transgender woman, Transgender man, Genderqueer, gender non-conforming, questioning, not listed.
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Table 1.3. Perceptions Related to Sexual Assault or Sexual Misconduct by Gender and

Enrollment Status™?

Female (n=3,781)

Undergraduate

Graduate or
Professional

Undergraduate

Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or
Professional

Survey Item (n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Sexual assault or sexual misconduct a problem at university
Not atall 204 0.4 6.0 0.5 246 0.8 143 0.9 35.6 1.2
Alittle 30.1 0.6 25.0 1.0 31.0 11 33.5 1.2 31.8 1.2
Somewhat 35.3 0.5 44.5 1.0 34.1 0.9 37.8 1.1 25.5 1.1
Very 11.2 0.4 19.5 1.0 7.9 0.5 11.7 0.7 5.8 0.7
Extremely 29 0.2 4.9 04 24 0.3 2.8 0.4 14 0.3
Likelihood of experiencing sexual assault or sexual misconduct on campus
Not atall 54.3 0.4 243 1.0 44.5 0.9 69.6 11 81.8 1.0
Alittle 30.6 0.5 394 1.0 413 1.0 24.7 11 15.2 1.0
Somewhat 10.6 0.3 23.6 1.0 11.2 0.6 4.2 0.5 22 04
Very 34 0.2 9.4 0.6 23 0.3 1.2 0.3 0.5 0.2
Extremely 1.1 0.1 33 0.4 0.6 0.2 0.3 0.2 0.3 0.1
Likelihood of experiencing sexual assault or sexual misconduct off campus at university-sponsored events
Not atall 46.2 0.5 19.3 0.8 348 0.8 61.7 1.1 71.9 1.2
Alittle 33.0 0.6 373 1.0 425 1.0 27.7 1.0 22.7 1.1
Somewhat 15.9 0.3 30.6 1.0 18.7 0.7 8.7 0.8 4.6 0.6
Very 4.0 0.2 104 0.7 34 0.4 1.7 0.3 0.6 0.2
Extremely 0.9 0.1 24 0.3 0.6 0.2 S s S s
'Per 100 students.

*TGQN = Transgender woman, Transgender man, Genderqueer, gender non-conforming, questioning, not listed.
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Table 1.3. Perceptions Related to Sexual Assault or Sexual Misconduct by Gender and Enrollment Status™?(continued)

TGQN (n=54)

Undergraduate Graduate or Professional

(n=29) (n=25)

Sexual assault or sexual misconduct a problem at university

Survey Item

Not atall s s s s
Alittle s s 16.0 7.2
Somewhat 215 6.5 49.2 7.2
Very 47.0 8.2 20.7 7.2
Extremely 16.7 6.0 s s

Likelihood of experiencing sexual assault or sexual misconduct on campus

Not atall 10.8 53 37.6 10.1
Alittle 28.5 7.1 36.1 10.1
Somewhat 39.8 9.3 223 6.1
Very 145 59 s S
Extremely s s - -

Likelihood of experiencing sexual assault or sexual misconduct off campus at university-sponsored events

Not atall 15.6 6.1 39.9 10.5

Alittle 38.1 6.3 303 9.9

Somewhat 341 8.3 25.6 6.6

Very S S S S

Extremely s S - -
'Per 100 students.

*TGQN = Transgender woman, Transgender man, Genderqueer, gender non-conforming, questioning, not listed.

144



Table 2.1. Knowledge and Perceptions About Resources Related to Sexual Assault or Sexual Misconduct by Gender and

Enrollment Status

Survey Item
Response

Awareness of services

Aware of services provided by Division of Public Safety/Special
Services (DPS)

Aware of services provided by Counseling and Psychological Services
(CAPS)

Aware of services provided by Student Health Service (SHS)
Aware of services provided by Student Intervention Services (SIS)
Aware of services provided by Penn Women's Center (PWC)

Aware of services provided by Lesbian Gay Bisexual Transgender
Center (LGBT Center)

Aware of services provided by Graduate Student Center (GSC)

Aware of services provided by International Studentand Scholar
Services (1SSS)

Aware of services provided by Office of Affirmative Actionand Equal
OpportunityPrograms

Awareof services provided by Title IX Coordinator
Aware of services provided by Office of Student Conduct (0OSC)

Aware of services provided by Office of Sexual Violence Prevention
and Education

Aware of services provided by Sexual Violence Investigative Officer

Aware of services provided by Office of the Chaplain

82.0

86.2
8.6
46.8
45.0

39.5
21.0

7.1

6.3
325
11.2

7.8
26.0

0.4

0.4
0.3
0.5
0.5

0.5
0.4

0.3

03
0.4
03

0.3
0.4

Undergraduate
(n=1,886)

80.1

95.1

93.9
111
82.2
68.5

18.1
15.2

6.1

6.3
51.0
14.9

10.1
39.7

Female (n=3,781)

0.5

0.4
0.8
0.7
0.9

0.9
0.7

0.5

0.5
11
0.8

0.7
1.0

Graduate or
Professional

(n=1,895)

63.1

79.9

83.1
54
39.9
28.3

60.6
24.4

6.1

5.0
13.9
6.8

54
13.8

0.7

0.8
0.5
1.0
0.9

0.9
1.0

0.5

0.4
0.9
0.5

0.4
0.8

Undergraduate

Male (n=2,567)

(n=1,292)

75.3

90.1

89.6
131
51.5
62.3

19.5
16.3

10.2

8.4
534
18.4

121
40.1

0.8

0.9
0.8
11
13

1.0
1.0

0.7

0.6
1.2
0.8

0.7
11

Graduate or
Professional

(n=1,275)
546 | 1.3
643 | 1.3
790 | 09

58 | 05
160 | 0.9
249 | 14
534 | 1.1
271 1 1.1

65 | 06

58 | 06
174 | 09

58 | 06

48 | 06
146 | 0.8
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Table 2.1. Knowledge and Perceptions About Resources Related to Sexual Assault or Sexual Misconduct by Gender and

Enroliment Status® (continued)

Survey Item

Knowledgeable about how sexual assault and sexual misconduct defined at university

Not atall 314
Alittlebit 31.2
Somewhat 26.6
Very 8.5
Extremely 2.2

Not atall 20.6
Alittle bit 314
Somewhat 31.3
Very 12.7
Extremely 4.0

Knowledgeable about where to make a

Not atall 33.9
Alittlebit 29.2
Somewhat 243
Very 9.3

Extremely 33

0.5
0.5
0.5
0.3
0.2

0.5
0.5
0.5
0.4
0.2

Female (n=3,781)

Undergraduate
(n=1,886)

255

354
27.2
9.7
2.2

14.7
29.7
34.2
16.3
5.1

0.9
11
1.0
0.6
03

Knowledgeable about where to get help at university if student or friend experience sexual a

0.8
1.0
0.8
0.8
0.5

Gradu

ate or

Professional
(n=1,895)

41.0

30.7

21.7
55
1.2

26.0

35.6

26.2
9.6
2.6

1.0
0.9
0.8
0.5
0.2

0.9
0.9
0.9
0.5
0.3

Male (n=2,567)

Undergraduate
(n=1,292)

19.9
28.7
32.9
14.4
4.1

ssault or sexual misconduct

12.7
25.7
37.9
18.0
5.7

1.2
1.2
11
0.9
0.4

0.9
0.9
11
0.9
0.5

reportif student or friend experience sexual assault or sexual misconduct at university

0.5
0.5
0.4
0.3
0.2

36.5

26.5

25.0
9.2
2.8

0.9
0.7
0.9
0.6
03

40.3

30.0

19.9
7.6
2.3

1.2
0.8
0.8
0.5
0.3

237
28.6
29.6
133
4.8

11
11
11
0.8
0.5

Graduate or
Professional
(n=1,275)

35.9

30.6

26.2
5.6
1.7

27.0

333

28.4
8.2
3.1

33.0

31.6

24.1
7.8
3.5

StdErr

1.2
11
13
0.5
0.4

11
11
1.0
0.8
0.5

14
1.2
0.8
0.8
0.5




Table 2.1. Knowledge and Perceptions About Resources Related to Sexual Assault or Sexual Misconduct by Gender and

Enrollment Status® (continued)

Female (n=3,781)

Graduate or

Undergraduate Professional
(n=1,886) (n=1,895)

Knowledgeable about what happens when a student reports sexual assault or sexual misconduct at university

Survey Item

Not atall 53.8 0.6 52.8 1.1 64.8 1.0
Alittlebit 24.0 0.4 24.0 0.9 19.6 0.7
Somewhat 16.1 0.4 16.7 0.9 11.4 0.7
Very 4.2 0.2 4.5 0.5 31 0.4
Extremely 1.8 0.1 2.0 0.3 1.0 0.2

Initial university orientationincludedinformation about sexual assault or sexual misconduct

Yes 40.1 1.0 72.7 2.0 15.7 11
Not atall 6.4 0.8 49 11 8.3 2.2
Alittle 25.0 1.2 253 20 38.0 3.9
Somewhat 44.2 1.5 45.1 23 42.2 37
Very 213 1.2 215 21 8.9 20
Extremely 3.1 0.6 3.2 0.8 2.6 1.3

No 19.0 0.9 6.9 0.9 33.7 1.5

| didn'tattend orientation 9.4 0.6 6.8 11 12.4 1.0

| don'tremember 315 1.0 13.5 15 38.2 1.4

Undergraduate

Male (n=2,567)

(n=1,292)

38.0

29.2

22.8
6.4
3.7

67.4
7.1
16.6
41.7
30.6
4.0
5.8
6.1
20.8

14
1.2
1.0
0.6
0.4

23
1.7
2.0
31
2.6
11
1.2
11
2.3

Graduate or
Professional
(n=1,275)

56.3

245

14.9
3.2
11

23.6
7.7
30.5
47.9
12.2

20.2
10.3
45.8

StdErr

1.2
1.0
0.8
0.4
0.3

1.6
2.0
4.0
4.5
2.6

1.6
14
2.1

! Per 100 students.
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Table 3.1a. Percent of Undergraduate Female Students Experiencing Nonconsensual
Penetration or Sexual Touching Involving Physical Force or Incapacitation by Tactic, Current
Year vs. Since Entering College and Enrollment Status®

Survey ltem Current School Year Since Entering College
Response
Total Involving physical force orincapacitation 903 15.8 0.8 1,559 27.2 1.0
Penetration 344 6.0 0.5 687 12.0 0.7
Physical forceonly 186 33 04 380 6.6 0.5
Completed 84 1.5 04 201 3.5 04
Attempted 123 2.2 0.3 265 4.6 04
Incapacitationonly 159 2.8 0.3 352 6.1 0.5
Both physical force and incapacitation 57 1.0 0.2 111 1.9 0.3
Sexual Touching 705 12.3 0.7 1,188 20.8 0.9
Physical force only 489 8.5 0.6 854 14.9 0.7
Incapacitationonly 238 4.2 0.5 428 7.5 0.6
Both physical force and incapacitation 59 1.0 0.2 89 1.6 0.3
'Per 100 students.
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Table 3.1b. Percent of Graduate Female Students Experiencing Nonconsensual Penetration
or Sexual Touching Involving Physical Force or Incapacitation by Tactic, Current Year vs.
Since Entering College and Enroliment Status'

- Current School Year Since Entering College
Response
Total Involving physical force orincapacitation 178 2.6 0.3 436 6.5 0.5
Penetration 68 1.0 0.2 179 2.7 0.4
Physical forceonly 33 0.5 0.1 99 1.5 0.2
Completed 23 0.3 0.1 47 0.7 0.2
Attempted 20 0.3 0.1 71 11 0.2
Incapacitationonly 35 0.5 0.2 84 1.2 0.2
Both physical force and incapacitation s s s 16 0.2 0.1
Sexual Touching 126 1.9 0.2 302 4.5 0.4
Physical force only 99 1.5 0.2 227 34 0.3
Incapacitationonly 34 0.5 0.1 92 14 0.2
Both physical force and incapacitation s s s 12 0.2 0.1
'Per 100 students.
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Table 3.1c. Percent of Undergraduate Male Students Experiencing Nonconsensual
Penetration or Sexual Touching Involving Physical Force or Incapacitation by Tactic, Current
Year vs. Since Entering College and Enrollment Status®

- Current School Year Since Entering College

Response
Total Involving physical force orincapacitation 169 3.3 04 282 5.5 0.5
Penetration 38 0.7 0.2 76 15 0.3
Physical forceonly 14 0.3 0.1 32 0.6 0.2
Completed S s S 25 0.5 0.1
Attempted 10 0.2 0.1 22 04 0.2
Incapacitationonly 21 04 0.2 40 0.8 0.2
Both physical force and incapacitation s s s 11 0.2 0.1
Sexual Touching 138 2.7 04 231 4.5 0.5
Physical force only 102 2.0 0.3 168 3.2 0.4
Incapacitationonly 46 0.9 0.2 79 15 0.3
Both physical force and incapacitation s s s 16 0.3 0.1

'Per 100 students.
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Table 3.1d. Percent of Graduate Male Students Experiencing Nonconsensual Penetration or
Sexual Touching Involving Physical Force or Incapacitation by Tactic, Current Year vs. Since
Entering College and Enrollment Status®

- Current School Year Since Entering College
Response

Total Involving physical force orincapacitation 74 1.2 0.3 127 2.1 04
Penetration 18 0.3 0.1 43 0.7 0.2
Physical forceonly 14 0.2 0.1 27 0.5 0.2
Completed S s S 21 04 0.1
Attempted s s s 15 0.2 0.1

Incapacitationonly - - - s s s

Both physical force and incapacitation s s s s s s
Sexual Touching 60 1.0 0.2 92 1.5 0.3
Physical force only 44 0.7 0.2 73 1.2 0.3
Incapacitationonly 16 0.3 0.1 20 0.3 0.1

Both physical force and incapacitation s s s s s s

'Per 100 students.
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Table 3.1e. Percent of Undergraduate Students of Other Gender Experiencing
Nonconsensual Penetration or Sexual Touching Involving Physical Force or Incapacitation by
Tactic, Current Year vs. Since Entering College and Enrollment Status®

Current School Year Since Entering College
Survey Item
Response

Total Involving physical force orincapacitation 19 19.7 6.4 25 254 6.9
Penetration s s s s s s
Physical forceonly S S S s S s
Completed - - - - - -
Attempted s s s s s s

Incapacitationonly - - - - - -

Both physical force and incapacitation - - - - - -

Sexual Touching 19 19.7 6.4 25 25.4 6.9
Physical force only 19 19.7 6.4 25 254 6.9
Incapacitationonly - - - s S S

Both physical force and incapacitation - - - - - -

'Per 100 students.
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Table 3.1f. Percent of Graduate Students of Other Gender Experiencing Nonconsensual
Penetration or Sexual Touching Involving Physical Force or Incapacitation by Tactic, Current
Year vs. Since Entering College and Enrollment Status®

Survey ltem Current School Year Since Entering College
Response
Total Involving physical force orincapacitation 13 12.8 4.3 13 12.8 4.3
Penetration 13 12.8 43 13 12.8 43
Physical forceonly S S S s S s
Completed S S S s S s
Attempted s s s s s s
Incapacitationonly 10 9.4 3.7 13 12.8 4.3

Both physical force and incapacitation - - - - - -

Sexual Touching s s s s s s
Physical force only s s s s s s
Incapacitationonly - - - - - -

Both physical force and incapacitation - - - - - -

'Per 100 students.
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Table 3.2. Percent of Students Experiencing Nonconsensual Penetration or Sexual Touching
Involving Physical Force or Incapacitation by Victim Characteristics, Gender and Enrollment

Status®??

