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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA
POLICY ON SEXUAL HARASSMENT

N B BN -
. . . .

L . - L %
. S R

E d - )

" The University of California is committed to creating-

and maintaining a community in which students, facul -
ty, administrative, and academic staff can work to-

~gether in, an atmosphere free of all forms of
harassment, exploitation, or intimidation, including

sexual. Specifically, -every member of the University
community should be aware that the University is
strongly opposed to sexual .harassment and.-that such
behavier is prohibited both by law and by University
policy. It is tha intention of the University to
take whatever action .may be needed to prevent,
correct, and, if necessary, discipline behavior which
violates thisﬂpoiicy,

..
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.What ii sexua] harassment? .

SEXUAL- HARASSMENT AT UC DAVIS

LS

INTRODUCTYON
. " iy

' . . - :
3 \ Over the past decade, sexual harassment has gained recbgnition as a
'g}ificant_and legitimate social concern. : Sexual harassment is not a new
problem--scholars document its existence from the time women began trading

their labor in the marketp]acel--but in- the mid-1970's it began- to attract’

popular and political attention.” This interest, in turn, spurred research
efforts, governmental poticy, and legal action which has led to further
public understand1ng and awareness of the t0p1c. Sexual harassment of
emp]oyees is now prohibited as a form of sex discrimination under title VII
of ¢he Civil,Rights Act of 1964; title IX of the Education Amendments of

. 197 ars‘sexual harassment of students.‘ Sexual harassment is also banned
- by California state law and University of California policy, and is an

established cause of action in the courts. Previous research. has documented

the extent, character1st1§s and effects of sexual harassment.
*-

A

FE

"Sexual harassment" is a re]at1ve]y new term: since 1976 it has been
commonly understood to describe the sexual pressure womeff experience in

_ situations where they expect to act - and be treated - as human beings

rather than as females.2 Goodman describe%/sexua] harassment as:
. - LY - .
...those kinds of sexual coercion and exploitation that
occur...between men and women in a .formal or structured
relationship in which women have an, expectation that the basis of
the relationship has nothing to do with sex. The most common and .
importaht of these relationships are found in the workplace.

Relations in schools, co]lleges, and un1versit1es are another -

common, 1mportant examp]e

Definitions and discussions of sexual harassment ,almost always imply
that men are the perpetrators and women the victims., In theory, women ceuld
harass men, and homosexuals could harass members of the same sex, but past
studies have shown-that sexual harassment is, in reality, almost. entirely a
problem of men harassing wbmen, Because sexual harassment is experienced
principally by women because they are women, and because it is a barrier to

‘theift™-equal éducation and employment), it is a form of sex discrimination.

There are essentially two types of sexual harassment, 4 In the "quid
pro quo" -kind of harassmeht, sexuai compliance is proposed in exchange for

an academic or employment opportunity.v The bargain can be cast as a threat .

or a.promise, can be explicit or implicit, and usually occurs .in superior/
subordinate relationships. In the "condition of work" ‘type of harassment,
sexual harassment takes the form of jokeg, comments, sexual advances or
other behaviors which create a sexually chdrged work or academic environment
which women are expected to tolerate if they wish to remain in that setting.

" This type of harassment. may occur in peer or superior/subordinate

relationships. Both the "quid pro quo" and "condition of work" types of

L
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sexual harassment are addressed in the definition of sexual harassment
adopted by the University of California. According to the UC definition:

Unwelcome sexual advances, requeSts for. sexual favors, ‘and other
'verbal or physical conduct of a sexual nature constitute sexual
harassment when: : :

1. submission to or. reJection of such conduct is made either
- explicitly or impiicitly a term or condition of instruction,, g
employment or- participation in other University activity; - %

2. submission to or rejechdon of such/éonduct by an individual
is used as a basis for evaluation in making academic or . v
personnel decisiops affecting an .individual; ’

3.  such conduct has the purpose or effect of unreasonably inter- )
“fering with an individual's performance or creating an
intimidating, hostile or offensive University environment.

In determining whether the alleged conduct constitutes sexual

harassment, consideration should be- given to the record as a whole ,

and to the" totality of the circumstances, n\:uding the nature of -

the sexual advances and the context:in which he a]leged incidents

occurred.

The UC definition was adapted from the guidelines on sexual harassment —
issued by the U.S. Equal Emp]oyﬂbnt Opportunity Commission. It is the one :
used in this study. - ' : .

-

What conduct constitutes sexua] harassment? .

Very little can be said with certainty about the type and level of o
conduct_that constitutes sexual harassment, Both the University and the S
' courts recognize that allegations of sexual harassment must be examined on a
- case-by-case basis and in 1ight of all the facts and circumstances sur-

rounding the situation. As its definition states, the University takes. into

‘account "the record as a whglle and the totality of the circumstances, in-

cluding the nature of the sexual -advances and the context in which the

all d incidents occurred." Other important factors are the degree to

which the conduct relates to the terms and conditions of employment, “in-

struction or participation in other University activity; whether the conduct
. is repeated or an isolat%d incident; and how seriously the conduct was
T inteﬂded and/or perceived

For behavior to constitute sexual harassment, at least two
characteristics must be present, First, an individual's behavior must be
sexual in nature. It need not involve sexual relations or a demand .tor S
sexual relations, It may be physical, verbal or visual, Extending along a ~

! continuum of severity, examples of sexual behavior include: display of

sexual carteons or posters, gender-related sexual jokes ot\\‘mments,

i personal questions or comments of a sexual nature, pressure for dates or

’ sexual activity, sexual touching, gttempted sexual relations, and sexual
re]ations. _ \;

- , _ BN \
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Second, this sexual behavior must be unwanted by the person toward whom
it is directed. Sexual harassment should not be confused with sexual
attehtion that i¥s acceptable to the person receiving such attention or with

a mutually consenting relationship.

According to the University of California definition, unwanted sexual
behavior an'itEE\f 1s not sexual harassment; it must affect the terms or
conditions of employment, Instruction or participation in a University
activity, or the environment, performance or evaluation of the person Toward
whom 7t 15 directed. Some behaviors have effects that clearly make them
sexual harassment; for example, the employée who is fired because she re-
fuses to have an affair with her supervisor, Most cases involving unwanted
sexual behavior and its effects, however, are not this clear-cut. Unlike
the example above, the behavior of the harassor is not always so obvious or.
serious; the harassor might be a co-worker rather than a supervisor; and the
effect on the victim may not be as severe as loss of livelihood. .The
hypothetical situations below illustrate some occasions when the behavior of
one person and its effects on another do not so clearly constitute sexyal
harassment.® Consider the following situation: -

. A unit supervisor on several occasions asks one of his staff
members for a date, and is refused each time. He' does not treat ,
the employee any differently than other employees following her
refusals, and the rejections do not affect the staff member's job,
tenure, salary, opportunities. for promotion or work assignments.

The staff member regards the advances as a minor annoyance, and
they do not interfere with her, work performanQe.t

- Depending’on all the facts and circumstances, this would probably not be
considered sexual harassment, because.the advances and the employee's

- refusal’s had no apparent impact:on her .performance, work environment or the ¢
terms or conditions of her employment,

Now consider this situation:

- The unit supervisor on several occasions asks the-staff member for
a date, and is refused each time. He does not treat her any
differently than other employees following her refusals, and the
rejections-do not affect her job, tenure, salary, opportunities
for promotion or work assignments, The staff member, however, is .
upset by the supervisor's advances to the point that her work '
performance and attendance are significantly affected. )

i In this example, depending on the full context of the situation, a. charge .
.+ of Sexual harassment would probably be legitimate on several grounds.
S First, the supervisor's behavior affected the employee's performance.’
- . Second, by detrimentally affecting her work productivity, the supervisor's
conduct als6 affected the terms and conditions of her €mployment, Third,}#

_~  depending on the circumstances, the supecvisor's advances may have also
BT affected the.employee's environment, making it "intiinida%ng, hostile-or
o offensive.," - ‘ .
’ * "
- ':’U'.';
o {
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N between people; the organizational model
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If a co-worker had ﬁgde the sexual adiances in the above example, the
charge of Sexual harassment would probably still be legitimate. The co-
worker has no direct authority over the terms and conditions of another's

‘employment, but the.conduct might have "“unreasonably interfered" with her
performance or created an “intimidating, hostile or bffensive environmernt."

1h deciding whether a student has been sexually harassed under Title
IX, federal investigators are told to “use the standard of behavior of a
‘reasonable person in a similar. circumstance” in distinguishing sexual -
harassment from normal sexual behavior, and are told not to find a violation
of Title IX when the evidence of sexuyal harassment is inconclusive; for
example, when it is an insfructor's word against the student's.” Students ,
must bring supporting evidence, such as the testimony of other students who

" have been harassed by the same person, or evidence of damage following the

"

alleged harassment.

" . A woman who enters a charge of sexual harassment with the University or

- the courts is not.required by University policy or 1aw to have explicitly
refused the harassor's advances or to have informed him directly that his
behavior was uawelcome. ‘While this protects the victim from reprisal by the
harassor that might result were she to tell him to stop, it could also lea
to accusations of sexual hdrassment against a person who did ngt intend to
harass and was) unaware his actions. were considered off;ﬁiive by the

recipient of hi§ advances..

The issue of unintended harassment arises most often when the
perpetrator's behavior is of a less serious br verbal nature, such as séxual
jokes, comments and suggestive looks, and when-its effects are not
.necessarily observable--when it _creates an offensive work environment, for
example. Clearly,” when a woman is sexually assaulted there can be no
misunderstanding the. harassor's intent or the effect on the victim. While a
woman is not required by policy or law to make her dislike explicit to the
harassbr- in order to press a claim of sexual harassment, in practice, if the

man's, behavior is of”thTS“TESS’SETTDUS”SOft;”tﬁe”Wbmah”ﬂbés'ﬁbt“éXp11CTtTY”'*”“'5"““” :

infdrm him that his behavior is unwanted, and he claims he never intended to
harass,» her charge of sexual harassment may not be considered as strong or:s
credible as it would if she had clearly told him to stop arid he had
persisted or rf}p]iated. : ' - |

- ~
« .

-

Why does sexual harassment occur?

Researchers and writers'concerned with this topic offer various
explanations, and, although their analyses have focused on sexual harassment
in the workplace, it is easy to see the applicability of their arguments to
academic and work relationships within‘the{Uniyérst;y; ‘

Tangri et al, describe three~eXp1§ndtory‘mQHels.B The natural/
biological model asserts that sexual harassment is simply natural atgraction
q;gues that sexual harassment is
" the product,of an organization's climate, hierarchy and authority relations.
The socio-cultural model states that. sexual harassment reflects the larger
society's di¥ferential distribution of power. and status between the sexes X
tnd that men harass to maintain their dominance in economic and social

.

4
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relationships, . In their review of the research on sexual harassment, these
researchers find more support for the organizational and socio-cultural
explanations of why sexual harassment occurs than for the natura]/bio]og1ca\
mode] ‘ : '
Gutek and Morasch9 hypothesize that sexual harassment of women is a
product of sex-role spillover; that is, the carryover into the workp]ace of
gender-based expectations for behavior that are inappropriate in the work
, setting. ‘Sex-role spillover occurs when the sex-ratio at work is skewed in
e1ther direction: when there are.-few women in male-dominated or non-
traditional work, and when women are ‘in-traditional, female-dominated work
supervised by a few men. -Benson and Thomson elaborate on the latter type of
“sex-role spillover, noting that although large numbers of women are now in
the labor force, they still tend to be segregated into occupations
traditionally considered "women's work" and they .hold positions subord1naten
'to those he]d by men. ’ T

*

Y

_-The increase in female labor force participation has been close]y
matched:- by the exercise of authority by male employeeS-and , ’
supervisors...[C]Jombined with changes in sexual attitudes and '
behavior as well as working conditions, the increased legitimate
: or official male contact with female subordinates has also

/// increased the likelihood that a man's authority over .a woman will -

" coincide with sexual behavior toward her. It is precisely this
widespread confluence of authority relations, sexual interest and
gender stratification which defines the problem of Sexual
harassment. There is, in other words,.a nexus of power and sexual -
prerogﬂf1ve often enJoyed by men with formal authorlty over
women. .

Brewer11 pu]ls together these two principa] explanations for sexual
harassment, noting that women in traditional jobs.experience the kind of
~harassment predicted by the organizational model, in which power/status
differentials and Qrganizationa] climate are important. Women in non-
traditional JObS experience @ kind of harassment.that is derived from
social/cultlral expectations about-sex-roles and that represents men's
attempts to re-establish traditional sex-ro]e relationshlps with out-of- ro]e
female co-workers. :

-Sexual harassment is a complex, emotionally.charged topic which raises
ﬁuestions*about the fundamental*nature of male/female academic and work
relationships, .and brings to light unexamined assumptlons on which the
traditional, -day-to-gday behavior of men and women is based. Cases of sexual
harassment are so individually variable and situation-dependent that few
generalities applicable to all cases can be drawn, and this introduction is
intended to provide only a general context for understanding the.issue.
Several other publications contain in-depth, carefully drawn analyses of the
many aspects of sexual hardssment, inc]ud1ng its origins %29 causes, ]egal
standing, and social, po]1t1ca] and economic ramifications.

4
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RESEARCH ON SEXUAL HARASSMENT

R

A number of surveys of sexual harassment have been undertaken in the
last decade, but their usefulngsé in measuring the extent, nature and
effects of sexual harassment varies. Early surveys:sSuch as those conducted
by Redbook and’ the National Advisory Council on Women's Educational Programs

- were largely informal and exploratory in design and their results were not .

representative of any larger population than the individuals surveyed. - They
did provide basic descriptive information on the nature and effects of
sexual harassment incidents at a time when very little was known about the
topic, and served as a basis for -later studies.

W,

- Later surveys are more useful because they are more focused and employ

the scientific controls necessary to generalize to larger populatjons..

Comparisons among these later studies are difficult, however, because they
survey specialized -populations, use different. definitions of sexual

harassment, allow varying time frames for reporting sexual harassment

incidents, and are not always limited to experiences in the respondent's
current workplace or educational instlﬁrtion. :

This section of the”report first describes the principal surveys. of
sexual harassment and then compares their findings on sexual harassment
attitudes, incidence and effects, characteristics of harassors and victims,
" and victims' responses and use Of grievance procedures. -

.
X « o

Methodo[Agies-of Sexual narassment surueys

Merit Systems Protection Board, 1981),,a 12-page questipnnairg, Whs sent to
73,964 men and women federal- government workers asking about thé

In the largest and best study of sexual harassment in emment U.S.

harassment during the previous twolyears in the federal government. The
MSPB study employed stratified random sampling to ensure the applicability
of its results to the entire federa] workforce. Nearly 85% of those

surveyed' responded, . \

In another carefully conducted study (Moore, 1982), the City of Seattle

attitudes
toward sexual behavior at work and dbout any‘personal experiences of sexual

used a modified version of the MSPB-questionnaire and methodoTogy to survey
its men -and women employees. The Seattle survey achieved a response rate of
36% or 1700 workers., ,

At the samg time sexual harassmeht in the workplace was being
investigated, surveys of sexual harassment in education were being conducted
by individual institutions, federal agendies, and independent researchers,
At UC Berkeley, two sociologists surveyedia random sample of QOO senior
',women undergraduates to determine the pature and effects of sexual
harassment by male instructors at Berkeley (Benson and Thomson, 1982). The
questionnaire defined sexual harassment a§ "any unwanted sexual- leers,
suggestions, comments, or physical contact you find objectionable in the
context of a teacher- student relationship," and asked about attitudes and
-. personal experiences of sexual harassment. ?% response rate was obtained




B R ETRE L g S ST CIEIE S LRI TR A E A A T T T IR T AT TR PR T SR T

~ . ‘ \

At Michigan State University, a stratified random sample of .998 upper
division undergraduate women and graduate and professional school women were
surveyed to assess the eXtenmt to which MSU women students experience sexual
harassment and to examine their responses to the harassment (Maihoff and.
Forrest, '1983). As in the MSPB and Seattle studies, the MSU questionpaire

. did not provide a definition of sexual harassment; rather, respondents’were
~asked to fidentify which, if any, of a number(ﬂ’unwanted sexual behaviors
listed on the quest1onna1re they had experienced .at MSU in the recent past.
Almost half the students surveyed responded to the quest1onna1re.