Survey Item
Response

Sexual orientation
Heterosexual
Non-Heterosexual
Ethnicity
Hispanic
Not Hispanic
Race
American Indian or Alaska Native
Asian
Black or African American

Native Hawaiian or Other Pacific
Islander

White
Disability
Yes
No
Marital status
Never married

Not married butliving with a
partner

Married
Divorced or separated

Other

9.3
18.3

12.8
10.0

10.3
9.0

133
13.9

10.9

15.6
10.2

5.8
35

14

7.1

0.3
11

0.9
0.3

2.7
0.6
1.2
6.0

0.5

2.9
0.3

0.4
0.8

0.4

3.0

Undergraduate

Female (n=3,781)

(n=1,886)

26.2
37.1

28.9
27.1

30.9

23.9
30.6

29.0

28.8
27.2

1.0
3.1

2.6
11

7.6

1.7
2.9

1.2

54
1.0

Graduate or
Professional

(n=1,895)

5.6
16.0

51

6.6

6.2
4.5

7.0

8.1
6.4

7.7
5.2

2.5

12.2

0.5
2.3

1.7

0.6

0.8
15

0.7

4.0
0.5

0.6
1.2

0.8

4.9

Undergraduate

Male (n=2,567)

(n=1,292)

| % s | % o] % s | n s

41
14.4

8.2

51

33
35

6.1

12.2
53

0.5
2.1

2.1

0.5

0.9
15

0.7

53
0.5

Graduate or
Professional
(n=1,275)

1.2
9.6

31

2.0

21
6.7

2.0

2.2

3.1
1.6

0.3
2.4

1.6

0.4

0.6
2.7

0.4

0.4

0.6
0.8
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Table 3.2. Percent of Students Experiencing Nonconsensual Penetration or Sexual Touching
Involving Physical Force or Incapacitation by Victim Characteristics, Gender and Enrollment
Status” > (continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional
(n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Survey Item

Year in School and Timing of Incidents

Undergraduate
Currentyear
Freshman 15.1 1.2 22.8 1.9 - - 5.1 1.1 - -
Sophomore 9.0 1.0 153 15 - - 1.2 0.6 - -
Junior 8.1 0.8 12.7 13 - - 3.5 0.8 - -
Senior 6.9 0.7 10.7 1.2 - - 33 0.7 - -

Since entering college

Freshman 151 1.2 22.8 1.9 - - 51 11 - -
Sophomore 14.8 1.2 255 1.8 - - 2.1 0.7 - -
Junior 18.6 11 30.9 1.9 - - 6.0 1.0 - -
Senior 19.5 1.2 30.7 2.0 - - 8.5 14 - -
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Table 3.2. Percent of Students Experiencing Nonconsensual Penetration or Sexual Touching
Involving Physical Force or Incapacitation by Victim Characteristics, Gender and Enrollment
Status” > (continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)
Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional
Survey ltem (n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Graduate/Professional
Currentyear
1styear 261 03 - - 3.2 0.5 - - 15 0.5
2nd year 251 04 - - 3.1 0.6 - - 1.7 0.5
3rdyear 21 0.6 - - 2.7 0.9 - - s s
4thyear - - - - - - - - - -
Sthyear - - - - - - - - - -
6th year or higher s s - - s s - - - -
Since entering college
1styear 3.7y 04 - - 4.9 0.6 - - 1.8 0.5
2ndyear 511 0.6 - - 7.8 1.0 - - 2.2 0.6
3rdyear 391 0.8 - - 4.8 1.2 - - 3.0 1.2
4th year 48, 1.2 - - 7.8 2.2 - - S s
S5thyear 831 1.9 - - 11.8 2.9 - - 5.0 2.5
6thyearorhigher 39, 1.2 - - 7.6 2.3 - - - -

! Sinceenrolledinthecollege. Per 100 students.

’Includes contactinvolving: 1) penetration by physicalforce or threat of physicalforce, 2) attempted, but not completed,
penetrationby physical force or threat of physical force; 3) penetration by incapacitation, 4) sexual touching by physical force or
threatof physical force, 5) sexual touching by incapacitation.

* Unless otherwise specified, estimates are for victimizations reported since entering college.
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Table 3.3. Percent of Female Students Experiencing Nonconsensual Sexual Contact Involving
Physical Force or Incapacitation by Type of Behavior, Victim Characteristics and Enrollment
Status“ >3

Penetration Sexual Touching

Graduate or Graduate or

Undergraduate | Professional | Undergraduate | Professional

Survey Item

Sexual orientation
Heterosexual 15.0, 0.6 11.5 0.7 25 0.4 19.9 1.0 3.7 0.3
Non-Heterosexual 26.3; 1.9 171 2.3 37 1.2 28.9 2.9 12.3 2.2
Ethnicity
Hispanic 19.2; 1.6 134 21 25 1.2 22.7 24 26 1.3
Not Hispanic 15.7} 0.6 11.9 0.7 2.7 0.4 20.5 1.0 4.6 04
Race
American Indian or Alaska 19.71 5.3 14.7 6.8 s s 22.4 6.9 s s
Native
Asian 142 0.9 8.3 1.0 31 0.6 19.1 1.6 3.8 0.7
Black or African American 18.6; 1.8 13.1 23 s s 24.1 2.7 3.7 14
Native Hawaiian or Other s s - - - - s s - -

Pacific Islander

White 17.3} 0.8 14.0 0.9 2.7 0.4 215 1.0 5.1 0.6
Disability

Yes 19.5; 3.9 13.9 4.7 s s 23.6 5.4 8.1 4.0

No 16.0i 0.6 12.0 0.6 2.6 04 20.7 0.9 4.4 04
Marital status

Never married 771 0.6 - - 3.1 0.5 - - 5.4 0.5

Not married butlivingwitha = 5.2 1.2 - - 1.8 0.7 - - 39 0.9

partner

Married 25 038 - - 15 0.7 - - 1.6 0.5

Divorced or separated s s - - S S - - s s

Other 12.2y 4.9 - - s s - - s s
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Table 3.3. Percent of Female Students Experiencing Nonconsensual Sexual Contact Involving
Physical Force or Incapacitation by Type of Behavior, Victim Characteristics and Enrollment
Status” > (continued)

Penetration Sexual Touching

Graduate or Graduate or

Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional

Year in School and Timing of Incidents

Survey Item

Undergraduate
Currentyear
Freshman 22.8 1.9 8.2 1.2 - - 18.8 1.8 - -
Sophomore 15.3 15 6.3 0.9 - - 111 13 - -
Junior 12.7 13 5.0 0.8 - - 10.2 13 - -
Senior 10.7 1.2 3.8 0.7 - - 7.7 1.0 - -

Since entering college

Freshman 22.8 19 8.2 1.2 - - 18.8 1.8 - -
Sophomore | 255 1.8 12.1 13 - - 18.1 1.5 - -
Junior 309, 1.9 13.9 14 - - 244 2.0 - -
Senior 30.7 2.0 14.7 1.6 - - 22.2 1.7 - -
Graduate/Professional
Currentyear
1styear 3.2 0.5 - - 1.4 0.4 - - 2.1 0.5
2ndyear 31 0.6 - - 0.8 0.3 - - 23 0.5
3rdyear 2.7 0.9 - - s s - - 2.3 0.9
4thyear - - - - - - - - - -
Sthyear - - - - - - - - - -
6thyear s s - - s s - - - -
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Table 3.3. Percent of Female Students Experiencing Nonconsensual Sexual Contact Involving
Physical Force or Incapacitation by Type of Behavior, Victim Characteristics and Enrollment
Status” > (continued)

Penetration Sexual Touching
Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional
Survey Item
Since entering college

1styear 4.9 0.6 - - 2.2 0.5 - - 3.2 0.6
2ndyear 7.8 1.0 - - 3.2 0.7 - - 4.9 0.7
3rdyear 4.8 1.2 - - 14 0.7 - - 3.9 1.1
4thyear 7.8 2.2 - - 1.7 0.8 - - 6.7 2.1
S5thyear 11.8 2.9 - - 6.5 2.4 - - 8.3 2.5
6th year 7.6 2.3 - - 3.0 14 - - 5.6 1.9

'Sinceenrolled inthecollege. Per 100 students.

’Includes contactinvolving: 1) penetration by physicalforce or threat of physicalforce, 2) attempted, but not completed,
penetrationby physical force or threat of physical force; 3) penetration by incapacitation, 4) sexual touching by physical force or
threatof physical force, 5) sexual touching by incapacitation.

*Unless otherwise s pecified, estimates are for victimizations reported since entering college.
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Table 3.4a. Number of Times Females Experienced Nonconsensual Penetration Involving
Physical Force or Incapacitation by Enrollment Status for the Current year and Since Entering
College?

Undergraduate Graduate or Professional
(n=1,886) (n=1,895)
Survey Item
Response StdErr
Currentschool year
Number of times
0 times 96.7 0.3 94.0 0.5 99.0 0.2
1time 2.1 0.2 3.9 0.4 0.6 0.1
2 times 0.8 0.1 1.5 0.2 0.2 0.1
3 times 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.1 0.1 0.1
4 or moretimes 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.1 S S

Since entering college

Number of times
0 times 93.0 0.4 88.0 0.7 97.3 0.4
1time 4.3 0.3 7.1 0.5 1.9 0.3
2 times 13 0.2 24 0.3 0.4 0.1
3times 0.5 0.1 0.9 0.2 0.2 0.1
4 or moretimes 0.8 0.1 1.6 0.3 0.1 0.1
'Per 100 students.

’Includes contactthatwas: a)completed by physicalforce or threat of physical force; b) attempted but not completed by physical
forceor threat of physical force or ¢) by incapacitation.
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Table 3.4b. Number of Times Students Reported Nonconsensual Sexual Touching by Physical
Force or Incapacitation by Current School Year or Since Entering Current College by Gender

and Enrollment Status'?

Survey Item
Response

Currentschool year
Number of times
0 times
1time
2 times
3 times
4 or moretimes
Since entering college
Number of times
0 times
1time
2 times
3 times

4 or moretimes

95.6
2.3
1.2
0.5
0.5

92.3
3.2
2.1
11
13

0.2
0.2
0.1
0.1
0.1

0.3
0.2
0.1
0.1
0.1

Undergraduate

(n=1,886)

87.7
6.3
3.2
13
1.4

79.2
7.9
5.8
3.0
4.1

0.7
0.5
0.4
0.2
0.2

0.9
0.6
0.5
0.3
0.5

Female (n=3,781)

Graduate or
Professional

(n=1,895)

98.1
0.9
0.6
0.3
0.2

95.5
2.3
1.2
0.6
0.4

0.2
0.2
0.1
0.1
0.1

0.4
0.3
0.2
0.1
0.1

Undergraduate

(n=1,292)

97.3
13
0.8
0.2
0.3

95.6
2.0
1.0
0.6
0.8

0.4
0.3
0.2
0.1
0.1

0.5
0.4
0.2
0.2
0.2

Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or
Professional
(n=1,275)

99.0
0.6
0.2

98.5
0.8
0.5

0.2
0.2
0.1

0.3
0.2
0.2

'Per 100 students.

’Includes contactthat was: a)completed by physicalforce or threat of physical force or b) by incapacitation.
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Table 3.5a. Percent of Female Victims of Nonconsensual Penetration Involving Physical Force
or Incapacitation by Time Occurred During Year, Location of Incident and by Tactic’*?

By Force By Incapacitation
Survey Item

Response StdErr

Time - occurred during academic break
No incidents occurred during academic break 82.8 i 3.4 84.7 i 3.0
Someincidents occurred during academic break 9.0 i 2.2 9.0 i 2.4
All incidents occurred during academic break 8.3 i 2.2 6.4 i 1.9
Location
Did it occuron campus or affiliated property ?
Yes 75.5 3.3 62.2 4.0
No 245 3.3 37.8 4.0
On university property
University residence hall/dorm 54.7 4.6 57.9 5.0
Fraternity or Sorority house 47.4 4.3 41.2 5.6
Other spaceusedby single-sex org s s s s
Other residential housing 17.3 2.7 22.7 35
Non-residential building 6.6 2.0 43 2.1
Other property (e.g., outdoors) 124 2.3 5.6 2.1
Noton university property
Privateresidence 71.6 6.4 77.1 6.3
Fraternity or Sorority house 22.7 6.7 14.8 5.2
Other spaceusedby single-sex org s s s s
Restaurant, bar, orclub 213 6.0 S S
Other social venue 12.4 4.6 s s
Outdoor or recreational space s s - -
Someother place 9.5 4.8 7.6 3.7

'Per 100 victims.

’Nonconsensual penetration by forceincludes contact that was: a) completed by physical force or threat of physical force; or b)
attempted but not completed by physical force or threat of physical force.

*Unless otherwiseindicated, estimates are for victimizations reported since entering college.
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Table 3.5b. Percent of Female Victims of Nonconsensual Sexual Touching Involving Physical

Force orIncapacitation by Time Occurred During Year, Location of Incident and by Tactic

Survey Item
Response

By Force

1,2,3

By Incapacitation

StdErr

Time - occurred during academic break
No incidents occurred during academic break
Someincidents occurred during academic break
All incidents occurred during academic break
Location
Did it occuron campus or affiliated property ?
Yes
No
On university property
University residence hall/dorm
Fraternity or Sorority house
Other spaceusedby single-sex org
Other residential housing
Non-residential building
Other property (e.g., outdoors)
Noton university property
Privateresidence
Fraternity or Sorority house
Other spaceusedby single-sex org
Restaurant, bar, orclub
Other social venue

Outdoor or recreational space

Someother place

82.8
103
6.9

59.7
40.3

28.2
62.3
4.7
20.4
9.3
14.6

36.0
26.5
5.2
37.5
7.7
7.5
6.1

2.1
1.6
13

2.2
2.2

2.6
2.8
1.2
2.2
1.7
21

3.7
2.9
1.8
4.0
2.0
2.0
2.1

85.8
5.9
8.3

59.8
40.2

38.2
54.5
8.7
16.9
5.7
8.8

49.7
9.8
5.7

37.2
9.4

11.9

33
2.1
2.6

33
33

5.5
5.5
2.5
3.6
2.4
2.9

6.0
3.6
2.7
6.1
3.8

3.8

'Per 100 victims.

*Sexual touching by forceincludes contact that was completed by physical force or threat of physical force.

*Unless otherwiseindicated, estimates are for victimizations reported since entering college.
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Table 3.5c. Percent of Male Victims of Nonconsensual Sexual Touching Involving Physical

Force orIncapacitation by Time Occurred During Year, Location of Incident and by Tactic

Survey Item
Response

By Force

1,2,3

By Incapacitation

StdErr

Time - occurred during academic break
No incidents occurred during academic break
Someincidents occurred during academic break
All incidents occurred during academic break
Location
Did it occuron campus or affiliated property ?
Yes
No
On university property
University residence hall/dorm
Fraternity or Sorority house
Other spaceusedby single-sex org
Other residential housing
Non-residential building
Other property (e.g., outdoors)
Noton university property
Privateresidence
Fraternity or Sorority house
Other spaceusedby single-sex org
Restaurant, bar, orclub
Other social venue

Outdoor or recreational space

Someother place

56.5
43.5

21.3
34.2

131
28.1
22.0

37.8
11.9

45.3
16.9

33
3.0

5.8
5.8

6.7
7.6

49
8.4
7.6

9.0
5.7

9.6
7.0

57.1
42.9

26.8
45.5

23.2

11.0
11.0

13.2
123

10.6

'Per 100 victims.

*Sexual touching by forceincludes contact that was completed by physical force or threat of physical force.

*Unless otherwiseindicated, estimates are for victimizations reported since entering college.
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Table 3.6a. Percent of Female Victims of Nonconsensual Penetration Involving Physical Force
or Incapacitation by Offender Characteristics and Tactic” >

By Force By Incapacitation
Survey Item

Response StdErr

Offender characteristics

Gender
Female 3.0 1.3 - -
Male 99.3 0.6 100 0.0

Other gender identity - - - -

Number of offenders
1 offender 711 33 74.0 35
2 offenders 16.7 2.6 19.2 33
3 or more offenders 12.2 23 6.8 21

University affiliation
Student 84.1 2.3 89.6 2.5
Faculty or instructor s s - -
Coach or trainer - - - -
Other staff or administrator s s - -

Other person affiliated with a university program (ex. - - s s
internship, studyabroad)

The person was not affiliated with university 3.6 1.3 - -
Don’t know associationwith university 16.1 2.3 14.4 3.2

Relationship to victim

At the time, itwas someone| was dating or intimate with 20.5 2.5 20.0 3.1
Someone | had dated or was intimate with 12.0 2.1 15.2 2.7
Teacher or advisor - - s s
Co-worker, boss or supervisor - - s s
Friend or acquaintance 63.6 3.8 61.8 4.3
Stranger 29.1 3.2 23.2 3.0
Other 4.4 13 2.3 1.1
Don’tKnow s s s s

'per 100 victims.

’Nonconsensual penetration by forceincludes contact that was: a) completed by physical force or threat of physical force; or b)
attempted but not completed by physical force or threat of physical force.
*Unless otherwiseindicated, estimates are for victimizations reported since entering college.
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Table 3.6b. Percent of Female Victims of Nonconsensual Sexual Touching Involving Physical
Force or Incapacitation by Offender Characteristics and Tactic 3

By Force By Incapacitation

Survey Item
Response StdErr

Offender characteristics

Gender
Female 1.6 0.7 29 1.4
Male 99.4 0.4 100 0.0

Other gender identity - - - -

Number of offenders
1 offender 68.4 25 63.9 3.7
2 offenders 18.7 1.9 214 3.2
3 or more offenders 12.9 1.6 14.7 2.8

University affiliation
Student 834 2.0 90.8 2.1
Faculty or instructor s s - -
Coach or trainer - - - -
Other staff or administrator - - - -

Other person affiliated with a university program (ex. S s s s
internship, studyabroad)

The person was not affiliated with university 8.1 1.4 4.2 1.6
Don’t know associationwith university 14.3 1.8 9.5 2.2

Relationship to victim

At the time, itwas someone| was dating or intimate with 8.7 1.3 7.2 2.4
Someone | had dated or was intimate with 6.4 1.2 5.9 1.8
Teacher or advisor s s - -
Co-worker, boss or supervisor s s - -
Friend or acquaintance 47.4 2.1 69.4 3.8
Stranger 51.7 2.3 36.9 4.1
Other 2.8 0.8 s s
Don’tKnow 15 0.6 s s

'Per 100 victims.
*Sexual touching by forceincludes contact that was completed by physical force or threat of physical force.
*Unless otherwiseindicated, estimates are for victimizations reported since entering college.
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Table 3.6c¢. Percent of Male Victims of Nonconsensual Sexual Touching Involving Physical
Force or Incapacitation by Offender Characteristics and Tactic 3

By Force By Incapacitation

Survey Item
Response StdErr

Offender characteristics

Gender
Female 68.8 5.7 66.1 9.9
Male 52.4 6.9 35.5 9.8

Other gender identity - - - -

Number of offenders
1 offender 66.5 5.5 771 7.4
2 offenders 233 5.7 15.6 7.7
3 or more offenders 10.2 34 s s

University affiliation
Student 76.0 5.5 94.9 4.5
Faculty or instructor s s - -
Coach or trainer - - - -
Other staff or administrator s s - -

Other person affiliated with a university program (ex. S s - -
internship, studyabroad)

The person was not affiliated with university 16.0 4.5 - -
Don’t know associationwith university 12.1 3.7 s s

Relationship to victim

At the time, itwas someone| was dating or intimate with 10.0 3.2 s s
Someone | had dated or was intimate with 114 3.9 9.4 4.8
Teacher or advisor s s - -
Co-worker, boss or supervisor s s - -
Friend or acquaintance 58.6 5.7 72.8 8.8
Stranger 31.6 5.3 34.2 9.3
Other s s - -
Don’tKnow - - - -

'Per 100 victims.
*Sexual touching by forceincludes contact that was completed by physical force or threat of physical force.
*Unless otherwise indicated, estimates are for victimizations reported since entering college.
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Table 3.7a. Percent of Female Victims of Nonconsensual Penetration Involving Physical Force
or Incapacitation by Involvement of Substances and Tactic'*?

By Force By Incapacitation

Survey Item
Response StdErr

Involvement of Substances

Offenderdrinking alcohol

Yes 74.3 29 80.6 3.2

No 17.1 25 13.7 29

Don'tknow 8.6 2.0 5.6 1.6
Offenderusing drugs

Yes 15.3 29 8.4 3.0

No 354 34 46.6 43

Don'tknow 493 34 45.0 3.9

Victim voluntarily drinking alcohol
Yes 70.7 3.2 93.0 1.9
No 29.3 3.2 7.0 1.9

Victim voluntarily using drugs
Yes 7.4 1.7 5.1 1.6
No 92.6 1.7 94.9 1.6

Victim given alcohol ordrugswithout knowledge or consent

Yes,l amcertain 4.9 14 2.2 11
I suspect, butl amnotcertain 133 2.4 8.7 2.6
No 73.3 3.8 774 3.7
Don'tknow 8.5 25 11.7 25

Victim passed out forall orpart of incident

Yes 26.6 3.1 259 4.4
No 57.8 4.1 41.7 3.9
Not sure 15.6 2.9 324 3.9

! Per 100 victims.

% Nonconsensual penetration by forceincludes contact that was: a) completed by physical force or threat of physical force; or b)
attempted but not completed by physical force or threat of physical force.

® Unless otherwise indicated, estimates are for victimizations reported since entering college.
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Table 3.7b. Percent of Female Victims of Nonconsensual Sexual Touching Involving Physical
Force or Incapacitation by Involvement of Substances and Tactic"*>

By Force By Incapacitation

Survey Item
Response StdErr

Involvement of Substances

Offenderdrinking alcohol

Yes 70.5 23 85.8 3.5

No 11.3 13 4.6 1.6

Don'tknow 18.2 2.0 9.6 2.7
Offenderusing drugs

Yes 5.6 1.2 9.0 26

No 30.0 24 38.6 45

Don'tknow 64.5 24 524 4.1

Victim voluntarily drinking alcohol
Yes 65.6 2.0 93.2 23
No 344 2.0 6.8 23

Victim voluntarily using drugs
Yes 2.7 0.9 5.2 1.7
No 97.3 0.9 94.8 1.7

Victim given alcohol ordrugswithout knowledge or consent

Yes,l amcertain - - s S

I suspect, butl amnotcertain 29 0.9 8.2 2.6
No 92.5 1.4 81.0 34
Don'tknow 4.7 11 9.9 20

Victim passed out forall orpart of incident

Yes 5.9 1.5 13.9 2.4
No 89.2 2.0 68.6 4.0
Not sure 4.9 1.2 17.4 3.6

! Per 100 victims.
? Sexual touching by forceincludes contact that was completed by physical force or threat of physical force.
® Unless otherwise indicated, estimates are for victimizations reported since entering college.
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Table 3.7c. Percent of Male Victims of Nonconsensual Sexual Touching Involving Physical
Force or Incapacitation by Involvement of Substances and Tactic"*>

By Force By Incapacitation

Survey Item
Response StdErr

Involvement of Substances

Offenderdrinking alcohol

Yes 80.6 43 93.8 5.5

No 11.6 3.6 s s

Don'tknow 7.8 33 - -
Offenderusing drugs

Yes 6.8 3.0 - -

No 37.8 6.2 62.9 9.6

Don'tknow 553 6.3 371 9.6

Victim voluntarily drinking alcohol
Yes 64.1 5.7 100.0 0.0
No 35.9 5.7 - -

Victim voluntarily using drugs
Yes 7.8 2.8 s s
No 92.2 2.8 96.7 2.9

Victim given alcohol or drugswithout knowledge or consent

Yes, | amcertain - - - -

I suspect, butl amnotcertain - - S s
No 984 14 95.1 4.4
Don'tknow s s - -

Victim passed out forall orpart of incident

Yes S S 294 8.9
No 88.2 49 49.4 10.5
Not sure S S 21.2 8.9

! Per 100 victims.
? Sexual touching by forceincludes contact that was completed by physical force or threat of physical force.
* Unless otherwise indicated, estimates are for victimizations reported since entering college.

170



Table 3.8a. Percent of Female Victims of Nonconsensual Penetration Involving Physical Force
or Incapacitation by Physical and Emotional Consequences and Tactic" *?

By Force By Incapacitation

Survey Item
Response StdErr
Consequences
Physical
Physical injuries 159, 2.8 4.8 1.6
Bruises, black-eye, cuts, scratches, or swelling 7741 7.0 57.5 22.7

Chipped or knocked out teeth - - - R

Broken bones - - - -

Internalinjury fromthe sexual contact (e.g., vaginal oranal tearing) 56.81 9.4 53.5 22.0
Otherinjuries s s - -
Contracta sexually transmitted disease 3.5 1.3 S S

Become pregnantfromthe experience - - - -

None of theabove 8041 29 93.8 21
Emotional
Difficulty concentrating on studies, assignments or exams 5231 4.1 43.2 3.9
Fearfulness or being concernedabout safety 3331 4.0 19.0 3.2
Loss of interestindailyactivities, or feelings of hel plessness and hopelessness 299, 35 20.9 33
Nightmares or trouble sleeping 2831 3.2 15.0 2.8
Feeling numb or detached 3961 3.2 31.2 3.8
Headaches orstomach aches 173 24 10.6 23
Eating problems or disorders 1327 2.1 11.5 2.3
Increased drugor alcohol use 16.01 2.3 19.6 3.4
None of theabove 25.71 31 44.2 4.1

! Per 100 victims.

? Penetrationby force includes contact that was: a) completed by physical force or threat of physical force; or b) attempted but not
completed by physical force or threat of physical force.

® Unless otherwise indicated, estimates are for victimizations reported since entering college.
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Table 3.8b. Percent of Female Victims of Nonconsensual Sexual Touching Involving Physical
1,2,3

Force or Incapacitation by Physical and Emotional Consequences and Tactic

By Force By Incapacitation
Survey Item
Response StdErr
Consequences
Physical
Physical injuries 1.9 0.6 s s
Bruises, black-eye, cuts, scratches, or swelling 100.0; 0.0 - -

Chipped or knocked out teeth - - - -
Broken bones s s - -
Internalinjury fromthe sexual contact (e.g., vaginal oranal tearing) S s s s
Otherinjuries - - - -
Contracta sexually transmitted disease S s - -

Become pregnantfromthe experience - - - -

None of theabove 96.8 0.8 99.1 0.7
Emotional
Difficulty concentrating on studies, assignments or exams 14.0 1.5 21.7 2.5
Fearfulness or being concernedabout safety 18.6 1.8 11.0 2.2
Loss of interestindailyactivities, or feelings of hel plessness and hopelessness 9.5 14 10.1 2.2
Nightmares or trouble sleeping 7.7 14 11.8 2.3
Feeling numb or detached 12.1 1.8 17.5 3.2
Headaches orstomach aches 4.1 11 5.9 1.8
Eating problems or disorders 4.6 09 4.1 1.6
Increased drugor alcohol use 2.4 0.8 7.6 1.8
None of theabove 65.2 2.0 59.3 33

! Per 100 victims.
? sexual touching by force includes contact that was completed by physical force or threat of physical force.
* Unless otherwise indicated, estimates are for victimizations reported since entering college.
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Table 3.8c. Percent of Male Victims of Nonconsensual Sexual Touching Involving Physical
Force or Incapacitation by Physical and Emotional Consequences and Tactic >3

By Force By Incapacitation

Survey Item
Response StdErr

Consequences

Physical
Physical injuries - - - -
Bruises, black-eye, cuts, scratches, or swelling - - - -
Chipped or knocked out teeth - - - R
Broken bones - - - -
Internalinjury fromthe sexual contact (e.g., vaginal oranal tearing) - - - -
Otherinjuries - - - R
Contracta sexually transmitted disease s s - -

Become pregnantfromthe experience - - - -

None of theabove 942, 3.0 100.0 0.0
Emotional
Difficulty concentrating on studies, assignments or exams 174, 53 23.4 8.5
Fearfulness or being concernedabout safety 9.7 4.2 s s
Loss of interestindailyactivities, or feelings of hel plessness and hopelessness 7.9 34 17.4 8.3
Nightmares or trouble sleeping s s s s
Feeling numb or detached 114, 43 12.8 6.3
Headaches orstomach aches s s s s
Eating problems or disorders - - - -
Increased drugor alcohol use 9.3 3.9 22.6 9.5
None of theabove 648 6.6 59.6 10.5

! Per 100 victims.
? sexual touching by force includes contact that was completed by physical force or threat of physical force.
* Unless otherwise indicated, estimates are for victimizations reported since entering college.
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Table 3.9a. Percent of Female Victims of Nonconsensual Penetration or Sexual Touching
Involving Physical Force or Incapacitation reporting to a Program, Reporting to Others and
Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Behavior and Tactic”*?

Penetration Sexual Touching

By By
By Force Incapacitation By Force Incapacitation

Survey Item
Response % % % %

Report of incident to aProgram

Reported to a Program
1 1 1 1
Yes 26.7) 3.7 138 | 29 72| 14 76 1 20
1 1 1 1
No 73.3! 3.7 86.2 i 2.9 92.8! 14 92.4 i 2.0
Did not contacta Program
Did notknow whereto go or who to tell 22.7;1 3.0 14.6 3.2 961 1.5 10.1 3.0

Feltembarrassed, ashamed, or thatitwould betoo

emotionallydifficult 3441 3.8 321 3.2 911 15 18.9 3.7

I did notthink anyone would believe me 9.2, 2.2 4.0 1.5 25 0.7 5.9 2.5
I did notthinkitwas serious enough to report 62.21 4.1 61.8 45 815, 1.9 77.9 3.7
I did notwantthe personto getintotrouble 213} 3.1 29.3 3.7 113} 15 15.8 33
| feared negative social consequences 3561 4.3 27.5 4.1 95 14 18.3 4.1
I did notthink anything wouldbedone 31.7; 3.8 23.6 40 186 2.0 13.2 2.6
| feared itwouldnot be kept confidential 213} 34 111 2.8 48| 1.0 5.6 1.7

Incidentwas noton campus or associated with the

school
Incidentdidnot occurwhileattendingschool 541 1.8 14.1 29 100, 1.6 9.1 2.9
Other Reason 10.7} 2.1 16.4 34 113] 16 16.3 3.1
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Table 3.9a. Percent of Female Victims of Nonconsensual Penetration or Sexual Touching
Involving Physical Force or Incapacitation reporting to a Program, Reporting to Others and
(continued)

Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Behavior and Tactic”*?

Penetration Sexual Touching
By Force By Incapacitation By Force By Incapacitation
Survey Item
Response StdErr
Reportto others
Friend 82.7 2.8 85.1 29 79.2 20 83.6 2.6
Family member 20.5 3.1 16.3 2.9 11.4 1.4 15.4 2.3
Faculty 6.4 1.6 59 2.0 1.4 0.6 s S
Someoneelse 11.7 1.9 8.3 2.4 3.4 0.8 s S
I didn’ttell anyoneelse 15.9 2.3 14.9 2.9 20.8 2.3 16.0 2.8

! Per 100 victims.

’Includes contactinvolving: 1) penetration by physicalforce or threat of physicalforce, 2) attempted, but not completed,
penetrationby physical force or threat of physical force; 3) penetration by incapacitation, 4) sexual touching by physical force or
threatof physical force, 5) sexual touching by incapacitation.

® Unless otherwise indicated, estimates are for victimizations reported since entering college.

175



Table 3.9b. Percent of Male Victims of Nonconsensual Sexual Touching Involving Physical
Force or Incapacitation Reporting to a Program, Reporting to Others and Reasons Why Did
Not Report to a Program by Tactic"*?

By Force By Incapacitation

Survey Item

Response

Report of incident to aProgram

Reported to a program

Inapplicable - - - -
No 98.0 1.7 88.9 5.7
Yes S S 111 57

Did not contact a program
Did not know whereto go or who to tell 9.8 4.2 s s

Feltembarrassed, ashamed, or thatitwould betoo 151 5.1 S S
emotionallydifficult

I did notthink anyone would believe me s s s s
I did notthink anything wouldbe done 25.1 5.4 s s
I did notthinkitwas serious enough to report 77.6 6.5 79.0 9.2
I did notwantthe personto getintotrouble 14.4 4.6 s s
| feared itwould not be kept confidential 13.9 4.3 S s
| feared negative social consequences 14.2 4.8 S s
Incidentdidnot occurwhileattendingschool 7.8 3.9 - -

Incident was noton campus or associated with the school - - - -

Other Reason 10.6 33 135 7.1
Reportto others

Friend 77.3 4.8 82.1 8.0

Family member 5.0 2.6 s s

Faculty s s - -

Someoneelse s s s s

I didn’ttell anyoneelse 20.2 4.7 19.2 7.3

'Per 100 victims.
*Sexual touching by forceincludes contact that was completed by physical force or threat of physical force.
*Unless otherwise indicated, estimates are for victimizations reported since entering college.
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Table 3.9¢. Percent of Victims of Nonconsensual Penetration or Sexual Touching Involving Physical Force or Incapacitation
reporting to a Program, Reporting to Others and Reasons Why Did Not Report to an Organization™?