* Researchers at the University of lowa surveyed mén and women faculty
_ and staff members to determine 17 there were differences in .their views of
v sexual harassment (Nelson et al., 1982). The lowa questionna1re defined
‘sexual harassment as "any repeated and unwanted sexual comments, looks, -

suggestions’ or physical contact that you find objectionable or offensive and.

cause you discomfort on your job," and asked employees abdbut their attitudes

toward sexual harassment and their knowledge of a sexual harassment inci- 6.

dent. OQut of a systematic random sample of 150 women and 290 men employees, -
44% and 40%, respect1vely, responded. - '

‘The most comprehensive study of sexual haras ment in postsecondary
: education, and the one most closely resembling -the UC Davis survey was
. conducted at Arizona State Universijty “in 1980 (Metha and Nigg, 1983). ASU . .

researchers surveyed men and women undergraduates, graduate and professional
students, faculty and staff members to determine their perceptions of and
‘experiences with sexual harassment on the campus, and their knowledge of

campus resources to deal with the issue. The ASU questionnaire defined .
sexual harassment as occurring when: "a person is . . . able to affect
- another person's academic career, grade or emotional well*being...[and]
' subjects [that person] to unwanted sexual attention (either verbal or
physical), coerces him/her into sexual relations, and/or punishes him/her
for refusal." The questionnaire instructed respondents to refer to this
definition as they completed the questions. A stratified random sample of
' 500 students, 500 facu]ty and 500 staff was selected over three- quarters

responded ,

o \s *
) A ~

Results of sexual harassment surveys

Attitudes toward sexual harassment

In the MSPB study, men and women agreed that uninvited sexual behaviors

constitute sexual harassment, whether perpetrated by a supervisor or another

" worker, and that people shou]d not have to to]erate unwanted sexual
',/, ' attention on the JOD‘ ,

s _ Yo Among the sen1o;,women undergraduates in the Berkeley study, 60%

thought sexual harassment occurred “occasionally." 1In the ASU study, about

.30% of women students, faculty, and staff thought sexual harassment occurs

often or very often on the ASU campus; among men, 21% of the students 15%

of the staff and 9% of the facuIty thought the same.




-

Nearly three-quarters of the Berkeley women-thought sexual harassment
was a moderately serious or very serious problem when it occurred, Two-
thirds of the faculty and staff women in the University of lowa study also
thought sexual harassment was a serious problem, but Jowa men responded
exactly the reverse: two-thirds thou it a minor or unimportant problem.
Between, 30% and 40% of the ASU women s&xua] harassment was a serious or
very Serious problem; 13% to 20% of.th U men agreed with their female
counterparts. " o

-

__Extent and severity of sexual harassment

How widespread is sexual harassment, and what form does it take? The
MSPB study found that 42% of the women and 15% of the men in federal
employment had experienced one or more of seven types of unwanted sexual
attention, ranging from sexual remarks to rape. Verbal types\of harassment
were most common: one in three women had experienced unwanted sexual
remarks. QOne 1in 100 had faced actua] or attempted sexual assault.

Half the.women and 26% of the men employed by the city of Seattle said
they had. experienced one or more of eight types of unwelcome sexual
behaviors. Among those who had, sexual teasing, jokes and remarks were the
‘most common unwanted behaviors the women experienced (79%), but sexually
suggestive l1ooks and gestures (67%) and sexual touching (47%) were also
common,

» N .

In 1980, UC Davis surveyed a random sample of 800 women students, and
of the 41%.who responded, 3% of the undergraduates and 10% of the graduate/
professional school students said sexual Harassmient (defined as. "placement
of sexual conditions upon successful academic or employment opportunity")
had been a problem fot them while at UCD. For these women, the problem was
a moderately difficult one: on a scaleof 1 to 7 ("not diff1cu]t“ to "very
difficult"), 3.5 was the average response. (UCD Women's Resources and
Research Center, 1981). _ .

At Berkeley, 20% of the"ienior'ﬁndergraduate women sampled had been
sexually harassed by male instructors, About a third of the harassed
. students experienced verbal advances; a fifth, physical advances, and 6%
sexual bribery., In addition, one -in three of the women respondents
persona]ly knew another woman student who had been sexually harassed by a -
male teacher. 1In an earlier study, (Benson, 1977) 20% of Berkeley's women
graduate students, reported having received sexual attention from male
“teaching faculty at Berkeley. Just under three-quarters of these responded
‘negatively to this attention.

. At MSU, 25% of the women students reported experiencing at least one f
four types of unwelcome. sexual behavior: jokes about “the female: anatofhy,
physical \touching, propositions in exchange for a‘grade or opportunity,
and/or sexual assault., A validation study indicated that those who had
exper1enced sexual harassment were not overrepresented among the reSpondents-
vis a vis the population, Students most often experienced jokes but did not
strongly, disapprove of this behavior, especially when the JOkES were from

peers.




AS/'respondents were asked directly if they had ever been segua]ly
harassed at ASU, based on the University's definition of sexual harassment:
13¥ of the women and 5% of the men answered affirmatively. The incidence
rate did not vary significantly among women students, faculty and staff,
“Forty-four percent of the lowa faculty and staff reported knowing a women
.-who had experienced sexual harasspent on the job (although not necessarily
on the campus). : .

-

Characteristics of harassors and-vict@gs
. ‘ ' ) . L1

Studies show that. victims and perpetrators of sexual harassment can be
found in all types of occupations and positidns, and at_all salary lavels.
They are of varying ages and marital statuses. .The MSPB study found that
harassors were typically men, older than the pequn they wefb'haras§¥ng, and
. married. About a third were immediate or higher*level supervisors of the
person being harassed; two-thirds were co-workers. Victims of sexual
harassment were most typlca]]y female, young, and not married; held non=
traditional positions for their sex and were financially dependent on their
jobs.” One strong finding was that the greater the proportioh of men in an
immediate work group; the more likely women in that group were to be
sexually harassed, ‘o

~ 4

The Seattle sStudy confirméd the MSPB findings concerping the
characteristics of the victimé. Seattle women in virtually every
occupational category, reported sexual harassment in proportions higher than
their proportion in the workforce. Women in non-traditional occupations
"reported especially high rates. Like the MSPB study, the majority of the

harassors in the Seattle study were not supervisors (19%); about half were -

other employees and co-workers, ' \

The Berkeley study found that two-thirds of the male teacher harassing

female undergraduates were regular faculty; the rest were inst™Rtors and
lecturers. In Benson's 1977 study of Berkeley graduate students, 49% of the -

reported harassors were professors; 18% were teaching assistants, and- 6%

instructors.

The ASU survey examined the status of the sexual harassment victims at
the time they were harassed, and found that of the 74 women victims, 46% had
been harassed as undergraduates, 18% as graduate or professional schoo)
students, 18% as staff, and 19% as faculty members. Male faculty were found

to perpetrate the greatest amount of sexual harassment on the campus, with _

the exception of staff men harassing staff women.