Division of Public Safety/Special| Counseling and Psychological | Student Intervention Services
Services (DPS) Services (CAPS)

Survey Item
Response

Report of incident to aProgram 32.8 43 84.9 3.1 13.7 33

When contacted

Fallof 2014 - present 50.5 8.4 64.1 5.2 77.7 9.7
Fallof 2013 - Summer of 2014 28.2 7.4 24.8 53 223 9.7
Fallof2012-Summer of 2013 16.3 6.0 8.8 2.8 - -
Prior to Fall 2012 s s 35 1.8 - -

Evaluation of Contact made since fall of 2014

How useful
Not atall s s 15.6 4.6 s s
Alittle 23.6 11.3 11.9 45 - -
Somewhat s s 239 5.6 s s
Very 30.5 10.2 304 5.8 32.0 15.1
Extremely 223 10.1 19.3 43 32.7 15.2

Pressure from university on whether to proceed

Yes 50.0 11.7 8.0 4.0 343 15.8
To proceed 514 19.5 S S s S
Not to proceed 48.6 19.5 S S s S

No 50.0 11.7 92.0 4.0 65.7 15.8
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Table 3.9¢. Percent of Victims of Nonconsensual Penetration or Sexual Touching Involving Physical Force or Incapacitation
reporting to a Program, Reporting to Others and Reasons Why Did Not Report to an Organization™? (continued)

Division of Public Safety/Special| Counseling and Psychological | Student Intervention Services
Services (DPS) Services (CAPS)

Survey Item
Response

Report of incident to aProgram 32.8 43 84.9 3.1 13.7 33

Program showed respect towards victim

Excellent 48.3 13.6 47.7 6.3 40.4 15.9
Very good s S 25.8 5.1 s S
Good s s 18.4 4.8 - -
Fair s s 7.3 3.2 s s
Poor S S 3.8 2.4 S S

Helped to understand options

Excellent 38.9 134 25.9 59 40.4 15.9
Very good 20.9 10.3 17.5 4.6 s s
Good s s 25.1 5.4 s s
Fair S S 17.0 4.7 S S
Poor 24.6 11.6 s S s s
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Table 3.9¢. Percent of Victims of Nonconsensual Penetration or Sexual Touching Involving Physical Force or Incapacitation
reporting to a Program, Reporting to Others and Reasons Why Did Not Report to an Organization™? (continued)

Lesbian Gay Bisexual
Transgender Center (LGBT
Penn Women's Center (PWC) Center) Graduate Student Center (GSC)

Survey Item
Response

Report of incident to aProgram 26.4 4.3 S S s S

When contacted

Fallof 2014 - present 60.2 7.4 - - s S
Fallof 2013 - Summer of 2014 26.0 6.8 - - - -
Fallof 2012 - Summer of 2013 13.7 6.8 - - - -
Priorto Fall 2012 - - s s - -

Evaluation of Contact made since fall of 2014

How useful
Not atall - - - - - -
Alittle 19.0 9.7 - - - -
Somewhat s s - - s s
Very 29.1 10.6 - - - _
Extremely 39.6 10.9 - - - _

Pressure from university on whether to proceed

Yes s s - - - _
To proceed - - - - - R
Not to proceed s S - - - _

No 93.7 5.7 - - S S
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Table 3.9¢. Percent of Victims of Nonconsensual Penetration or Sexual Touching Involving Physical Force or Incapacitation
reporting to a Program, Reporting to Others and Reasons Why Did Not Report to an Organization™? (continued)

Lesbian Gay Bisexual
Transgender Center (LGBT
Penn Women's Center (PWC) Center) Graduate Student Center (GSC)

Survey Item
Response

Report of incident to aProgram 26.4 4.3 S S s S

Program showed respect towards victim

Excellent 57.6 11.3 - - s s
Very good s s - - - -
Good s s - - - -
Fair s s - - - -
Poor - - - - - -

Helped to understand options

Excellent 37.6 11.9 - - - _
Very good 28.0 15.1 - - s S
Good s s - - - -
Fair s s - - - _
Poor s S - - - _
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Table 3.9¢. Percent of Victims of Nonconsensual Penetration or Sexual Touching Involving Physical Force or Incapacitation
reporting to a Program, Reporting to Others and Reasons Why Did Not Report to an Organization™? (continued)

Office of Sexual Violence Prevention and
Education Office of Student Conduct (OSC)

Survey Item
Response

Report of incident to aProgram 7.3 2.5 17.9 34

When contacted

Fallof 2014 - present 100.0 0.0 40.7 13.9
Fallof 2013 -Summer of 2014 - - 29.5 145
Fallof 2012 - Summer of 2013 - - 29.8 11.9

Prior to Fall 2012 - - - -

Evaluation of Contact made since fall of 2014

How useful
Not atall - - s s
Alittle s s - -
Somewhat - - s s
Very S S - -
Extremely s s s S

Pressure from university on whether to proceed

Yes S S S S
To proceed - - - -
Not to proceed S S s S

No s s 70.5 28.2
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Table 3.9¢. Percent of Victims of Nonconsensual Penetration or Sexual Touching Involving Physical Force or Incapacitation
reporting to a Program, Reporting to Others and Reasons Why Did Not Report to an Organization™? (continued)

Office of Sexual Violence Prevention and
Education Office of Student Conduct (OSC)

Survey Item
Response

Report of incident to aProgram 7.3 2.5 17.9 34

Program showed respect towards victim

Excellent s 5 s s
Very good - - s S
Good - - - -
Fair - - - -
Poor S s S S

Helped to understand options

Excellent s s s S
Very good - - - _
Good - - s s
Fair - - - -
Poor S S S S

! per 100 victims.

’Includes contactinvolving: 1) penetration by physicalforce or threat of physicalforce, 2) attempted, but not completed, penetration by physical force or threat of physical
force; 3) penetration by incapacitation, 4) sexual touching by physical force or threat of physical force, 5) sexual touchingby incapacitation.
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Table 4.1 Percent of Students Experiencing Nonconsensual Penetration or Sexual Touching Involving Coercion or Absence of
Affirmative Consent by Behavior, Tactic, Current Year vs. Since Entering College, Gender and Enroliment Status™?

Female (n=3,781)

Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or

Graduate or

Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional
T — (n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Response StdErr
Current school year
Coercion 0.2 0.0 0.4 0.1 s S s S - -
Penetration 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.1 s S s S - -
Sexual touching 0.0 0.0 s s - - s s - -
Absence of affirmative consent 3.0 0.2 8.0 0.5 1.8 0.3 1.9 0.3 0.4 0.2
Penetration 0.9 0.1 2.7 03 03 0.1 0.6 0.2 S s
Sexual touching 2.4 0.1 6.2 0.5 1.6 0.2 1.3 0.3 0.4 0.2
Since entering college
Coercion 0.3 0.1 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.1 s s
Penetration 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.1 s S 0.2 0.1 S s
Sexual touching 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.1 s s s s - -
Absence of affirmative consent 5.7 0.2 14.4 0.7 4.0 0.4 35 0.4 1.2 0.3
Penetration 2.0 0.2 5.0 0.4 14 0.2 13 0.3 0.2 0.1
Sexual touching 4.5 0.2 115 0.7 3.0 0.3 2.5 04 1.0 0.2

'Per 100 students.

*TGQN = Transgender woman, Transgender man, Genderqueer, gender non-conforming, questioning, not listed.
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Table 4.1 Percent of Students Experiencing Nonconsensual Penetration or Sexual Touching Involving Coercion or Absence of
Affirmative Consent by Behavior, Tactic, Current Year vs. Since Entering College, Gender and Enroliment Status™?
(continued)

TGQN (n=54)
Undergraduate Graduate or Professional
Survey Item (n=29) (n=25)
Response StdErr
Current school year
Coercion s s - -
Penetration s s - -
Sexual touching - - - -
Absence of affirmative consent s s s s
Penetration s s s s
Sexual touching s s - -
Since entering college
Coercion S s S S
Penetration S s S S
Sexual touching s s - -
Absence of affirmative consent 15.7 5.7 s 5
Penetration s s s s
Sexual touching 15.7 5.7 S S
'Per 100 students.

*TGQN = Transgender woman, Transgender man, Genderqueer, gender non-conforming, questioning, not listed.

184



Table 4.2. Number of Times Students Experienced Nonconsensual Penetration or Sexual
TouchingInvolving Coercion or Absence of Affirmative Consent by Behavior, Tactic, Victim
Characteristics, Gender and Enrollment Status’ 2

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)
Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional
(n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Survey Item
Response
Current school year
Coercion
Penetration
0 times 9991 0.0 99.7 0.1 99.9 0.0 99.9 0.1 100 0.0
1time 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.1 s s s s - -
2 times - - - - - - - - - -
3 times 0.0 0.0 S s - - - - - -

4 or moretimes - - - - - - - - - -

Sexual Touching

0 times 100 0.0 99.9 0.1 100 0.0 99.9 0.1 100 0.0
1time 0.0 0.0 S S - - s S - -
2 times - - - - - - - - - -
3 times - - - - - - - - - -

4 or moretimes - - - - - - - - _ _

Without affirmative consent

Penetration
0 times 99.1; 0.1 97.3 0.3 99.7 0.1 99.4 0.2 99.9 0.1
1time 0.6 0.1 1.6 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.6 0.2 s s
2 times 0.2 0.0 0.6 0.2 s s - - - -
3 times 0.1 0.0 0.3 0.1 - - - - - -
4 or moretimes 0.1 0.0 S s s s s s - -
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Table 4.2. Number of Times Students Experienced Nonconsensual Penetration or Sexual
TouchingInvolving Coercion or Absence of Affirmative Consent by Behavior, Tactic, Victim
Characteristics, Gender and Enrollment Status®? (continued)

Female (n=3,781)

Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or

Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional
- (n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
reporse | [swer| % | suer | 5 [ower| % | suer | % |
Without affirmative consent
Sexual Touching
0 times 9761 0.1 93.8 0.5 98.4 0.2 98.7 0.3 99.6 0.2
1time 1.6 0.1 3.9 0.4 1.1 0.2 1.1 0.2 0.2 0.1
2 times 0.5 0.1 1.4 0.2 0.3 0.1 s s s S
3 times 0.2 0.0 0.5 0.1 0.2 0.1 S S - -
4 or moretimes 0.2 0.0 0.4 0.1 s s s s s S
Since entering college
Coercion
Penetration
0 times 99.8, 0.1 99.7 0.1 99.9 0.1 99.8 0.1 99.9 0.1
1ltime 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.1 s s s s - -
2 times 0.0 0.0 - - - - s s s s
3 times 0.0 0.0 s s - - s S - -
4 or moretimes - - - - - - - - - -
Sexual Touching
0 times 99.9; 00 99.8 0.1 99.9 0.1 99.8 0.1 100 0.0
1ltime 0.1 0.0 0.2 0.1 - - s s - -
2 times 0.0 0.0 - - s s s s - -
3 times - - - - - - - - - -
4 or moretimes - - - - - - - - - -
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Table 4.2. Number of Times Students Experienced Nonconsensual Penetration or Sexual
TouchingInvolving Coercion or Absence of Affirmative Consent by Behavior, Tactic, Victim
Characteristics, Gender and Enrollment Status®? (continued)

Female (n=3,781)

Graduate or

Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or

Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional
- (n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
reporse | [swer| % | suer | 5 [ower| % | suer | % |
Without affirmative consent
Penetration
0 times 98.0; 0.2 95.0 0.4 98.6 0.2 98.7 0.3 99.8 0.1
1time 1.1 0.1 2.7 0.3 0.8 0.1 0.8 0.2 s s
2 times 04 0.1 1.2 0.2 0.2 0.1 0.3 0.1 S S
3 times 0.2 0.0 0.7 0.2 s s s s - -
4 or moretimes 03 0.1 0.5 0.1 0.4 0.1 0.2 0.1 - -
Sexual Touching
0 times 955, 0.2 88.5 0.7 97.0 0.3 97.5 04 99.0 0.2
1time 25 0.2 6.2 0.5 1.6 0.3 1.6 0.3 0.5 0.2
2 times 1.0 0.1 2.5 0.3 0.8 0.2 0.5 0.2 0.2 0.1
3 times 0.4 0.1 11 0.2 0.3 0.1 s s s s
4 or moretimes 0.6 0.1 1.7 0.3 0.3 0.1 0.2 0.1 s s

'Per 100 students.

Unless otherwise indicated, estimates are for victimizations reported since entering college.
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Table 4.3. Percent of Students Experiencing Nonconsensual Penetration or Sexual Touching Involving Absence of
Affirmative Consent by Victim Characteristics, Gender and Enroliment Status™?

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)
Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional
R — (n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Sexual orientation
Heterosexual 5.0 0.3 13.2 0.8 3.5 0.4 2.5 0.4 0.7 0.2
Non-Heterosexual 11.8 1.0 24.9 2.8 9.6 2.2 9.4 1.8 5.2 15
Ethnicity
Hispanic 8.0 09 17.8 2.4 3.2 1.4 51 1.7 S s
Not Hispanic 55 0.2 14.0 0.8 4.1 04 33 04 1.2 0.3
Race
American Indian or Alaska Native 5.4 24 s s - - - - - -
Asian 3.9 04 9.9 1.1 34 0.7 1.2 0.5 0.7 0.3
Black or African American 8.2 0.9 18.7 23 35 13 3.2 1.8 - -
Native Hawaiian or Other Pacificlslander 3.2 2.8 215 19.8 - - - - - -
White 6.7 0.3 16.6 0.9 4.6 0.5 45 0.6 1.4 0.3
Disability
Yes 13.0 2.6 31.2 5.8 s s 8.5 4.3 - -
No 5.6 0.2 13.9 0.7 4.0 0.4 34 0.4 1.2 0.3
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Table 4.3. Percent of Students Experiencing Nonconsensual Penetration or Sexual Touching Involving Absence of
Affirmative Consent by Victim Characteristics, Gender and Enroliment Status®? (continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional

Total (n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Survey Item
Never married 3.1 0.4 - - 4.7 0.5 - - 1.2 0.3
Not married butliving with a partner 2.8 0.7 - - 3.9 1.0 S S 1.5 0.7
Married 14 0.4 - - 1.9 0.7 - - 1.0 0.5

Divorced or separated - - - - - - - - - -

Other 3.6 2.2 - - S S - - - -

Year in School and Timing of Incidents

Undergraduate

Currentyear
Freshman 6.2 0.8 9.7 1.2 - - 1.8 0.7 - -
Sophomore 5.2 0.6 8.2 0.9 - - 1.9 0.7 - -
Junior 5.0 0.7 7.1 11 - - 24 0.8 - -
Senior 3.9 0.5 6.4 11 - - 14 0.5 - -

Since entering college

Freshman 6.4 0.8 10.0 1.2 - - 1.8 0.7 - -
Sophomore 9.5 0.9 15.3 1.4 - - 3.2 0.8 - -
Junior 11.7 09 17.6 1.5 - - 5.1 1.0 - -
Senior 9.9 0.8 15.7 15 - - 3.8 0.7 - -
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Table 4.3. Percent of Students Experiencing Nonconsensual Penetration or Sexual Touching Involving Absence of
Affirmative Consent by Victim Characteristics, Gender and Enroliment Status®? (continued)

Female (n=3,781)

Graduate or

Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or

Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional
T — (n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Response StdErr
Graduate/Professional
Currentyear
1st 14 0.3 - - 2.4 0.5 - - S S
2nd 13 0.3 - - 13 0.4 - - 1.2 0.5
3rd 0.8 0.4 - - 1.4 0.7 - - - -
4th 0.6 0.3 - - s s - - - -
5th 1.0 0.6 - - s s - - - -
6th year or more 0.5 0.4 - - s s - - - -
Since entering college
1st 1.9 0.3 - - 3.4 0.6 - - S S
2nd 3.0 0.4 - - 3.6 0.6 - - 23 0.7
3rd 3.8 1.1 - - 4.1 13 - - 2.9 1.9
4th 1.9 0.6 - - 3.8 13 - - - -
5th 6.2 1.8 - - 10.9 3.0 - - s s
6th year or more 2.5 0.9 - - 4.8 1.8 - - - -
'Per 100 students.

’Unless otherwise specified, estimates are for victimizations reported since entering college.

190




Table 4.4. Percent of Female Students Experiencing Nonconsensual Penetration or Sexual
Touching Involving Absence of Affirmative Consent by Victim Characteristics, Behavior and

Enrollment Status™?

Survey Item
Response

Sexual orientation
Heterosexual
Non-Heterosexual

Ethnicity
Hispanic
Not Hispanic

Race

American Indian or Alaska
Native

Asian
Black or African American

Native Hawaiian or Other
Pacific Islander

White
Disability
Yes
No
Marital status
Never married

Not married butliving with a
partner

Married

Divorced or separated

Other

171

11.9
8.5

6.3
11.7

10.2

18.1
8.6

4.7
3.9

1.9

6.1

0.4
1.9

1.6
0.4

0.6
14

0.5

3.8
0.4

0.5
1.0

0.7

3.7

Undergraduate

| % [ | e[| % [ swn | 5 s

7.9

4.1
11.9

7.4
4.7

33
6.4

5.6

16.0
4.7

Penetration

0.4
2.0

1.6
0.4

0.6
15

0.5

4.2
0.4

Graduate or
Professional

1.2
33

1.5

0.6

1.8

1.4

1.7
1.4

0.2
1.2

0.3

0.3

0.3

0.2

0.2
0.7

Undergraduate

10.8
17.6

14.9
111

7.7
14.8

13.6

22.0
113

Sexual Touching

0.7
2.1

2.2
0.7

1.0
1.9

0.8

53
0.7

Graduate or
Professional

2.6
7.4

3.2
3.0

2.9
21

3.4

3.0

34
2.7

1.9

0.3
1.9

14
03

0.6
1.0

0.4

03

0.4
0.8

0.7
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Table 4.4. Percent of Female Students Experiencing Nonconsensual Penetration or Sexual
Touching Involving Absence of Affirmative Consent by Victim Characteristics, Behavior and
Enrollment Status™(continued)

Penetration Sexual Touching

Graduate or Graduate or

Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional

Year in School and Timing of Incidents

Survey Item

Undergraduate
Currentyear
Freshman 9.7 1.2 3.6 0.7 - - 7.4 1.1 - -
Sophomore 8.2 0.9 3.1 0.7 - - 6.3 0.9 - -
Junior 7.1 11 1.8 0.6 - - 5.9 0.9 - -
Senior 6.4 11 2.0 0.6 - - 5.1 0.9 - -

Since entering college

Freshman 10.0 1.2 3.8 0.7 - - 7.6 11 - -
Sophomore 15.3 1.4 4.9 0.9 - - 12.7 1.2 - -
Junior 17.6 15 4.8 0.9 - - 15.0 14 - -
Senior 15.7 15 7.0 1.0 - - 11.7 13 - -
Graduate/Professional
Currentyear
1styear 2.4 0.5 - - s S - - 24 0.5
2ndyear 1.3 0.4 - - s s - - 1.0 0.4
3rdyear 14 0.7 - - - - - - 1.4 0.7
4thyear s s - - - - - - s s
Sthyear s s - - s s - - s s
6thyear s s - - s s - - s s
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Table 4.4. Percent of Female Students Experiencing Nonconsensual Penetration or Sexual
Touching Involving Absence of Affirmative Consent by Victim Characteristics, Behavior and
Enrollment Status™(continued)

Penetration Sexual Touching
Graduate or Graduate or
Survey Item Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional
Since entering college
1styear 34 0.6 - - 1.0 0.3 - - 2.7 0.5
2ndyear 3.6 0.6 - - 1.3 04 - - 2.6 0.5
3rdyear 41 1.3 - - - - - - 4.1 1.3
4th year 3.8 1.3 - - s s - - 2.8 1.2
S5thyear 10.9 3.0 - - 7.7 2.9 - - 53 1.9
6thyear 4.8 1.8 - - 3.0 1.4 - - 3.8 1.6
'Per 100 students.

? Unless otherwise specified, estimates are for victimizations reported since entering college.
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Table 4.5a. Percent of Female Victims of Nonconsensual Penetration or Sexual Touching
Involving Coercion or Absence of Affirmative Consent by Offender Characteristics by
Behavior and Tactic?

Consent

Absence of Affirmative
Coercion

Sexual Sexual
Penetration Touching Penetration Touching
Survey Item

s Jsusr| ¢ [sve| [ x [son

Offender characteristics
Gender
Male 100.0; 0.0 100.0;, 00 98.7,; 0.8 99.0, 0.6
Female - - - - 4.5 1.7 3.0 11
Number of offenders
1 offender 100.0f 0.0 s s 645 | 42 644 2.7
2 offenders - - - - 183 1 3.2 18.8 23
3 or more offenders - - 5 s 1721 30 1681 2.2
University affiliation
Student s 5 5 s 833 32 847 1.9
Faculty or instructor s s - - - - s s
Other staff or administrator - - - - - - s s
Other person affiliated with a university program (ex. - - - - S s - -
internship, studyabroad)
The person was not affiliated with university s s - - s s 6.5 1.5
Don’tknow associationwith university s s s s 235 40 136 1.8
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Table 4.5a. Percent of Female Victims of Nonconsensual Penetration or Sexual Touching
Involving Coercion or Absence of Affirmative Consent by Offender Characteristics by

Behavior and Tactic”? (continued)

Survey Item
Response

Relationship to victim

At the time, it was someone| was dating or intimate
with

Someonel had dated or was intimate with
Teacher or advisor

Co-worker, boss or supervisor

Friend or acquaintance

Stranger

Other

Don’t Know

‘ Absence of Affirmative

Coercion Consent
Sexual

Sexual
Penetration

Touching Penetration Touching

s Jsusr| ¢ [sve| [ x [son

S S - - 49.2 4.5 153 1.9
62.2 | 24.7 s S 193 3.1 8.2 1.4
s s - - - - - -
- - - - S s 15 0.7
S S S s 5651 43 545 3.0
s s - - 172y 3.0 386 33
- - - - S s 33 1.2
- - - - s s s s

'per 100 victims.

’Unless otherwise indicated, estimates are for victimizations reported since entering college.
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Table 4.5b. Percent of Male Victims of Nonconsensual Penetration or Sexual Touching
Involving Coercion or Absence of Affirmative Consent by Offender Characteristics by

Behavior and Tactic’?

Survey Item

Coercion Consent

Sexual Sexual
Penetration Touching Penetration Touching

‘ Absence of Affirmative

Response

Offender characteristics
Gender

Male

Female
Number of offenders

1 offender

2 offenders

3 or more offenders
University affiliation

Student

Faculty or instructor

internship, studyabroad)

The person was not affiliated with university

Don’tknow association with university

Other person affiliated with a university program (ex.

s Jsusr| ¢ [sve| [ x [son

- - - - 619 83 430 7.2
100.0, 0.0 s S 4211 83 656 7.3

100.0; 0.0 s S 784 73 768 5.7
- - - - 110 51 11.6 4.5
- - - - 106 1 5.7 11.6 4.2

S S S S 70.6 7.3 85.5 6.2
- - - - - - S S
- - - - S S - -
- - - - - - S S
S s - - 35.3 9.4 16.2 6.2
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Table 4.5b. Percent of Male Victims of Nonconsensual Penetration or Sexual Touching
Involving Coercion or Absence of Affirmative Consent by Offender Characteristics by
Behavior and Tactic”? (continued)

Consent

Absence of Affirmative
Coercion

Sexual Sexual
Penetration Touching Penetration Touching
Survey Item

s Jsusr| ¢ [sve| [ x [son

Relationship to victim
At the time, itwas someonel wasdatingorintimate = 77.7 | 22.5 - - S s s s
with
Someonel had dated or was intimate with 713 | 28.0 - - 115 71 34 2.0
Friend or acquaintance s S S s 56.0 { 10.5 73.7 5.9
Stranger - - - - 17.3 8.0 231 5.6
Other - - - - s s s s

'Per 100 victims.
’Unless otherwise indicated, estimates are for victimizations reported since entering college.
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Table 4.6. Percent of Students Experiencing Nonconsensual Sexual Contact Involving Physical Force, Incapacitation,
Coercion and Absence of Affirmative Consent Since Enrolling at University by Tactic and Gender

Female Male
Survey ftem (n=3,781) (n=2,567)
Response

Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation 9.8 0.3 15.2 0.5 3.6 0.3 19.0 3.9

Penetration 3.5 0.2 5.7 0.3 1.0 0.2 6.5 2.4

Sexual Touching 7.7 0.3 12.0 0.5 2.9 0.3 13.8 4.0
Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation; Attempted 10.3 0.3 16.0 0.6 3.7 0.3 19.0 3.9
Penetrationusing Physical Force

Penetration 4.2 0.2 7.0 0.4 1.1 0.2 9.3 2.7

Sexual Touching 7.7 0.3 12.0 0.5 2.9 0.3 13.8 4.0
Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation or Coercion; 10.4 0.3 16.2 0.6 3.8 0.3 19.0 3.9
Attempted Penetrationusing physical force

Penetration 4.4 0.2 7.1 0.4 1.2 0.2 11.6 3.2

Sexual Touching 7.8 0.3 12.0 0.5 2.9 0.3 13.8 4.0
Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation or Coercionor 13.3 0.4 20.3 0.6 53 0.4 27.9 5.1

Absence of Affirmative Consent; Attempted Penetrationusing
physical force

Penetration 5.6 0.3 9.0 04 1.7 0.2 17.2 3.8

Sexual Touching 10.5 0.3 15.9 0.5 4.2 0.3 20.8 5.4

"TGQN = Transgender woman, Transgender man, Genderqueer, gender non-conforming, questioning, not listed.
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Table 4.7a. Percent of Undergraduates Experiencing Nonconsensual Sexual Contact Involving Physical Force, Incapacitation,
Coercion and Absence of Affirmative Consent Since Enrolling at University by Tactic and Gender

Female Male
Survey ftem (n=1,886) (n=1,292)
Response

Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation 16.4 0.5 26.2 0.9 5.4 0.5 25.4 6.9

Penetration 5.8 0.3 10.0 0.6 14 0.3 - -

Sexual Touching 131 0.5 20.8 0.9 4.5 0.5 254 6.9
Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation; Attempted 17.0 0.6 27.2 1.0 5.5 0.5 25.4 6.9
Penetrationusing Physical Force

Penetration 7.0 0.4 12.0 0.7 15 0.3 s S

Sexual Touching 13.1 0.5 20.8 0.9 4.5 0.5 254 6.9
Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation or Coercion; 17.1 0.5 27.4 1.0 5.6 0.5 254 6.9
Attempted Penetrationusing physical force

Penetration 7.2 0.4 12.2 0.6 1.6 0.3 10.4 4.9

Sexual Touching 13.1 0.5 20.8 0.9 45 0.5 25.4 6.9
Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation or Coercionor 21.6 0.6 334 1.1 8.2 0.7 35.4 9.4

Absence of Affirmative Consent; Attempted Penetrationusing
physical force

Penetration 9.2 0.5 151 0.8 2.6 0.4 13.6 53

Sexual Touching 17.3 0.6 26.9 1.0 6.5 0.7 354 9.4

"TGQN = Transgender woman, Transgender man, Genderqueer, gender non-conforming, questioning, not listed.
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Table 4.7b. Percent of Graduate and Professional Students Experiencing Nonconsensual Sexual Contact Involving Physical
Force, Incapacitation, Coercion and Absence of Affirmative Consent Since Enrolling at University by Tacticand Gender

Female Male
Survey ftem (n=1,895) (n=1,275)
Response

Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation 4.2 0.3 6.0 0.5 2.0 0.3 12.8 43

Penetration 15 0.2 2.1 0.3 0.6 0.2 12.8 4.3

Sexual Touching 3.1 0.3 4.5 0.4 1.5 0.3 s s
Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation; Attempted 45 0.3 6.5 0.5 2.1 0.4 12.8 43
Penetrationusing Physical Force

Penetration 1.8 0.2 2.7 04 0.7 0.2 12.8 4.3

Sexual Touching 3.1 0.3 4.5 04 1.5 0.3 S s
Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation or Coercion; 4.6 0.3 6.6 0.5 2.2 04 12.8 4.3
Attempted Penetrationusing physical force

Penetration 1.9 0.2 2.8 0.4 0.8 0.2 12.8 43

Sexual Touching 3.1 0.3 45 0.4 1.5 0.3 s s
Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation or Coercionor 6.3 0.4 9.1 0.5 2.9 0.4 20.7 5.5

Absence of Affirmative Consent; Attempted Penetrationusing
physical force

Penetration 2.6 0.3 3.8 0.4 0.9 0.2 20.7 5.5
Sexual Touching 4.6 0.3 6.6 0.4 2.2 0.4 s s

"TGQN = Transgender woman, Transgender man, Genderqueer, gender non-conforming, questioning, not listed.
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Table 4.8. Percent of Seniors Experiencing Nonconsensual Sexual Contact Involving Physical Force, Incapacitation, Coercion
and Absence of Affirmative Consent Since Enrolling at University by Tactic and Gender

Survey Item
Response

Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation 18.5 11 28.9 1.8 8.2 14 s s

Penetration 6.9 0.8 11.8 14 2.3 0.6 - -

Sexual Touching 14.5 1.0 22.2 1.7 6.9 13 s s
Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation; Attempted 19.5 1.2 30.7 2.0 8.5 14 s s
Penetrationusing Physical Force

Penetration 8.5 0.9 14.7 1.6 25 0.6 - -

Sexual Touching 14.5 1.0 22.2 1.7 6.9 1.3 S s
Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation or Coercion; 19.7 1.2 309 2.0 8.8 1.4 S s
Attempted Penetrationusing physical force

Penetration 8.8 0.9 15.1 1.6 2.8 0.6 - -

Sexual Touching 14.6 1.0 22.4 1.7 6.9 1.3 s s
Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation or Coercionor 24.1 1.2 37.1 1.9 11.2 1.5 s s

Absence of Affirmative Consent; Attempted Penetration using
physical force

Penetration 11.5 09 19.3 1.6 4.1 0.8 - -

Sexual Touching 18.8 11 28.8 1.8 8.7 14 s s

'TGQN = Transgender woman, Transgender man, Genderqueer, gender non-conforming, questioning, not listed.
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Table 4.9. Percent of Students Experiencing Nonconsensual Sexual Contact Involving Physical Force, Incapacitation,
Coercion and Absence of Affirmative Consent for Current Year by Tacticand Gender"

Female Male
Survey ftem (n=3,781) (n=2,567)
Response

Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation 5.4 0.2 8.3 0.4 2.1 0.2 16.2 3.6

Penetration 1.6 0.1 2.6 0.2 0.4 0.1 6.5 2.4

Sexual Touching 4.4 0.2 6.7 04 1.8 0.2 11.0 3.5
Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation; Attempted 5.7 0.2 8.7 0.4 2.2 0.2 16.2 3.6
Penetrationusing Physical Force

Penetration 2.0 0.1 33 0.3 0.5 0.1 7.8 2.6

Sexual Touching 4.4 0.2 6.7 04 1.8 0.2 11.0 3.5
Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation or Coercion; 5.8 0.2 8.8 04 2.2 0.2 16.2 3.6
Attempted Penetrationusing Physical Force

Penetration 2.1 0.1 34 0.3 0.6 0.1 7.8 2.6

Sexual Touching 4.4 0.2 6.7 0.4 1.8 0.2 11.0 35
Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation or Coercionor 7.4 0.3 11.1 0.5 3.1 0.3 21.2 43

Absence of Affirmative Consent; Attempted Penetrationusing
Physical Force

Penetration 2.8 0.2 4.4 0.3 0.8 0.2 114 3.1

Sexual Touching 5.9 0.3 8.9 0.4 2.5 03 141 4.2

"TGQN = Transgender woman, Transgender man, Genderqueer, gender non-conforming, questioning, not listed.
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Table 4.10a. Percent of Undergraduates Experiencing Nonconsensual Sexual Contact Involving Physical Force,
Incapacitation, Coercion and Absence of Affirmative Consent for Current Year by Tacticand Gender*

Female Male
Survey ftem (n=1,886) (n=1,292)
Response

Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation 9.5 0.4 15.0 0.7 3.2 0.4 19.7 6.4

Penetration 2.8 0.3 4.7 0.4 0.6 0.2 - -

Sexual Touching 7.8 04 12.3 0.7 2.7 0.4 19.7 6.4
Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation; Attempted 9.9 0.4 15.8 0.8 33 04 19.7 6.4
Penetrationusing Physical Force

Penetration 35 0.3 6.0 0.5 0.7 0.2 s s

Sexual Touching 7.8 04 12.3 0.7 2.7 04 19.7 6.4
Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation or Coercion; 10.0 04 159 0.7 34 04 19.7 6.4
Attempted Penetrationusing Physical Force

Penetration 3.6 0.3 6.2 0.5 0.8 0.2 s s

Sexual Touching 7.8 0.4 12.3 0.7 2.7 0.4 19.7 6.4
Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation or Coercionor 12.7 0.5 19.6 0.8 4.8 0.5 25.9 7.7

Absence of Affirmative Consent; Attempted Penetrationusing
Physical Force

Penetration 49 0.3 8.0 0.6 1.3 0.3 S S

Sexual Touching 10.2 0.5 15.7 0.8 3.8 0.5 25.9 7.7

"TGQN = Transgender woman, Transgender man, Genderqueer, gender non-conforming, questioning, not listed.
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Table 4.10b. Percent of Graduate and Professional Students Experiencing Nonconsensual Sexual Contact Involving Physical
Force, Incapacitation, Coercion and Absence of Affirmative Consent for Current Year by Tactic and Gender

Female Male
Survey ftem (n=1,895) (n=1,275)
Response

Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation 2.0 0.2 2.5 0.3 1.2 0.3 12.8 43

Penetration 0.7 0.1 0.9 0.2 0.2 0.1 12.8 4.3

Sexual Touching 1.5 0.2 1.9 0.2 1.0 0.2 S s
Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation; Attempted 2.1 0.2 2.6 0.3 1.2 03 12.8 43
Penetrationusing Physical Force

Penetration 0.8 0.1 1.0 0.2 0.3 0.1 12.8 4.3

Sexual Touching 1.5 0.2 1.9 0.2 1.0 0.2 S s
Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation or Coercion; 2.1 0.2 2.7 0.3 1.2 0.3 12.8 4.3
Attempted Penetrationusing Physical Force

Penetration 0.8 0.1 11 0.2 0.3 0.1 12.8 43

Sexual Touching 1.5 0.2 1.9 0.2 1.0 0.2 s s
Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation or Coercionor 2.9 0.2 3.9 0.3 1.5 0.3 16.7 49

Absence of Affirmative Consent; Attempted Penetrationusing
Physical Force

Penetration 0.9 0.1 1.2 0.2 0.4 0.1 16.7 4.9
Sexual Touching 2.3 0.2 3.1 0.3 1.4 0.3 S s

"TGQN = Transgender woman, Transgender man, Genderqueer, gender non-conforming, questioning, not listed.
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Table 4.11. Percent of Seniors Experiencing Nonconsensual Sexual Contact Involving Physical Force, Incapacitation,
Coercion and Absence of Affirmative Consent for Current Year by Tacticand Gender"

Survey Item
Response

Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation
Penetration
Sexual Touching

Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation; Attempted
Penetrationusing Physical Force

Penetration
Sexual Touching

Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation or Coercion;
Attempted Penetrationusing Physical Force

Penetration
Sexual Touching

Completed usingPhysical Force or Incapacitation or Coercionor
Absence of Affirmative Consent; Attempted Penetrationusing Physical
Force

Penetration

Sexual Touching

2.2
51
6.9

23
51
9.3

34
7.0

0.6
03
0.5
0.7

0.4
0.5
0.7

0.4
0.5
0.7

0.5
0.7

Female

(n=502)
9.4 1.2 2.8 0.7 - -
2.4 0.6 S S - -
7.7 1.0 2.6 0.6 - -
10.7 1.2 3.3 0.7 - -
3.8 0.7 0.7 0.3 - -
7.7 1.0 2.6 0.6 - -
10.7 1.2 3.3 0.7 - -
4.0 0.7 0.7 0.3 - -
7.7 1.0 2.6 0.6 - -
14.3 1.3 4.5 0.9 - -
5.7 0.9 1.1 0.5 - -
10.9 1.1 3.3 0.8 - -

"TGQN = Transgender woman, Transgender man, Genderqueer, gender non-conforming, questioning, not listed.
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Table 5.1a. Percent of Students Experiencing Harassment by Type, Gender, Enrollment Status and Characteristics of
Harrassment'?