Victims"responses to sexual harassment

Homen employ a var1ety of tactics to get a harassor to stop, and their
success depends in part on which strategy they use. The MSPB study found

that women who experienced sexual harassment tried three tactics: ignoring
the behavior, avoiding the harassor and telling the harassor to stop.
Reporting the harassment, telling the harassor to stop, and avoiding him
-were the most effective strategies in stopping the sexual behavior; going

along with the harassment or ignoring it and doing nothing werethe least.

effective. .
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The Seattle study found that most women respondents thought telling the
harassor to stop (88%) and reporting the behavior to a supervisor (80%) were
effective actions to make another stop bothering them sexually. Only a
third thought avoiding or ignoring the harassor were effective strategies,
_yet among the victims, 62% said they responded by ignoring the behavior, and
45% avoided the person. Half the victims told the harassor to stop.

" The Berkeley Study reports that students "manage the trouble" by not
expfessing their true feelings to the harassor, or by ignoring the
overtures, "tuning out" sexual innuendoes, ‘wearing old clothes and -t
mentioning boyfriends or husbands. Thirty percent of the harassed senior ' '
women did not directly communicate their dislike for an instructor's .

- advance$, and when they didn't, it persisted. Seventy percent did tell the u
teacher to stop and were more successful although faculty members sometimes ’
- . punished students--through lower grades or undeserved criticism--for not
< . reciprocating the sexual attention. Many students avoided an instructor,
ey . either after an incident to preclude escalation of the harassment, or in
antdcipation that an advance was forthcoming, .
N .
Awareness and use of grievanQe procedures ! ‘.’

T

Eew women who have been sexually harassed are aware that formal
grievance procedures exist, and fewer still use these procedures, . The MSPB
reportéd. that about ha]f the women victims knew they cou1d file a
d1scr1m1nation complaint and 10% knew they could complain through specjal‘
channels.set up for sexual harassment complaints. Only 3% filed formal
complaints. Half the Seattle women victims knew their department had a
_ . policy and procedure concerning sexual harassment, and 4% took formal :
A action, Twenty percent of the victims in the ASU study filed a formal o
, . . complaint, but of the graduate women students Benson studied in 1977, not ' ’
a one went to the authorities, . -

.Why do so few women use established means to resolve sexual harassment
problems? Only a fifth of the MSPB victims thought any of several formal
remedies would be helpful. Many more victims thought assertive, informal
 remedies--asking or telling the harassor to stop or reporting the behavior
, to the supervisor or other officials, for example--were most effective, yThe

o < Seattle study found similar results., Among its respondents, the
effectiveness of available formal remedies was judged lower than the
availability of these resources.

—

‘Among MSPB- victims who knew about the formal grievance procedures and
did not use them, 61% saw no need to report the situation, a third thought
nothing would be ‘done, and a third thought it would make their work -
situation unpledsant. Victims of less severe harassment were more likely to -
view filing a formal complaint as unnecessary. The re§Qonses of the Seattle
victims were virtually the same. , ’ . :

"« Benson speculates that women students fail to report sexual harassment o
because they fear academ1c reprisal or because they feel powerless to do A
anything about it, Twenty percent of the women graduate students in A
Benson's 1977 study feared academic reprisal if they responded negatively
to an instructor's sexual attention.

r .
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Effects of sexual harassment - N . e

“Sexual harassment can affect the emotional and physical we]]-ﬁéing of
victim and her academic or work performance, particularly if she experienced
severe forms ‘of harassment, Most victims in the MSPB .study reported that '
the sexual harassment caused no perceptible thange in their job status,
working conditions, morale or productivity, although work-related effects
were pronounced among those who had been severely harassed. Many more
victims reported emotional or physical effects than effects .on work
productivity. Over. a third said their feelings about work and their
emotional and physical tondition worsened a8 a result of, sexual harassment,
and those who suffered severe harassment reportéd more emotional and
physical effects. The MSPB report cautions against the.validity of these
. self-assessments, noting that victims may not,accurately assess the impact
' emotional or physical stress has on thefr job performapce,»or\may be . ,
reluctant to admit a declTne in work productivity. ‘ - ’ \

The Seattle study found comparable effects. While only 12% of the
- victims said they experienced negative work-related ebfects, a third said ot

- ~ their feelings about work had worsened. Harassed women in -the ASU study - -

~were asked if-their reaction to the harassment had affected their course .
grade, job or career-chances:.,20% said’§t had, Women victims in Seattle
reported several psychological effects: anger (46%), irritability (32%),
embarrassment (30%), and nervousness, tension, and anxiety at work (about
25%). Fewer experienced physical .symptoms. Women's reactions to be’ing

- harassed included anger, disgust and embarrassment., Men victims, however,
were'significgg;ﬂy.m%ﬁg likely to have been flattered or amused. '
. . ' f“- . N

T Over a third of the womeg undergraduates who said they were sexually
' harassed in the Berkeley study reported self-doubt and a loss of confidence :
in their academic ability, Their writlen accounts note the lost -~ = #% .
opportunities that resulted when they withdrew from interaction with a_ s
_ facuTty ‘'member. They rdport feeling confused, uncertain, disillusioned and
wary of male faculty in general, even when their self-confidence was 'not -
shaken. . : ' ) ‘

Summary of research ' : o - "

e et | — | ———————— . . /,, - . ' . y- o
+ Surveys of sexual harassment, particularly more recent “ones, show

several ‘consistent results, o . '

1. .ReSpoannts generally agree“that unwanted sexual attention
. - " constitutes sexual harassment, .and that it should not be tolerated

. 7 in the workplace or in educational settings,

. . 2.., Sexual harassment is a pf0b1em for significant numbers of women .
A . students and workers. Remarks, looks and touching are the most .
* common forms of sexual harassment,

?

I
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-




C N

s,

: . e

- The occupations and positions of harassors and harassees are

diverse. There is some evidence that women in non-traditional
fieds or who work primarily with'.men are most 11ke1y to be
harassed, . - . .

- H
Telling a harassor to stop, avoidﬁng him, ‘and 1gnor1ng his

behavior are the strategies ‘most commonly used by women to stop

sexudl harassment, Directly telling- the harassdr to stop is most
effective, but repr1sa1 sometimes- follows...~,

N e o R Eoo

Although some victims of sexual harassment are aware -of grievance
procedures to resolve problems of sexual harassment, very few use
them. Victims of less-sevére harassment believe formal resolution

is unnecessary and favor saformal faction; others fear reprisal for

reporting or simply do not believe a formal remedy would be
helpful. o .

N - - \
Women report sexual harassment causes ;them personal and psycholo-
gical difficulties more than work or.academic problems. Most

reports note, however, that the former is 1ikely to affect the .

latter™a that victims and researchers may haye. difficulty

assessing the true repercussions of the harassment. The more

serious the sexual harassment, the more l1ikely victims were to
suffer s1gn1f1cant work and’ emotional problems. -

-
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* "y THE UC DAVIS SEXUAL HARASSMENT: STUDY;
RESEARCH DESIGN AND OBJECTIVES
- . ) . ' . S < . ’ | - | \}’ s
.-Impetus)ﬁgrtgfsthdy of sexual harassment at UC Davis - é*- . )

o _ - o I NN
- ~“Why study sexual harassment at UC Davis? The ,idea emerded in respons@ -
to recent University policy decisions and increasing %?mpus awareness of the
issue, .

By 1982, there had been some reports of sexual harassment on the Davis
campus, 3nd the 1980 women's needs assessment suggested that harassment had
been a problem for some women stugdents, Beyond the anecdotal information
gleaned from these few reported incidents and the limit&t data gathered in
the needs assessment, little was known abofit the extent and nature of sexual
T harassment at UC Davis or about the attitudes of the campus community toward
this topic. Most of the research on sexual harassment in postsecondary
institutions that might have been extquolateq to Davis was just underway
and had not yet been published. ' ‘ S0

The need for more*ahd“betfér information became apparent when,'in 
August 1981, the University of California banned seyxual harassment of
students anitempIOyees and charged each campus with developing local

1y .

grievance prodedures for handling sexual harassment complaints and educating
students and employees about their rights and responsibilities. The extent
and nature of sexual harassment, and the resources currently used by
victims would be important to know in designing mechanisms for complaint and .
resolution. In mounting education efforts, information on campus attitudes -
ange what groups of people were particularly affected would be needed.