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or

Undergraduate | Professional | Undergraduate | Professional
(n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)

Survey Item
Response

Percent of Students Reporting Harassment 47.81 0.5 67.3 1.0 424 1 0.8 50.1 1.2 32.0 1.3
University-associatedindividual:
made sexual remarks, or insulting/offensive jokes or stories 29.5] 0.5 45.0 1.1 28.8 0.8 26.7 1.2 169 | 0.9

madeinappropriate comments regarding body, appearance, or 38.71 0.5 57.2 1.2 322 09 41.8 1.2 247 1 1.2
sexual activity

saidcrudeor gross sexual things or tried to engageinsexual 1631 04 26.9 1.0 1231 0.6 16.8 0.9 9.9 0.7
conversation

transmitted offensive sexual remarks, stories, jokes, pictures, videos | 8.3 1 0.3 12.0 0.6 6.1 0.4 9.9 0.7 5.6 0.7

asked to go out, getdinner, drinks, or have sex, des pite refusal 10.1; 0.3 23.6 0.9 7.8 0.4 5.7 0.5 3.2 04

Percent of Victims of Harassment

Number of offenders
1 person 30.4; 0.8 26.0 i 1.0 36.9 i 13 27.5 i 1.9 34.8 i 23
2 persons 26.7; 0.8 29.0 i 1.1 29.6 i 14 22.7 i 1.6 23.8 i 1.7
3 or morepersons 42.9; 0.8 45.0 i 1.2 335 i 1.2 49.8 i 2.1 41.4 i 2.4
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Table 5.1a. Percent of Students Experiencing Harassment by Type, Gender, Enrollment Status and Characteristics of
Harrassment™? (continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate | Professional | Undergraduate | Professional

(n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Survey Item

Response

Number of incidents since beginning of 2014 term

0times 19.3; 0.6 17.9 0.8 245 1.2 15.0 13 205, 1.8
1time 214} 0.6 18.9 1.0 237 | 1.2 20.7 13 249 | 1.8
2 times 20.7, 0.6 23.7 0.8 194 14 19.9 14 179 16
3-5times 2751 0.6 29.0 1.1 232 14 314 1.6 251, 19
6-9 times 50, 03 5.8 0.6 4.8 0.6 5.4 0.8 3.2 0.7
10 or moretimes 6.1, 03 4.8 0.5 4.4 0.7 7.7 0.8 8.5 1.5

Association with university

Student 89.9; 0.5 96.7 04 78.0 1.2 95.6 0.7 86.2 1.8
Faculty 104, 0.5 4.5 0.5 225 13 2.8 0.6 134 1.6
Coach, religious | eader, or other non-academicadvisor 08 0.1 1.1 0.2 0.5 0.3 0.9 0.3 s s
Other staff or administrator 60, 04 3.7 0.5 9.5 0.8 4.2 0.7 6.6 1.2
Other person affiliated with a university program (ex. internship, 291 03 2.4 04 4.6 0.6 1.8 0.5 3.2 0.7
study abroad)

The person was not affiliated with [University] 6.1 04 6.5 0.5 6.8 09 33 0.6 7.3 1.0
Don’tknow associationwith [University] 82| 04 11.7 0.8 7.7 0.7 5.9 0.8 5.1 0.9
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Table 5.1a. Percent of Students Experiencing Harassment by Type, Gender, Enrollment Status and Characteristics of
Harrassment™? (continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)
Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional
(n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Survey Item
Response
Relationship to victim

At the time, it was someone | was dating or intimate with 681 04 11.0 0.7 4.2 0.6 5.6 09 3.8 09
Someonel had dated or was intimate with 68| 04 12.5 0.9 3.6 0.6 5.2 0.8 2.5 0.6
Teacher or advisor 781 04 3.7 0.4 17.0 1.1 2.6 0.6 8.2 1.1
Co-worker, boss or supervisor 72 05 2.5 0.4 15.2 1.2 2.3 0.5 11.6 1.7
Friend or acquaintance 740, 0.7 75.6 1.0 64.6 15 82.7 15 74.4 2.0
Stranger 339} 09 49.9 1.2 24.7 1.6 28.1 1.9 21.5 1.8
Other 621 04 4.6 0.4 8.3 0.8 4.0 0.8 9.0 14
Don’t Know 22, 03 1.9 0.3 2.6 0.5 2.7 0.5 1.7 0.5

'Per 100 victims.
’Unless otherwise indicated, estimates are for victimizations reported since entering college.
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Table 5.1a. Percent of Students Experiencing Harassment by Type, Gender, Enrollment Status and Characteristics of
Harrassment™? (continued)

TGQN (n=54)
Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional
(n=29) (n=25)
Survey Item
Response StdErr
Percent of Students Reporting Harassment 86.5 5.0 62.0 9.4
University-associatedindividual:

made sexual remarks, or insulting/offensive jokes or stories 71.3 6.8 50.1 9.3
madeinappropriate comments regarding body, appearance, or sexual activitiy 74.0 7.0 49.7 8.8
saidcrudeor gross sexual things or tried to engage insexual conversation 40.1 7.4 14.9 6.6
transmitted offensive sexual remarks, stories, jokes, pictures, videos 18.9 6.2 17.3 7.8

asked to goout, getdinner, drinks, orhave sex, despite refusal 25.9 7.0 S S

Percent of Victims of Harassment

Number of offenders
1 person 12.0 i 5.6 24.1 i 10.7
2 persons 17.0 i 7.3 24.4 i 121
3 or more persons 71.0 i 7.8 51.5 i 11.8
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Table 5.1a. Percent of Students Experiencing Harassment by Type, Gender, Enrollment Status and Characteristics of
Harrassment™? (continued)

TGQN (n=54)

Graduate or

Undergraduate Professional
(n=29) (n=25)

Survey Item
Response StdErr

Number of incidents since beginning of 2014 term

0 times s S 239 10.7
ltime s s s s
2 times 194 7.7 254 10.5
3-5 times 443 6.9 22.9 9.4
6-9 times s s s s
10 or moretimes 13.9 6.4 s s

Association with university

Student 95.6 3.8 75.9 10.7
Faculty 14.6 6.4 355 12.8
Coach, religious leader, or other non-academicadvisor s s - -
Other staff or administrator 18.4 7.1 19.0 9.1
Other person affiliated with a university program (ex. internship, study abroad) s S - -
The person was not affiliated with [University] 18.1 9.5 22.9 10.5
Don’t know associationwith [University] S S S S
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Table 5.1a. Percent of Students Experiencing Harassment by Type, Gender, Enrollment Status and Characteristics of
Harrassment™? (continued)

TGQN (n=54)
Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional
(n=29) (n=25)
Survey Item e — B
Response StdErr StdErr
Relationship to victim
At the time, itwas someone | was dating or intimate with s S - -
Someonel had dated or was intimate with s s - -
Teacher or advisor 14.6 6.4 355 12.8
Co-worker, boss or supervisor s s s s
Friend or acquaintance 62.6 7.5 39.6 123
Stranger 66.5 9.4 42.6 13.6
Other 18.1 6.9 s s
Don’tKnow - - - -

'Unless otherwise indicated, estimates are for victimizations reported since entering college.
*TGQN = Transgender woman, Transgender man, Gender queer, gender non-conforming, questioning, not listed.
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Table 5.1b. Percent of Victims of Harassment Reporting to Others, Reporting to a Program, Timing of Report to Program,
Usefulness of Report in last school year and Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Gender and Enrollment Status™

Survey Item
Response

Reporting to Others
Friend
Family member
Faculty
Someoneelse

I didn’ttell anyoneelse

59.1
13.1
35
6.8
36.8

Female (n=3,781)

Undergraduate
(n=1,886)

72.2
15.2
3.2
5.7
26.4

1.2
0.8
0.4
0.6
1.0

Graduate or
Professional
(n=1,895)

67.1

19.8
6.0
9.7

26.1

14
13
0.7
1.0
13

Male (n=2,567)

Undergraduate
(n=1,292)

41.5
5.7
0.6
3.6

56.4

1.7
0.9
0.3
0.6
1.7

Graduate or
Professional
(n=1,275)

43.7
8.7
35
8.5

48.5

StdErr

23
1.2
0.8
13
2.2
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Table 5.1b. Percent of Victims of Harassment Reporting to Others, Reporting to a Program, Timing of Report to Program,
Usefulness of Reportin last school year and Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Gender and Enrollment Status™?
(continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional
(n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Survey Item

ReportingtoaProgram

Contacted atleast one programinuniversity list 7.4 04 10.8 0.7 7.6 0.8 5.0 0.8 2.7 0.7
Contacted Division of Public Safety/Special 28.6 23 295 3.2 35.0 55 17.7 6.7 34.7 14.9
Services (DPS)

Mostrecent contact
Fallof2014- present 61.9 5.5 70.7 6.0 46.7 9.2 67.8 21.8 s 5
Fallof 2013 - Summer of 2014 17.3 43 14.4 4.6 211 8.6 s s s s
Fallof 2012 - Summer of 2013 12.9 35 13.0 5.0 s s s s s S
Prior to Fall of 2012 8.0 2.7 s s 221 8.5 - - - -

Usefulness of Reportin 2014-2015School Year

Not atall 9.1 4.2 5 s s 5 s s s 5
Alittle 237 49 26.4 7.1 s 5 s s s 5
Somewhat 22.0 4.1 214 5.5 25.2 9.4 s s s 5
Very 31.8 4.6 31.2 6.6 49.7 11.9 - - - -
Extremely 135 3.4 14.8 4.2 s s s s s s
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Table 5.1b. Percent of Victims of Harassment Reporting to Others, Reporting to a Program, Timing of Report to Program,
Usefulness of Reportin last school year and Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Gender and Enrollment Status™?
(continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional

Survey ltem (n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Response -m-m-m-m-
Contacted Counseling and Psychological 75.8 80.3 73.0 70.7 59.0 16.0
Services (CAPS)
Mostrecentcontact
Fallof 2014- present 66.7 2.4 70.5 33 60.9 6.3 56.9 8.6 61.6 19.1
Fallof 2013 - Summer of 2014 18.0 2.1 20.2 2.8 11.9 4.1 258 7.7 S s
Fallof 2012 - Summer of 2013 10.8 2.1 7.2 2.2 13.6 4.5 17.3 7.1 S s
Priorto Fall of 2012 4.6 14 2.2 14 13.6 4.4 - - - -
Usefulness of Reportin 2014-2015 School Year
Not atall 14.6 2.2 11.9 2.6 11.1 3.9 22.0 7.2 S S
Alittle 241 2.7 25.1 3.0 215 4.8 27.6 7.9 S S
Somewhat 24.8 29 225 4.1 29.9 5.7 18.2 7.5 s s
Very 235 26 240 31 243 5.4 28.8 9.7 s s
Extremely 13.0 1.9 16.5 2.6 13.2 4.6 S s S S
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Table 5.1b. Percent of Victims of Harassment Reporting to Others, Reporting to a Program, Timing of Report to Program,
Usefulness of Reportin last school year and Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Gender and Enrollment Status™?
(continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional

Survey ltem (n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)

Contacted Student InterventionServices (SIS) 9.0 1.7 11.8 2.2 4.9 2.3 8.5 4.1 - -
Mostrecentcontact

Fallof 2014 - present 71.3 9.1 71.3 10.2 s s s s - -

Fallof 2013 - Summer of 2014 18.7 6.7 28.7 10.2 - - - - - -

Fallof2012-Summer of 2013 s s - - s s - - - -

Prior to Fall of 2012 s s - - - - s s - -

Usefulness of Reportin 2014-2015 School Year

Not atall s s s s - - - - - -
Alittle s s S s - - - - - -
Somewhat 431 8.9 20.2 7.8 s s 100 0.0 - -
Very 33.1 9.4 43.2 12.0 S S - - - -
Extremely 12.7 6.5 19.5 9.4 - - - - - -
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Table 5.1b. Percent of Victims of Harassment Reporting to Others, Reporting to a Program, Timing of Report to Program,
Usefulness of Reportin last school year and Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Gender and Enrollment Status™?
(continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional

Survey ltem (n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)

Contacted Penn Women's Center (PWC) 22.5 2.4 31.5 17.4 11.8 -
Mostrecent contact

Fallof 2014 - present 61.4 5.8 70.9 5.9 s s s s - -

Fallof 2013 -Summer of 2014 31.0 4.8 23.0 5.4 60.7 14.8 s s - -

Fallof 2012 - Summer of 2013 43 21 6.1 3.1 - - - - - -

Prior to Fall of 2012 s s - - s s - - - -

Usefulness of Reportin 2014-2015 School Year

Not atall 4.1 2.1 59 3.0 - - - - - -
Alittle 9.5 3.6 10.9 4.8 s s - - - -
Somewhat 13.6 5.5 14.6 75 s s - - - -
Very 44.0 5.5 37.4 7.0 56.9 14.1 S s - -
Extremely 28.8 4.7 31.3 53 S S S s - -
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Table 5.1b. Percent of Victims of Harassment Reporting to Others, Reporting to a Program, Timing of Report to Program,
Usefulness of Reportin last school year and Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Gender and Enroliment Status®
(continued)

2

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional
Total (n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Survey Item
4.7 11 2.9 1.2 s s 7.1 3.5 s

Contacted Lesbian Gay Bisexual Transgender

Center (LGBT Center)
Mostrecent contact
Fallof 2014 - present 31.8 12.5 s s - - s s - -
Fallof 2013 - Summer of 2014 44.2 13.6 s s s s s s - -
Fallof 2012 - Summer of 2013 s s s s - - - - s s
Prior to Fall of 2012 s s - - - - - - S S

Usefulness of Reportin 2014-2015 School Year

Not atall - - - - - - - - - -
Alittle - - - - - - - - - -
Somewhat 44.9 13.2 70.9 28.2 - - s s s 5
Very 46.1 13.7 S S S S S s S S
Extremely - - - - - - - - - -
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Table 5.1b. Percent of Victims of Harassment Reporting to Others, Reporting to a Program, Timing of Report to Program,
Usefulness of Reportin last school year and Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Gender and Enrollment Status™?
(continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional
(n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Survey Item
4.2 1.2 S S 9.3 3.1 - - S

Contacted Graduate Student Center (GSC)

Mostrecent contact
Fallof 2014 - present 52.7 14.4 S s s s - - s S
Fallof 2013 - Summer of 2014 s s - - s s - - - -
Fallof 2012 - Summer of 2013 s s - - s s - - - -
Prior to Fall of 2012 s s - - s s - - s s

Usefulness of Reportin 2014-2015 School Year

Not atall S S - - S s - - - i
Alittle S s - - S S - - - -
Somewhat 48.2 16.8 - - 48.4 21.2 - - s s
Very S s - - s S - - - -
Extremely S s S S - - - - - -

218



Table 5.1b. Percent of Victims of Harassment Reporting to Others, Reporting to a Program, Timing of Report to Program,
Usefulness of Reportin last school year and Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Gender and Enrollment Status™?
(continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional
Total (n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Survey Item
Contacted Office of Sexual Violence 4.8 1.1 6.1 1.6 S S S S S
Prevention and Education

Mostrecent contact
Fallof 2014 - present 86.3 8.4 90.0 9.2 s s s s s s
Fallof 2013 - Summer of 2014 - - - - - - - - - -
Fallof 2012 - Summer of 2013 s s s s - - - - s s
Priorto Fall of 2012 - - - - - - - - - -

Usefulness of Reportin 2014-2015 School Year

Not atall 5 s s s - - - - - -
Alittle s s S s - - - - - -
Somewhat s s s s - - - - s s
Very S S S S S S - - - -
Extremely 59.0 12.7 59.4 15.3 - - S s S S
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Table 5.1b. Percent of Victims of Harassment Reporting to Others, Reporting to a Program, Timing of Report to Program,
Usefulness of Reportin last school year and Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Gender and Enrollment Status™?
(continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional

Survey ltem (n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Contacted Office of Student Conduct (OSC) 12.9 1.9 15.2 2.7 7.3 3.0 12.3 53 3 S
Mostrecentcontact
Fallof 2014 - present 47.2 7.9 58.6 8.3 - - s s s s
Fallof 2013 - Summer of 2014 27.7 8.1 26.9 8.5 s s s s s s
Fallof2012-Summer of 2013 14.9 53 145 7.0 s s - - - -
Prior to Fall of 2012 s s - - s s s s - -
Usefulness of Reportin 2014-2015 School Year
Not atall 28.6 7.1 311 9.6 s s s s s s
Alittle 17.5 6.6 s s s s s s - -
Somewhat 31.3 8.1 36.7 9.2 s s s s - -
Very 8.7 4.0 S S - - S s - -
Extremely 139 5.5 16.6 6.6 - - - - S S
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Table 5.1b. Percent of Victims of Harassment Reporting to Others, Reporting to a Program, Timing of Report to Program,
Usefulness of Reportin last school year and Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Gender and Enrollment Status™?
(continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional
(n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Survey Item

Did not contact any programs

Reason
Did not know where to go or who to tell 7.9 0.5 9.8 0.7 8.5 1.0 5.7 0.9 5.8 1.1
Feltembarrassed, ashamed, or thatit 43 0.3 5.0 0.6 5.6 0.8 2.2 0.5 34 0.9
would be too emotionally difficult
I did notthink anyone would believe me 1.9 0.2 1.6 0.3 2.2 0.5 1.2 0.4 2.4 0.8
| did notthinkitwas serious enough to 79.7 0.6 82.5 1.0 78.9 14 77.0 1.0 79.6 1.5
report
I did notwantthe personto getinto 12.9 0.4 11.0 0.8 14.1 1.2 13.6 1.1 14.5 1.5
trouble
| feared negative social consequences 11.0 0.5 11.2 0.8 15.9 1.0 6.3 0.9 9.3 1.4
I did notthink anything wouldbedone 159 0.6 17.0 0.8 22.0 1.2 9.6 1.1 12.5 1.7
| feared itwouldnot be kept confidential 6.2 0.3 5.6 0.7 9.7 0.9 3.6 0.7 5.1 1.0
Incidentwas noton campus or associated 7.6 0.5 6.4 0.7 11.7 1.3 3.4 0.6 9.5 1.3
with theschool
Incidentdidnotoccurwhileattending 2.8 0.3 2.5 0.4 2.7 0.6 2.3 0.5 4.5 0.9
school
Other 13.2 0.6 11.8 0.7 114 1.0 16.8 1.3 13.6 1.3

! per 100 victims.