LN ) » . ,

At the same time, UC Davis women's groups were bringing the problem to
campus attention. In its 1980-81 annual report, the Status of Women at
Davis Administrative Advisory Committee (SWAADAC) called sexudl harassment
"the most important issue that it has considered this year." During the :
yeqq,w§!AAQA§Mngd;cgnyenedHawlhskmforcehon45exua]wﬂarassment~torrev1ew¢£hew»w-~~Amw~;m4
% 7 7" problem and recommend campus actions and policy. In its report, the Task

Force recommended, among other thipys, that a campus survéy be undertaken:

/ It is essential to try to determine, with some degree of
’ certainty, whether or not we really have a problem with incidences
of sexual harassment on this campus. The reporting rate may not !
be-a good indicator of the degree to which sexual harassment is or.
is not a problem on this campus. The Sexual Harassment Task Force
- ’ believes that some means of accurately assessing the possible .
| scope of the problem, . .would be of great value.

»
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Survey objectiyes -

—

A3 - : '

The survey of sexual harassment at UC Davis is intended to provide
descriptive datd which can be used by campus,officials to develop policy,
institute responsive grievance procedures, and design effective educational
programs. Specifically, the survey identifies: ?

L

1. campus attitudes ab®ut sexual harassment;

2. -the incidence of sexual harassment among the survey respondents;

3. the ciftcumstances and characteristics of sexual harassment inci-.

dents, and of those individuals harassing and being harassed;

4. ;the effects of sexual harassment o:\YI!SE“who have been its
- victims; and .

5. the ‘campus resources victims used or would have used had they been
: available at the time.

el - .~

~ ) ) -

A Nhile not an intended objective the survey itself serves to educate

the campus about sexual harassment’ through the questionnaire and
dissemination of the survey results. N .

» . . B P ’
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Research design

: To accompiish the survey objectives, an eight -page questionnaire was
mailed to students, faculty and staff on tHe Davis campus and at the UC
Davis Medical Center in Sacramento. The questionnaire (Appendix A) contains
questions concerning:. : -

1. the r!spondent's attitudes aboUt sexual haraSsment-

2, any incident of sexual harassment involving UC Davis inoividuals

-~—wh1ch the- respondent“might“have dbserved or known about;
3. any personal experience of sexual harassment at UC Davis;

4;., the respondent's demographic characteristiCS.
. \

To accommodate differences in their Situations, slightly different but
comparable versions of the questionnaire were developed for students,
faculty and staff. In keeping with the descriptive nature of the study, the
questionnaire included many open-ended, short answer questions, particularly

in the section conterning personal experiences of sexual harassment. The -
University’s definition of sexual harassment was . .provided at the beginning

of the questionnaire and respondents were instructed to refec to the
definition in answering the questions that followed The\questionnaire was
entirely anonymous,

»




Sampling strategy L . .

el

Several.consideratidns guided'the development of the sampling s%rategy. s

First, it was expected that men and women would have different attitudes
toward and experiences with'sexual harassment, as would undergraduates,
graduate/profesgional students, facylty and staff, For purposes of analy-
sis, then, it was important to be able to differentiate the responses of
women undergraduates, graduate/professional students, faculty, and staff.
. from their male counterpar}s. . & d

Second, drawing on the findings of previous research and the campus
experience, it was expected that: (1) sexual harassment would be a more

-

-
salient issue for women than men; and (2) women in certain occupations,
ranks or locations would be more -dware of sexual harassment or more Tikely
to have been harassed than others, Faculty 1?d staff women, thereforg, were ¢
‘differentiated on the b&sis of ‘their University status, and students were
stratified on the basis of their school or'college. In all, 22 groups of
women were sampled; they are.listed below. ’
Faculty women : ’ - .
. - . . . - . .
Full and associate professors 'Professional researchers -
and lecturers with employment and specialists
security’ Postgradua esearchers ~
Assistant professors and Librarians: : [’
instructors . Medical interns and residents _
. Lecturers Other women faculty - - ‘
. . - : ) /
K Staff women: . {
. Managers and officials _ Craftsworkers, operatives .
Professional staff persons and laborers
Technicians . Service workers
Office and clerical workers . ,
| Graduate'and;profg§§ignglﬂschoo]Muomenmin:w~—~~www¥mw~wwmww—~~wwvw~~w~mw~”“““”jEWMM*QL
P i " e s T - N } . i} - ' ] ‘H
Law z - Administration . CNG
Veterinary Medicine “The Graduate Division A .
Medicine ;
. - Undergraduate women in:
Agricultural and Engineering
Environmental Sciences - Letters and Science , .
- v = P
j ' The actual number of women jnfeach of these 22 groups varies
greatly, so to obtain ‘enough respondents to permit analysis of each group,

- the groups were disproportidnately sampled. In groups with very few women,
the proportion of women selected to receive questionnaires was higher than
in groups with many women. Names of all the women in each group were
generated by computer and a systematic random sample was selected fromveach.
Men were differentiated only by status as faculty, staff,. undergraduate or
graduate/professional students, and disproportionate random samples were
drawn from each of these four groups. - . .
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Data analysis

+

The survey results were'analyzed at three levels of aggregation. At’

the most detailed level, data for each of the twenty-two groups of women
were examined. At a more general level, results were analyzed for women
faculty, staff, undergraduates and graduate/professional students, and for
men faculty, staff, undergraduates and graduate/professional students.
Finally, responses were examined at the most general level of aggregation:
all women and all men. Because the regéggses of mer* and women were expected
to differ significantly, they were not combined ‘to yield "all UCD" results.

.Since the twenty-six groups (22 of women and four of men) had been
disproportionately sampled, aggregate data analysis required that -individual
responses be weighted., Weighting is.a statistical technique of correcting
for disproportionate sampling so that respondents in each group are not

over- or under-represented when they are aggregated. Weights were

calculated for each of the groups and each respondent in a given group was
assigned a weight before analysis at a higher level was performed.
Aépendix B shows the»weights assigned to responses in each grgup.

. »
Simple descriptive statistics were used to analyze the questionnaire
responses due ‘to the nature of the data and the exploratory.purpose of the

Response rate

In April 1982, 2,946‘ questionnaires were mailed, representing'

approximately 11% of the entire C Davis student and employee population.
students received questionnairés at their home or departmental addresses
with a cover letter from the vice-Chancellor for Student Affairs. Faculty
and staff received questionnaires at their campus addresses, accompanied by
Yetters from the vice Chancellor for Academic Affairs and the Assistant

vice-Chancellor for Staff Affairs, respectively, Pre-paid return envelopei‘.

were provided. Two weeks later, reminder postcards were mailed to all who
" had been mailed questionnaires.

Forty-eight questionnnai}es were undeliverable, yielding a mailed group
of 2,898.. Of these, 1,399 questionnaires were completed and returned for an
overall response rate of 48%. All but two of the 22 groups of women had

response rates high enough to permit analysis at the level of the individual™

groups. Unfortunately, the response rates for women service workers (popu-
lation N=267) and for women craftsworkers, operatives and laborers (popula-
tion N=35) were only 8% each. Consequently, no data are reported here on
these two groups, and their responses are not included in the aggregate
analysis of "staff women" or "all women," :

Each of theequeStionnaires‘carried a symbol rebfesenting the University

~ status (or group) of -the person receiving the questionnaire as it appeared
in University records. In answering the questionnaire, however, a few

respondénts identified their Udiversity position differently from that shpwn

in their University records., For example, some whom University records

Y
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tdentified as "staff technicians" called themselves “professional.staff per -
sons," some "lecturers" self-identified as "assistant® professors or
instructors." In these cases, an individual's se}f-identification was used
to determine group identifigation and as the basisf for assigning weights and

p&rforming analyses. - The o iginal sample size was'édju§ted accordingly, ™, .

. | \ .
Table 1 shows the response rates of veious groups, with women service

workers, craftsworkers, operatives and laborers excluded. Response rates

and the number of respondents in each of the 26 groups are giyven in
Appendix B.

t - .
. ’ N ' IE )

: o - TABLE 1
QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE RATE |
“(in unweighted percent)’ - S
RESPONDENT | RESPONDENT SEX
STATUS - : e
Women ' Men -° "
Faculty 61% 49
Staff 49 ) 34
Undergraduate students 58 | T 49 =
- Graduate/professional N N
school students . 61 ‘ 37 - .
A[i r55ponden£s 57% 41%
.

-

Representdtiveness of the survey respondents

Do the responsés of the imdividuals who returned questionnaires -accu-
rately reflect the attitudes and experiences of all UC Davis individuals?
Because the men and women receiving questionnaires were randomly ampled on
the basis of their University status, it can be assumed that dhose who
returned the questionnaires are also randomly distributed, and therefore
representative of the larger population, unless evidence of demographic non-
representativeness or systematic response bias is found.

Respondents are demographically representative of all UC Davis men and
women with respect to University status because of the weighting procedure
discussed earlier in this chapter. This weighting corrected for dispro-
portionate sampling.and response rates within each of the 26 status groups
so that each is represented in accord with its actual strength in the
population. This process does not assure that respondents are repre-
sentative of the population with respect to their opinions or experiences;

it simply brings the numerical weight of responses from each group "up to
par" relative to other groups. Respondents are also representative of the
.population with respect to University location, Appendix C shows the .

distribution of respondents and the population by location.

23
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Response bias occurs when sampled individuals who have particular
attitudes and ‘éxperiences respond in a proportion different than their
proportion in the'pqpulation. By over- or under-representing the attitudes
or experiences of the population, the responses of these individuals skew
the survey results.t® ~ |

_ Responsé bias is less likely to occur when a high proportion of the -
sampled ingiyiduals réturn their questionnaires. Although response rates in
this study of 57% for women and 41% for men are quite high for a matled
survey, tqu‘]eave open the possibility that response bias might be present.

éxperienced sexual harassment or.knew of. someone who had might' feel more
,strongly about the topic and respond in disprop tionately greater numbers
than those with 1gss personal exposure. - It’was also possible, however, that
those- who had experienced sexual harasswfnt would be less likely to respond
because of the personal and_perhaps embakrassing nature of their experience,
or because'of concern for theirzanonymity. - ' T

In this| study, it seemed possib]ethatE}?se 1nﬁiv1duals who had -

. { .
One way of investigating the possibility of this response bias is to-
examine the relationship betweern. the response rates of sampled groups_~and
" the proportion of respondents in_edch group who said they hay been 'sexually -
harassed. If, for:example, groups with -high response rates showed low rates
of sexual harassment among their members, and groups with low response rates .
had high incidences of sexual harassment among their members, then it could
be inferred that among the individuals sampled, those who had been sexually
harassed were:reésponding in disproportionately greater numbers and the
incidence of sexual harassment was overstated in the survey esults.. In
this study, however, no relationship between group response rate and group
sexua] harassment rates was found. Appendices D and E.detail these re-
lationships. " Y .

Another way of jnvestigating whether response bias affected the survey
results is to see if, over the five weeks that questionnaires were returhed,
an increasing or decreaSing proportion of individuals reported personal
experiences or observations of sexual harassment. If proportionately fewer
of those responding in the later- weeks report exposure to sexual

'~ harassment than those responding in-the early weeks, t could be inferred,

following this trend, that those not returning questionnaires at all were
even less l1ikely to have been harassed or to have known someone who was.
The responses of those who did return questionnaires, then, would not be
representative of the random sample or the population, . '

When responses of women to the question: “"Would you say you have been -
sexually harassed at UC Davis?" were examined, no evidence of a decreasing .
or increasing trend in the proportion who said they had been harassed was
found. Similarly, when responses were analyzed to determine if the o
proportion of women and men who knew of an incident of sexual harassment N
declined over the five weeks, no decreasing or increasing trend was evident. '

Although these two tests of response bias are very rough and can yield
only cautious conclusions, it appears that those who might have felt
strongly about sexual harassment as a result of personal experience or
knowledge of a harassment incident did.not return questionnaires in pro-

-
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pont10h§/greater or less than their proportion in the random sample or in
the population they represented. In other words, the survey results--in
particular, the rates of sexual harassment reported by respondents--appear
not to be affected by this type of response bias. There is no evidence,
however, whether sampled individuals who had not personally experienced

. sexual harassment -or known of somgone who had but who were especially

concerned about or interested in the topic anyway responded in gréater

‘proportion than their representation in the sample or the population, Simi-

larly, there is no evidence that those sampled individuals particularl

uninterested in or unconcerned about the-sexual harassment responded’in
smaller proportions than their representation in the sample or the popu-
lation., s . !
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+ text present the major results; the‘remaining'fext'conta1ns~more“spet1f1tr;ww5~A’rf4§

-

SURVEY RESULTS & '

The results of the UC Davis sexual harassment survey are described in
the four sections that follow: Campus Attitudes, Sexual Harassment
Incidents of Which Respondents Were Aware, Personal Experiences of Sexual
Harassment, and Victims' Use "of Campus Resources. The tables and underlined

data and analysis.* pondents' written comments are quoted throughout to
give additional meaning o the statistical results.. - -

. t . -
[

© Surve Results 1:
ampus Kffﬁfudgs e

A majority of women respondents think sexual ﬁa?QéSment‘0céurs at uc
Davis; a sTight majority of men respondents are not sure or think not.
Sixty-oneé percent -of the women ang, 4B% of the men believe sexua}. fharassment

occurs on the campus, a statistically .significant difference (X4, p<.001).

Thirty-seven percent of the women and 46% of the men respondents were
uncertain whether sexual.harassment occurs at UC Davis; 2% of the women and-
6% of the men believe it does not. Among the men, undergraduates are least
disposed to think sexual harassment occurs (41%); graduate/professional

 school men are most likely to think so (58%). No large differences were .
. found among women student, faculty, and staff respondents. > ’ ¢

Sexual harassment is perceived by most men and women respondents (87% *
and 96%, respectively) as a campus probTem, Four percent of the women and '
13% of the men believe sexual harassment is not a problem at UC Davis:
faculty men were most likely to believe this TI%%); graduate/professional *
women were least likely (1%). _ ‘ o

‘Most respondents do not view sexual harassment as a major problem:
only about 3% of women and 1% of men. respondents think sexual harassmeni is
"a big problem." Women see it as a largef problem than do men, however..
Women's responses averaged 2.9, men's responses 2,b (t-test, p{.00l)jona
scale from "not a problem” (1) to a "a big problem” (5). As Table 2 shows,
men are much more ljkely.than women to view sexual harassment as a nonex-

istent or small problem. '

*Because. the disproportionate sampling design differentiated women into 22° ; .
groups but men into only four, the percentages given in the text and tabled -
for women at the aggregate level of faculty, staff and students ‘are RS
weighted, but those for men are not., Percentages for “"all women" and "all -
men" are weighted and so do not reflect-a simple average of the percentages
for the faculty, staff and student groups. Percentages for "all women" and
"all men" are .someti'mes strongly influenced by the reponses of
undergraduates since they significantly outnumber faculty, staff and
advanced students. The occupational categories that comprise the faculty
and staff groups are sho#ngn page 15, ‘ ‘
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TABLE 2