% Unless otherwise specified, estimates are for victimizations reported since entering college.
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Table 5.2a. Percent of Students in Partnered Relationships Experiencing Intimate Partner Violence by Type, Gender,
1,23

Enrollment Status and Characteristics of Harrassment

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)
Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional | Undergraduate Professional
(n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Survey Item
Response
Percent of Students in Partnered RelationshipsReporting 7.1 0.3 9.7 0.7 4.9 0.5 9.2 0.8 53 0.6
Intimate Partner Violence
Partner controlled or tried to control 4.4 0.2 6.2 0.6 3.2 04 5.4 0.6 3.0 04
Partner threatened to harm student, family, orthemselves 29 0.2 4.1 0.5 2.0 0.3 4.1 0.6 2.0 0.4
Partner used physical force 2.8 0.2 4.1 0.5 1.7 0.3 3.1 0.5 2.7 0.4

Percent of Victims of Intimate Partner Violence

Number of offenders
1 person 91.0;, 1.2 91.5 2.6 93.5 24 85.5 3.2 95.2 24
2 persons 8.2 11 7.8 23 6.5 24 12.0 2.6 4.8 24
3 or morepersons 0.9 0.4 s S - - s S - -

Number of incidents since beginning of 2014 term

0 times 334, 23 33.0 3.2 3341 54 35.2 4.6 3261 5.0
1time 2541 138 30.2 3.7 272 | 4.2 26.6 4.0 138 | 3.9
2 times 175 19 145 2.8 12.7 39 23.6 4.0 198 | 4.7
3-5times 1201 13 14.6 24 13.5 35 6.3 20 126 1 41
6-9 times 541 12 3.8 1.6 7.0 26 3.7 1.8 8.9 3.8
10 or moretimes 6.4 1.6 3.9 15 6.2 2.6 4.5 2.5 12.2 4.4

'Unless otherwise indicated, estimates are for victimizations reported since entering college.
’Percentof students whoreported beingin a partnered relationship since entering college (question A13 onquestionnaire).
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Table 5.2a. Percent of Students in Partnered Relationships Experiencing Intimate Partner Violence by Type, Gender,
Enrollment Status and Characteristics of Harrassment"? (continued)

TGQN (n=54)
Undergraduate Graduate or Professional
(n=29) (n=25)
Survey Item
Response
Percent of Students in Partnered Relationships Reporting Intimate Partner Violence 31.1 7.9 s s
Partner controlled or tried to control 20.0 7.5 s S
Partner threatened to harm student, family, orthemselves S S S S
Partner used physical force 12.2 59 s S

Percent of Victims of Intimate Partner Violence

Number of offenders
1 person 100.0 0.0 s S
2 persons - - s S

3 or more persons - - - -

Number of incidents since beginning of 2014 term

0 times s s - -
1time S S S S
2 times S S - -
3-5times s S - -
6-9 times - - - -
10 or moretimes - - s s

'Unless otherwise indicated, estimates are for victimizations reported since entering college.
’Percentof students whoreported beingin a partnered relationship since entering college (question A13 onquestionnaire).
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Table 5.2b. Percent of Victims of Intimate Partner Violence Reporting to Others, Reporting to a Program, Timing of Report
to Program, Usefulness of Reportin last school year and Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Gender and
Enroliment Status™?

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional

(n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Survey Item

Response

Reporting to Others
Friend 59.0 25 74.2 3.6 58.0 6.0 47.9 47 50.7 5.9
Family member 23.7 1.9 315 34 30.0 4.9 14.8 3.7 17.0 51
Faculty 4.9 11 6.8 1.8 4.8 23 3.1 15 S S
Someoneelse 8.6 13 5.6 2.1 13.0 3.2 7.7 2.4 s s
I didn’ttell anyoneelse 353 2.2 27.8 3.4 31.0 5.7 41.6 4.7 44.0 5.1
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Table 5.2b. Percent of Victims of Intimate Partner Violence Reporting to Others, Reporting to a Program, Timing of Report
to Program, Usefulness of Reportin last school year and Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Gender and
Enrollment Status™? (continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or

Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional
(n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)

ReportingtoaProgram

Survey Item

Contacted atleastoneprograminuniversity list = 19.8 1.8 21.3 3.0 31.2 4.1 10.9 3.0 16.6 4.5
Contacted Division of Public Safety/Special 264 49 35.6 8.5 31.7 10.4 - - 283 15.7
Services (DPS)

Mostrecent contact
Fallof 2014- present 60.0 8.7 90.3 8.9 53.0 153 - - - -
Fallof 2013 - Summer of 2014 16.4 7.8 s s s s - - s S
Fallof 2012 - Summer of 2013 s s - - - - - - s S
Prior to Fall of 2012 19.2 8.3 - - s s - - s S

Usefulness of Reportin 2014-2015School Year

Not atall 20.8 8.6 24.8 125 s 5 - - - -
Alittle 5 s 5 s - - - - - -
Somewhat 19.5 7.0 5 s s 5 - - s 5
Very 27.2 11.2 s S 442 26.6 - - S s
Extremely 20.7 8.6 31.8 15.0 - - - - s s
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Table 5.2b. Percent of Victims of Intimate Partner Violence Reporting to Others, Reporting to a Program, Timing of Report
to Program, Usefulness of Reportin last school year and Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Gender and
Enrollment Status™? (continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional

Survey ltem (n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Contacted Counseling and Psychological 834 72.7 7.4 91.0 71.7 15.2
Services (CAPS)
Mostrecentcontact
Fallof 2014- present 66.6 5.7 71.3 9.4 75.6 9.6 41.6 18.3 55.5 16.1
Fallof 2013 - Summer of 2014 12.3 4.0 14.4 7.3 - - 341 153 S s
Fallof2012-Summer of 2013 49 20 s s s s s s - -
Prior to Fall of 2012 16.3 4.5 s s 20.3 9.4 s s s s
Usefulness of Reportin 2014-2015 School Year
Not atall 10.3 3.6 s s s s s s s s
Alittle 14.7 3.7 S S S S 40.8 14.9 - -
Somewhat 28.6 5.8 30.3 10.8 247 7.7 s s 50.9 294
Very 31.2 5.4 344 9.5 38.2 10.3 30.0 12.3 s s
Extremely 15.2 4.5 20.2 9.3 15.5 6.7 - - S S
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Table 5.2b. Percent of Victims of Intimate Partner Violence Reporting to Others, Reporting to a Program, Timing of Report
to Program, Usefulness of Reportin last school year and Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Gender and
Enrollment Status™? (continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional

(n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Survey Item
Contacted Student InterventionServices (SIS)  10.6 3.2 24 .4 7.2 3 S - - - -
Mostrecent contact
Fallof 2014 - present 69.0 16.1 59.2 18.7 s s - - - -
Fallof 2013 -Summer of 2014 s s s S - - - - - -
Fallof 2012 -Summer of 2013 s s s S - - - - - -

Priorto Fallof 2012 - - - - - - - - - R

Usefulness of Reportin 2014-2015 School Year

Not atall 5 s s s - - - - - -
Alittle - - - - - - - - - -
Somewhat 38.8 171 37.6 18.0 S S - - - -
Very S S S S S S - - - -
Extremely S s S S - - - - - -
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Table 5.2b. Percent of Victims of Intimate Partner Violence Reporting to Others, Reporting to a Program, Timing of Report
to Program, Usefulness of Reportin last school year and Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Gender and
Enrollment Status™? (continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional

(n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Survey Item
Contacted Penn Women's Center (PWC) 15.4 4.2 31.5 8.3 124 5.8 - - 3 S
Mostrecent contact
Fallof 2014 - present 66.7 10.7 88.9 10.3 s s - - - -
Fallof 2013 -Summer of 2014 259 10.1 s S S s - - - -
Fallof 2012 -Summer of 2013 s s - - - - - - S s

Priorto Fallof 2012 - - - - - - - - - R

Usefulness of Reportin 2014-2015 School Year

Not atall 19.6 10.2 29.1 134 - - - - - -
Alittle S s - - S S - - - -
Somewhat 239 11.2 - - s s - - s s
Very 234 938 34.8 17.5 - - - - - -
Extremely 24.2 12.4 36.1 15.8 - - - - - -
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Table 5.2b. Percent of Victims of Intimate Partner Violence Reporting to Others, Reporting to a Program, Timing of Report
to Program, Usefulness of Reportin last school year and Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Gender and
Enrollment Status™? (continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional

(n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)

Survey Item
Response
Contacted Lesbian Gay Bisexual Transgender S s S s - - - - - -
Center (LGBT Center)
Mostrecentcontact
Fallof 2014- present 100 _ s s - - - - - -

Fallof 2013 - Summer of 2014 - - - - - - - - - -
Fallof 2012 - Summer of 2013 - - - - - - - - - -
Priorto Fall of 2012 - - - - - - - - - -
Usefulness of Reportin 2014-2015 School Year
Not atall - - - - - - - - - -
Alittle - - - - - - - - - -
Somewhat 100 S S - - - - - -
Very - - - - - - - - - -

Extremely - - - - - - - - - -
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Table 5.2b. Percent of Victims of Intimate Partner Violence Reporting to Others, Reporting to a Program, Timing of Report
to Program, Usefulness of Reportin last school year and Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Gender and
Enrollment Status™? (continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional

(n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Survey Item

Response

Contacted Graduate Student Center (GSC) - - - - - - - - - -
Mostrecent contact
Fallof 2014- present - - - - - - - - - -
Fallof 2013 - Summer of 2014 - - - - - - - - - -
Fallof 2012 - Summer of 2013 - - - - - - - - - -
Prior to Fall of 2012 - - - - - - - - - -
Usefulness of Reportin 2014-2015 School Year
Not atall - - - - - - - - - -
Alittle - - - - - - - - - -
Somewhat - - - - - - - - - -
Very - - - - - - - - - -

Extremely - - - - - - - - - -

230



Table 5.2b. Percent of Victims of Intimate Partner Violence Reporting to Others, Reporting to a Program, Timing of Report
to Program, Usefulness of Reportin last school year and Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Gender and
Enrollment Status™? (continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional
(n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Survey Item

Contacted Office of Sexual Violence 3.5 1.7 S S S S - - S
Prevention and Education

Mostrecent contact
Fallof 2014 - present S S S S S S - - - -
Fallof 2013 - Summer of 2014 - - - - - - - - - -
Fallof 2012 - Summer of 2013 s s - - - - - - s s
Priorto Fall of 2012 - - - - - - - - - -

Usefulness of Reportin 2014-2015 School Year

Not atall - - - - - - - - - -
Alittle - - - - - - - - - -
Somewhat s s s s - - - - s s
Very S s - - s S - - - -
Extremely - - - - - - - - - -
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Table 5.2b. Percent of Victims of Intimate Partner Violence Reporting to Others, Reporting to a Program, Timing of Report
to Program, Usefulness of Reportin last school year and Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Gender and
Enrollment Status™? (continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional
Total (n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Survey Item

7.3 2.5 S S - - S

Contacted Office of Student Conduct (OSC) 12.5 5.4 S
Mostrecent contact

Fallof 2014 - present s s S s - - - - - -

Fallof 2013 - Summer of 2014 55.2 21.7 s s - - - - s s

Fallof 2012 - Summer of 2013 - - - - - - - - - R
Priorto Fallof2012 S S - - s S - - - -

Usefulness of Reportin 2014-2015 School Year

Not atall 75.1 16.4 s s s s - - s s
Alittle - - - - - - - - - -
Somewhat S S S S - - - - - i
Very - - - - - - - - - -
Extremely S s S S - - - - - -
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Table 5.2b. Percent of Victims of Intimate Partner Violence Reporting to Others, Reporting to a Program, Timing of Report
to Program, Usefulness of Reportin last school year and Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Gender and
Enrollment Status™? (continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional
(n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Survey Item

Did not contact any programs

Reason
Did not know where to go or who to tell 12.1 1.6 15.4 3.2 11.3 3.9 14.4 3.9 s s
Feltembarrassed, ashamed, or thatit 14.7 1.4 18.6 3.2 12.5 3.6 145 2.8 11.3 4.0
would be too emotionally difficult
I did notthink anyone would believe me 2.9 0.8 2.6 1.3 s s 4.7 2.0 s s
| did notthinkitwas serious enough to 59.8 2.8 64.5 4.0 52.2 5.6 59.2 43 63.1 6.4
report
| did notwantthe personto getinto 23.2 2.3 25.7 3.6 24.9 49 24.1 4.2 17.4 45
trouble
| feared negative social consequences 13.3 1.7 16.5 3.2 18.2 4.7 14.3 2.8 S S
I did notthink anything wouldbedone 14.8 1.8 16.8 2.8 19.1 4.5 16.0 3.8 S S
| feared itwouldnot be kept confidential 8.9 1.4 10.1 2.8 11.5 3.9 10.1 2.7 S S
Incidentwas noton campus or associated = 27.9 2.4 25.1 3.8 44.6 6.0 11.8 33 38.9 6.2
with theschool
Incidentdidnotoccurwhileattending 5.9 1.2 3.8 1.6 8.0 33 s s 12.2 4.1
school
Other 17.6 1.7 18.5 3.5 22.7 5.5 19.0 34 10.5 4.7
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Table 5.3a. Percent of Students Experiencing Stalking by Type, Gender, Enroliment Status
and Characteristics of Stalking'?