PERCENT - OF RESPONDENTS WHO RATE SEXUAL HARASSMENT
AT UC DAVIS AS A "1" DR "2"
(on a five-point scale where 1="not a problem"
and 5="a big problem") '

e - "RESPONDENT SEX
: . "~ RESPONDENT STATUS '
Women Men
Faculty 4% 60%
- Staff ) 31 45
Undergraduates 25 . 50 o
~ Graduate/prof. students 21 43

Al respondents: 27% 49%

-

Almost all respondents. (94% of women and 97% of men) think women at UC
Davis are aware of sexual harassment -to some degree., Not as manx
respondents think Utﬁ'men are aware of sexual harassment: 7% of the women
and 8/% of the men respondents think UCD men are aware of sexual harassment.
Among thé men. and women respondents who think UCD men are aware of sexual

-harassment, a signiflcant proportion (46% each) be11eve those men are only
slightly aware. ’

Respondents agree that UCD women are uite conscious of sexual
harassment, and are more aware of it than are UCD men, as Table 3 indicates.
Men,respOndents,_in fact, think UCD women are more aware of sexual
harassment than do the women respondents. - » | ’

TABLE 3

AVERAGE LEVEL OF AWARENESS OF SEXUAL HARASSMEN?";
-AMONG UC DAVIS MEN AND WOMEN -
(where 1=not aware and 5=very aware)

uco Qomen HAUCD men

e _ Homen_respondents 3.1 2.4
. Men respondents 3.6 2.6
@ r- | | .
v Respondents -say they care whether sexual harassment occurs at UCD.

* Eight out of ten women respondents and six out of ten men care "very much”

' _whether sexual harassment occurg at, UCD. Women averaged, 4.7, and men 4, 4 on -
a five- po1nt sca]e from. “don t care at all“(l) to "care very much” (5).

‘.Ks
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Why does sexual harassment occur? Comments were diverse and prolific

1n'rep y to this open-ended question, As expected, there was no consensus,
although some reasons emerged as most common and are summarized in Table 4.

Many 1nd1v1duals noted that thé reasons sexual harassment occur are
many and complex and that a complete answer could not be provided on a
questionnaire, Respondents often identified multiple causes; the first two
reasons they gave are included in the data. Most comments implied or stated
that men were harassors and women the victims, but some indicated that the
" roles could'be'reverSed or'contained’no gender reference.

The desire to dominate another person is the cause of sexual harassment

most often cited by men and women respondentS. Sexual desire and society's

acceptance of sexual harassment are also often given as reasons. Men are

‘more Tikely than women to attribute sexual harassment to sexual drive.

Women cite women's actfons and atﬁtudes more often than'HB men. Table 4
.shows these results.

A

Faculty, staff and students did not always agree of the reasons for
sexual harassment. While 12% of all women think sexual harassment results
_from_sexual drive, fewer faculty wemen (5%), staff women (6%), and graduate/
professional women (8%) than undergraduate women (17%) cite this reason.
The same pattern holds for men: male faculty (13%) and staff (11%) are less
likely than male undergraduates (26%) to attribute sexual harassment to
sexual drive. “ Men faculty, staff and graduate/professional students are
more likely, however, to cite human nature as a cause: about 13% of

faculty, staff, and graduate/ profess1ona1 students, but only 4% of

undergraduates,'name human ‘nature as the reason sexual harassment occurs,

Faculty women are more inclined to ascribefsexual harassment to a

desire for .power over another (42%) than are staff women (22%). Women

faculty (19%? and graduate/professional school students (19%) poiat to
society's tacit approval of sexual harassment and the socialization of men
and women as causes more than other women do., Men's attitudes towards
working or professional women, especially those in traditionally male-
‘dominated fields, are also cited more often by women faculty /10%) and
graduate/professiona] students (10%) less often by undergraduate women

(3%).

The quotes below 111ustrate some of the major causes of sexual harass-
ment identified by respondents.

On power

Power is abused when norms are unce€rtain, constraints are weak,
and retribution is unlikely. Sexual harassment is one such abuse.
. ‘ R ~ --male faculty member

When a man . haraSSes a woman, 1 do not think 1t 1s because of
*misinterpretation or a response to "signals' she supposedly is
giving--it is because the man likes to feel powerful at the
expense of the woman s feelings. :
--female professional school student

-
\

»
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TABLE 4 . .

SELECTED ANSWERS TO THE OPEN-ENDED QUESTION: “WHY DO YOU THINK SEXUA& HARASSMENY OCCURS?" o
. (in percent of respondents replying to this question®)
: RESPONDENT SEX
RESPONDENT REPLIES ’ Women Men

A

. Power: to dominafe. exploit; show power; maintain control, desire/need to exert power; 31% 27%
to gain power; to feel powerful; abuse of power; to take advantage of others
or of position; power plus (desire, view of women, access, feeling threatened)

Social approval: society permits/encourages; a social norm: cultural values, social 15 10+
structure; societa)l attitudes; socialization (of men, of women); media (image '
of women, sex); women/men expected/pressured to act this way; it's learned

\ R
Sexual desire: 1ibido, uncontrolled sexual drive; lust; poor sex life; sexual 12 20
frustration; sexual attraction; people like sex; men want sex (at all costs);
a way to get sex; easy way to get sexual favors :

Men's self-image; to build ego: to prove Se]f or mascu]inity;vto meet expectations; 11 10
keep up imade’; no self-respect; self-doubt; feelings of inferiority; inadequacy,
insecurity :

Women's 3ctions/attitudes: women don't stop it; put up with it; feel powerless 10 1
don’'t know how to stop it; women are weak, easily intimidated; women's atti- '
tudes about themselves . A

N ~

Harassor can get away with it: {t's possible; nqQ fear af retaliation; it's allowed; 9 4
ruTes against not enforced; treated lightly; nothing done about.it
Men's attitudes about women:  see women as sex objects; think it's a right; think 9 3
"women Tike it; think 7t7s acceptable
’ A ]
Harassor's personal /psychological problems: domestic problems; (emotional, work) stress 7 6
frustration; dissatisfaction ' A ‘ _ .
University environment: competitiveness; academic pressure; University power structure; 7 4
sheltered, intimate, permissive setting; constant interaction; will occur in any Yarge
organization \ o
Disrespect: disregard other's rights/feelings; insensitivity; inconsideration: 6 7 -
Selgfsﬁness ‘
. Ignorance: misiwfonnation; lack of awareyess - B 5 5. | -
Men's attitudes toward women and work: men threatened by competing women; 5 2
women entering men's fields--working with men; men can't separate personal/ ) . ’
professional roles; don't .know how to deal with women in professional way; ‘
hostility; resentment; jealousy )
Women solicit: women ask for it/; women's dress, body language; false encouragement; 4 6
willing to get grades or other gain : .
Human behavior: it's natural; human nature; because there {s séx; biology; because 2 8.
there are two sexes; men and woren are different; it's part of male/female '
interactign T ’ ,
A difference of opinion: misunderstanding; uninjlpdéd; poor communication skills; men 2 6
T Tand women view _relationships, sex diffgrently; people not at ease with sexuality
- v , ' : -
17otal percentages exceed looxrbecause respondents could offer more than one reason, .
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[Sexual harassment occurs] because people think they can abuse
their power with impunity. ~ --female faculty member.

”~

On social approval and men's attitudes:

Social mores, In the past [sexual harassment] has been an ac-
cepted if not acceptable means of dealing with the opposite sex.