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate | Professional | Undergraduate | Professional

Total (n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Survey Item
Percent of Students Reporting 311 0.2 6.2 0.5 33 04 2.0 0.3 09 0.2

Stalking

Unwanted calls, emails, messages, 1.7 1 0.1 3.4 0.3 2.1 0.3 0.9 0.2 0.5 0.2
pictures, video on social
networking that caused fearfor
personal safety

Showed up somewhereorwaited 1.4 0.1 3.0 03 1.4 0.2 0.8 0.2 0.4 0.2
for studentin manner that caused
fear for personal safety

Spied on, watched, or followedin 0.6 | 0.1 1.1 0.2 0.5 0.1 0.6 0.2 s s
manner that caused fearfor
personal safety

Percent of Victims of Stalking

Number of incidents since beginning of 2014 term

0 times 29.0, 2.8 31.9 3.6 272 5.8 20.3 6.2 394 ; 1322
1time 114, 1.8 7.0 2.0 112 31 18.6 7.6 s s
2 times 21.2; 2.5 24.7 34 155 | 5.2 30.6 7.6 s s
3-5 times 258 3.1 25.7 3.7 335 ] 6.1 s s 342 § 125
6-9 times 65, 15 8.0 2.6 S s 16.4 6.8 - -
10 or moretimes 601 14 2.7 1.1 11.1 35 S s - -

Association with university

Student 61.4) 2.8 74.0 3.6 49.1 | 5.2 59.8 8.7 35,6 | 13.2
Faculty 271 1.0 s s 7.5 3.1 - - - -
Other staff or administrator 33, 1.0 s s 5.2 2.6 s s - -
The person was not affiliated 10.3] 2.0 59 1.9 15.8 5.0 16.9 8.0 s s

with university

Don’tknow associationwith 299, 2.8 24.7 3.7 31.1 55 27.0 8.4 573 | 135
university
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Table 5.3a. Percent of Students Experiencing Stalking by Type, Gender, Enroliment Status
and Characteristics of Stalking"? (continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or

Undergraduate | Professional | Undergraduate | Professional
(n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)

Survey Item
Response

Relationship to victim
At the time, itwas someonell 7.0 1.7 6.5 2.0 7.7 3.1 S S S S
was dating orintimate with
Someonel had dated or was 2511 25 227 3.7 16.2 1 4.0 41.1 9.7 416 i 133
intimatewith
Teacher or advisor 23 09 s s 5.9 29 - - - -
Co-worker, boss or supervisor 21 0.8 s s 5.5 2.7 - - - -
Friend or acquaintance 424, 2.8 49.3 4.0 35.7 5.6 35.2 8.2 35,6 1 13.2
Stranger 28.11 2.8 30.9 4.0 28.8 4.8 26.5 9.6 s S
Other 84, 18 7.0 21 10.1 1 3.2 - - 247 1 114
Don’tKnow 16 038 - - s s s S - -

! Per 100 victims.
% Unless otherwise specified, estimates are for victimizations reported since entering college.
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Table 5.3a. Percent of Students Experiencing Stalking by Type, Gender, Enroliment Status
and Characteristics of Stalking"? (continued)

TGQN (n=54)
Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional
(n=29) (n=25)
Survey Item
Response StdErr
Percent of Students Reporting Stalking S s S S
Unwanted calls, emails, messages, pictures, video on social networking that - - S S

caused fear for personal safety

Showed up somewhere or waited forstudentin mannerthat caused fear for s s s s
personal safety

Spied on, watched, or followed inmanner that caused fear for personal safety s s s s

Percent of Victims of Stalking

Number of incidents since beginning of 2014 term
0 times - - - -
1time S S - -
2 times - - - -
3-5times - - - -
6-9 times - - - -
10 or moretimes - - s s

Association with university
Student s s - -
Faculty - - - -
Other staff or administrator - - - -

The person was not affiliated with university - - - -

Don’tknow association with university - - s s
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Table 5.3a. Percent of Students Experiencing Stalking by Type, Gender, Enrollment Status
and Characteristics of Stalking"? (continued)

TGQN (n=54)

Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional

n=29 n=25
Survey Item ( ) ( )

Response

Relationship to victim

At the time, it was someone| was dating or intimate with - - s S
Someonel had dated or was intimate with - - S S
Teacher or advisor - - - -

Co-worker, boss or supervisor - - - -
Friend or acquaintance S s - -
Stranger - - - -

Other - - - -

Don’t Know - - - -

! Per 100 victims.
% Unless otherwise specified, estimates are for victimizations reported since entering college.
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Table 5.3b. Percent of Victims of Stalking Reporting to Others, Reporting to a Program, Timing of Report to Program,
Usefulness of Report in last school year and Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Gender and Enrollment Status™?

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)
Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional
(n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Survey Item
Response StdErr
Reporting to Others

Friend 86.1 2.8 90.9 3.0 87.3 3.7 77.3 9.5 66.3 12.9
Family member 415 2.8 48.2 4.2 41.4 5.6 21.7 7.3 26.4 12.2

Faculty 13.7 1.9 129 2.7 124 3.8 9.9 4.8 s s

Someoneelse 155 2.3 15.8 3.0 16.2 4.8 S s s s
I didn’ttell anyoneelse 9.4 2.4 4.2 2.3 7.7 33 22.7 9.5 25.4 11.8
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Table 5.3b. Percent of Victims of Stalking Reporting to Others, Reporting to a Program, Timing of Report to Program,
Usefulness of Reportin last school year and Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Gender and Enrollment Status™?
(continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional
(n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Survey Item

ReportingtoaProgram

Contacted atleast one programinuniversity list =~ 29.2 2.4 28.4 3.8 37.9 5.4 10.9 5.4 22.5 10.7
Contacted Division of Public Safety/Special 59.4 5.7 54.4 7.5 67.9 9.5 s s s s
Services (DPS)

Mostrecent contact
Fallof 2014- present 57.5 7.4 68.5 9.5 48.5 11.0 s s s s
Fallof 2013 - Summer of 2014 13.7 5.8 s s 203 10.1 - - - -
Fallof2012-Summer of 2013 12.4 4.8 15.2 7.6 s s s s - -
Prior to Fall of 2012 16.4 6.0 s s 239 10.2 - - - -

Usefulness of Reportin 2014-2015School Year

Not atall 141 5.5 5 s s 5 s s - -
Alittle 5 s 5 s - - - - - -
Somewhat 215 53 28.4 9.3 s 5 s s - -
Very 34.7 6.2 313 104 49.3 111 - - - -
Extremely 24.7 6.1 20.9 9.7 27.5 10.1 - - S s
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Table 5.3b. Percent of Victims of Stalking Reporting to Others, Reporting to a Program, Timing of Report to Program,
Usefulness of Report in last school year and Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Gender and Enrollment Status™

(continued)

Survey Item

Contacted Counseling and Psychological 66.3
Services (CAPS)
Mostrecent contact
Fallof 2014 - present 67.8
Fallof 2013 - Summer of 2014 9.7
Fallof 2012 - Summer of 2013 10.9
Priorto Fall of 2012 11.6

Usefulness of Reportin 2014-2015 School Year

Not atall 15.3
Alittle 10.2
Somewhat 229
Very 24.8
Extremely 26.9

5.4

6.4
3.8
4.7
4.4

5.6
4.3
6.1
6.4
6.4

Undergraduate

Female (n=3,781)

(n=1,886)

63.2

74.2
21.8

32.2
235

27.7

7.1

8.4
8.1

9.1
8.7
9.7

Graduate or
Professional
(n=1,895)

72.1

69.4

21.0
30.3
28.9

9.0

10.7

111
10.1

Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional
(n=1,292) (n=1,275)

ERr—ans
S S S

S S S S
- - S S
- - S S
S S - -
- - S S
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Table 5.3b. Percent of Victims of Stalking Reporting to Others, Reporting to a Program, Timing of Report to Program,
Usefulness of Reportin last school year and Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Gender and Enrollment Status™?
(continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional

(n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Survey Item
Contacted Student InterventionServices (SIS)  18.2 4.7 25.5 7.4 3 S - - - -
Mostrecent contact
Fallof 2014 - present 85.3 9.6 77.4 15.0 s s - - - -
Fallof 2013 -Summer of 2014 S s S S - - - - - -
Fallof 2012 -Summer of 2013 S s S S - - - - - -

Priorto Fallof 2012 - - - - - - - - - R

Usefulness of Reportin 2014-2015 School Year

Not atall 5 s s s - - - - - -
Alittle s s S s - - - - - -
Somewhat 36.9 14.4 s s s s - - - -
Very 2841 116 43.6 16.1 - - - - - -
Extremely S s S S S S - - - -
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Table 5.3b. Percent of Victims of Stalking Reporting to Others, Reporting to a Program, Timing of Report to Program,
Usefulness of Report in last school year and Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Gender and Enrollment Status™

(continued)

Survey Item
Response

Contacted Penn Women's Center (PWC)
Mostrecent contact
Fallof 2014 - present
Fallof 2013 - Summer of 2014
Fallof 2012 - Summer of 2013
Prior to Fall of 2012

Not atall
Alittle
Somewhat
Very

Extremely

| % | sterr | % sk | % st

16.6

51.4
414

S

Usefulness of Reportin 2014-2015 School Year

S
S
S
241
36.7

3.8

154
15.2

11.9
13.7

Female (n=3,781)

Undergraduate
(n=1,886)

19.8

70.9

44.4

6.4

18.3

17.5

Graduate or
Professional
(n=1,895)

19.6

72.8

7.5

Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional
(n=1,292) (n=1,275)

ERr—ans
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Table 5.3b. Percent of Victims of Stalking Reporting to Others, Reporting to a Program, Timing of Report to Program,
Usefulness of Reportin last school year and Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Gender and Enrollment Status™?
(continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional

(n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)

Survey Item
Response
Contacted Lesbian Gay Bisexual Transgender S s S s - - - - - -
Center (LGBT Center)
Mostrecentcontact
Fallof 2014- present 100 _ s s - - - - - -

Fallof 2013 - Summer of 2014 - - - - - - - - - -
Fallof 2012 - Summer of 2013 - - - - - - - - - -
Priorto Fall of 2012 - - - - - - - - - -
Usefulness of Reportin 2014-2015 School Year
Not atall - - - - - - - - - -
Alittle - - - - - - - - - -
Somewhat 100 S S - - - - - -
Very - - - - - - - - - -

Extremely - - - - - - - - - -
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Table 5.3b. Percent of Victims of Stalking Reporting to Others, Reporting to a Program, Timing of Report to Program,
Usefulness of Reportin last school year and Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Gender and Enrollment Status™?
(continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional

(n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Survey Item

Response

Contacted Graduate Student Center (GSC) - - - - - - - - - -
Mostrecent contact
Fallof 2014- present - - - - - - - - - -
Fallof 2013 - Summer of 2014 - - - - - - - - - -
Fallof 2012 - Summer of 2013 - - - - - - - - - -
Prior to Fall of 2012 - - - - - - - - - -
Usefulness of Reportin 2014-2015 School Year
Not atall - - - - - - - - - -
Alittle - - - - - - - - - -
Somewhat - - - - - - - - - -
Very - - - - - - - - - -

Extremely - - - - - - - - - -
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Table 5.3b. Percent of Victims of Stalking Reporting to Others, Reporting to a Program, Timing of Report to Program,
Usefulness of Reportin last school year and Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Gender and Enroliment Status™?
(continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional
Total (n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Survey Item

Contacted Office of Sexual Violence 5.2 2.6 S S S S - - -
Prevention and Education

Mostrecent contact
Fallof 2014 - present 100 S S S S - - - -
Fallof 2013 - Summer of 2014 - - - - - - - - - -
Fallof 2012 - Summer of 2013 - - - - - - - - - -
Priorto Fall of 2012 - - - - - - - - - -

Usefulness of Reportin 2014-2015 School Year

Not atall - - - - - - - - - -
Alittle - - - - - - - - - -
Somewhat S S S S - - - - - -
Very S s - - s S - - - -
Extremely S s - - s S - - - -
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Table 5.3b. Percent of Victims of Stalking Reporting to Others, Reporting to a Program, Timing of Report to Program,
Usefulness of Reportin last school year and Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Gender and Enrollment Status™?
(continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional

Survey Item (n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)

Contacted Office of Student Conduct (OSC) 14.7 3.7 19.2 5.6 154 7.4 - - - -
Mostrecentcontact

Fallof 2014 - present 52.6 15.8 64.3 18.2 s s - - - -

Fallof 2013 - Summer of 2014 5 s 5 s - - - - - -

Fallof 2012 - Summer of 2013 S S S S S S - - - -

Priorto Fallof2012 S S - - s S - - - -

Usefulness of Reportin 2014-2015 School Year

Not atall s s - - s s - - - -
Alittle 41.6 154 S S S S - - - -
Somewhat S S S S - - - - - i
Very S S S S - - - - - -
Extremely S s S S - - - - - -
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Table 5.3b. Percent of Victims of Stalking Reporting to Others, Reporting to a Program, Timing of Report to Program,
Usefulness of Reportin last school year and Reasons Why Did Not Report to a Program by Gender and Enrollment Status™?
(continued)

Female (n=3,781) Male (n=2,567)

Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate Professional Undergraduate Professional
(n=1,886) (n=1,895) (n=1,292) (n=1,275)
Survey Item

Did not contact any programs

Reason
Did not know where to go or who to tell 24.4 35 333 53 22.0 6.1 s s s s
Feltembarrassed, ashamed, or thatit 17.6 2.7 16.8 3.6 9.1 4.2 23.8 8.2 34.1 15.1
would be too emotionally difficult
I did notthink anyone would believe me 6.1 1.7 7.7 2.7 s s s s - -
I did notthink it was serious enough to 63.6 3.6 69.5 5.2 69.8 7.0 60.4 9.4 s s
report
I did notwantthe personto getinto 23.0 2.6 24.0 4.0 24.7 4.8 30.1 9.7 - -
trouble
| feared negative social consequences 18.3 2.6 19.5 4.1 11.8 4.7 21.7 7.3 S S
I did notthink anything wouldbedone 31.1 3.2 37.0 4.4 19.8 5.5 346 10.6 S S
| feared itwouldnotbe keptconfidential =~ 16.0 2.5 11.4 3.0 14.0 4.8 27.8 8.3 S S
Incidentwas noton campus or associated 13.8 2.7 11.9 3.3 13.1 6.7 S s 324 15.0
with theschool
Incidentdidnotoccurwhileattending s s - - s s - - s s
school
Other 14.4 25 9.7 3.2 111 4.5 16.5 8.2 44.8 15.9

! per 100 victims.

% Unless otherwise specified, estimates are for victimizations reported since entering college.
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Table 5.4. Percent of Students Experiencing Harassment, Intimate Partner Violence or
Stalking by Type of Incident, Gender and Enrollment Status of Victim*?

Female (3,781) Male (2,567)
Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate | Professional | Undergraduate | Professional
(1,886) (1,895) (1,292) (1,275)
e | s s s 5 s
Response % % % % % | StdErr
Harassment
Sexual orientation
Heterosexual 454; 0.5 66.3 11 40.7 0.9 46.6 1.2 293 1.2
Non-Heterosexual 655 1.4 76.1 2.6 57.3 3.1 71.0 3.2 54.6 3.5
Ethnicity
Hispanic 50.0; 1.6 68.4 3.1 43.1 4.1 45.0 35 35.2 4.1
Not Hispanic 47.51 0.5 67.1 1.2 42.3 0.9 50.7 1.2 31.8 13
Race

AmericanindianorAlaska o35t 42 614 | 88 469 | 143 576 | 102 372 | 133
Native
Asian 439, 1.0 62.4 1.9 37.8 1.8 50.5 2.5 279 2.0
Black or African American 5731 2.0 72.2 2.8 39.3 3.6 67.8 4.2 41.7 6.0

Native Hawaiian or Other

Pacific lslander 5781 75 71.2 176 444 1 142 750 15.7 s s
White 49.61 0.7 69.8 1.2 451 1 13 49.8 13 341, 16
Intimate partnerviolence
Sexual orientation
Heterosexual 6.2 0.3 9.0 0.7 4.2 0.5 8.3 0.9 4.5 0.6
Non-Heterosexual 142} 14 16.7 3.0 11.2 2.5 15.2 2.8 121 3.1
Ethnicity
Hispanic 11.4; 1.3 16.2 25 8.7 23 14.9 3.6 33 1.6
Not Hispanic 6.7 03 8.9 0.7 4.6 0.5 8.4 0.8 5.6 0.7
Race
ﬁr:ttie\l;::an Indian or Alaska 104! 42 s s ) ) s s s s
Asian 59, 05 9.7 11 4.0 0.7 7.0 14 3.8 1.0
Black or African American 761 1.2 6.1 1.6 49 1.9 9.1 29 9.3 3.9
Native Hawaiian or Other s s ) ) ) ) s s ) )
Pacific Islander
White 761 05 10.7 R 0.9 5.0 0.6 9.8 1.1 5.6 0.8
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Table 5.4. Percent of Students Experiencing Harassment, Intimate Partner Violence or
Stalking by Type of Incident, Gender and Enrollment Status of Victim"? (continued)

Female (3,781) Male (2,567)
Graduate or Graduate or
Undergraduate | Professional | Undergraduate | Professional
(1,895) (1,292) (1,275)
Survey Item
Response StdErr
Stalking
Sexual orientation
Heterosexual 271 0.2 5.8 0.5 3.0 0.4 1.3 0.3 0.7 0.2
Non-Heterosexual 6.7; 0.8 9.9 1.7 8.1 1.7 7.2 15 2.8 1.1
Ethnicity
Hispanic 41, 0.6 8.1 1.6 2.7 1.4 3.4 1.2 - -
Not Hispanic 3.0/ 0.2 5.9 0.5 3.4 0.4 1.9 0.3 1.0 0.2
Race
American Indian or Alaska
. S S S S - - - - - -
Native
Asian 3.3 0.4 6.0 0.9 4.4 0.8 1.3 0.5 1.0 04
Black or African American 34 0.6 53 1.2 4.3 1.5 S S - -
Native Hawaiian or Other
. s s - - - - S s - -
Pacific Islander
White 281 0.2 6.2 0.5 2.2 0.4 2.2 0.4 1.0 0.3

'Per 100 students.
’Estimates are for victimizations reported since entering college.
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