A --female staff member
[Sexual harassment occurs] because of the cultural bias toward
women as sex objects, -~female graduate student

. [

Sexual harassment is a long standing societal and cultural problem
[with roots] in sexual inequalities. The fault lies primarily
with men who view women not as.intellectual equals, but as sex
objects. Women are also at fault when they accept and tolerate
this treatment, --female staff member ' ‘

On sexual drive: .
Lust clouds judgement. --male graduate atuhent

Everyone has some interest jn the area of sex, and I suppose if
people do not control their sexual behavior, their drive could
manifest itself in such perverse ways as expecting a student to
grant them sexual favors. -~ --male undergraduate
£ . \ ‘ ~\
A Basic jungle sociobiology. --male faculty member

On human nature:
v

N . : \
Human nature, why ‘else? --male faculty member

It's an unavoidable part of male-female relationsnipsé-on]y~q

' foolish person would think that you could eliminate it,

| ' ‘ .  --male staff member
Meﬁ are men and women are different--it is pi?ficu]t to
intellectually override biology. --female faculty member

On a difference of opinion:

Men and women have different perceptions of sexual relationships--
- societal copditioning, etc., etc. What some zealots would label

- : harassment others would consider normal behavior. .
' - --male faculty member

Some of it is probablylnisuﬁgerstbod.'lf women wouldISay "that

- offends me" or "stop it, I don't like it" etc., some of the
Y . perceived harassment would stop, if .not most of it., - ‘
_ 7 . ’ ~ --male staff member

-




On "ge£t1ng away with 1t"€ | &

Hen think they can get away with it, and they enjoy the power,
women are embarrassed or -afraid to have it stopped.
--female professiona] school student o

1 suspect [sexual harassment occurs] because offenders feel that
they can get ‘away with it. 1In a hierarchical structure, "your
word against mine"-acts in.favor of those with the greater power,
generally. --female staff member CY AN

4

Perpetrators believé they will be able to act with impunity; i.e.,
.are immune to legal or social consequences of their acts.
: - --male faculty member .

- 0n the University environment: IR

Because there is so much pressure and competition here for good
‘grades that a lot of girls will do anything. The professors know
it and take advantage of it. --fema]e undergraduate - '
o

The University environment is somewhat sheltered and permissive in : - A
regards to social interactions. This atmosphere combined with the - S
authority held by some individuals over many others, and the
constant interactigon between students and faculty/administration-
staff creates a situation conducive to sexual harassment,

--female undergraduate

Other reasons: = : . ' . o

Women feel they have to put up with it-because they don't know how
to get around it, To try and stop it creates more problems than
“before. --fema]e undergraduate

’

_Because men feel inadequate .and insecure about themselves -and it
1s an ego boost for them to pick on someone and, .a woman
4 - constitutes an ‘easy target ‘--female undergraduate '

Arrogance Ynd ignorance. -T{emale staff member

a




© to -report their experience as a third-party incident.

- ’ B i (

Survey Results I:
Sexual Harassment Incidents

of Which Respondents Were Aware.

——

In the second section of the questionnaire, respondents were asked for
information about the sexual harassment experiences of other UC Davis people
which they personally knew about or had observed. These data wefre gathered
to supplement and compare with the information on respondents’ personal

‘experiences of sexual harassment, and to insure in advance that some data

concerning the effects, circumstances and characteristics of sexual
harassment at UCD would come from the survey, even .if very few or no
respondents claimed personal experience. It also allowed sexually harassed
respondents reluctant to report a personal experience as such on the survey

3

Respondents were first asked if they had “"eyer observed or personally
been aware of & situation where a UCD faculty'imember, staff person) or
student behaved in an unwanted, offensive sexual way towarg-another UCD
person." Since sexual behavior must have a negative impact’on the person
receiving the attention to constitute sexual harassment in the University's
definition, the replies to the follow-up questions of those respondents who

said "yes" to the above question ivé're*e?i'aiii‘l'rié‘gtfﬁH’Et“éi'ﬁiﬂfvheﬂrerrhﬂrﬂ“w;*‘t--trjfi

she knew of a case of sexual harassment. became clear that a few

respondents who said they were aware of .a case of unwanted sexual behavior

were not describing a case of sexual harassment, as defined by the
University. In reporting the proportion of respondents who knew of a sexual
harassment incident, and in subsequent analyses, the replies of these indi-
viduals are excluded. The responses excluded are from individuals who
reported: no negative effects on the person receiving the attention; consen-
sual sexual attention or a different form df  sex discrimination; incidents
that could have been sexual harassment but’ were highly unlikely to be such
(for example, an undergraduate bothering a peer or a student annoying a
professor)., - | o~ - ‘

'1f it were at~&ﬂi possible,that the.case a respondent described was
sexual harassment, it was included in the data below. The percentage of

excluded cases was relatively low for all groups except undergraduates: 43%

of women undergraduates and 89% of men undergraduates who reported unwanted

‘sexual behavior were not reporting incidents of sexual harassment.

Appendix F shows the percentage of excluded cases for each group.

Proportion of Resbondents Who Knew of a Sexual Harhéﬁment lncident ,

Twenty-six percent of women resp?ndents and lzx-of men respondents had
observed or were personal Ty aware of an incident of sexual harassment at

UCD. Table § shows-that faculty, staff and graduate/professional students -
were more likely to know of a sexual harassment incident than were

undergraduates, Staff men were more likely than other men to know of a
sexual harassment situation, ' '

-




“TABLE 5
" PERCENT ,OF RESPONDENTS
WHO HAVE OBSERVED. OR PERSONALLY BEEN AWARE
OF A SEXUAL HARASSMENT INCIDENT'AT UC DAVIS

— -
T y
i

RESPONDENT SEX ™

* RESPONDENT STATUS ' |

o, v Women Men
Faculty - 9% 18y
Staff 31 29 '
Undergraduates’ . .16 » 3 e

"' Graduate/prof. students 33 12

A1l respondents: 264 a2 toe
f ] |

bl
R

af
Only sexual harassment incidents involving UCD people are included in
the figures above, and although some respondents knew of several incidents,
the percentages reflect only one report . per respondent. Whether the same

incident was reported by more than one person could not be determined, and

since ,respondents were not asked to report incidents occurring within a set

period of time (other'than the years they have been at UCD), it cannot be
determined how current these incidents are, Finally, about 20% of the
intidents reported by women staff, 13% of those reported by graduate/
professiofkal students, 7% of ,those reported by faculty women and 3% of those

reported by undergraduates, appear to be personal experiences, not third- .

party incidents. -ﬁ_

L. N L
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Characte#\stics‘gidSeral Harassment -Incidents Respondents Knew About

LAY

Too few men uhhergraduates and men graduate/professional students knew
about an incident of sexual harassment to permit analysis of their responses
to the follow-up questions concerning the incident, Data on the effects and’

I A e 11

A
- ‘f [ LY

resolution of the incidents and the individaals involved are reported below .

only on men faculty and staff and on women,

Men were the harassors and women the victims in virtually all the

incidents respondents described. Among women respondents, 99% say men were

the harassors and 98% say women were the victims, - 0f the men respondents,
92% say men were the harassors and 88% say women were the victims., Of the

12% of men respondents who said men were the victims, most indicated the

harassor was a woman.

27
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Respondents most often 1dentif¥ the harassor as a faculty member in the
incidents they knew aboul. “As TabTe § shows, this was particuTarly true

Tor men and women faculty members and women students. Harassors who were
faculty members most often harassed graduate/professional school students.
Most staff women identify the harassor as either a faculty member or
professional staff person., Staff men most often name a professional staff
person as the harassor. Harassors who were professional staff members most
often .harassed other professional staff employees and clerical/blue collar
workers, : o ) )

TABLE 6

UNIVERSITY STATUS OF HARASSOR IN INCIDENTS
RESPONDENTS KNEW ABOUT ) .
(in percent of respondents who knew of an incident)

RESPONDENT STATUS

-

_ WOMEN- -~ o
HARASSOR _ Graduate/
STATUS AN " Under- prof, h
. Women Faculty Staff ~graduates students Faculty Staff
Undergraduate 0 0 o -0 0 0 21
.Graduate/prof, student 6% . 6% 1% 11% 10% 4% 2
Teaching/fesearch assistant 9 8 1 21 7 0 0
Medical jintern/ resident v 6 8 10 0 6 ); 5
Faculty member 45 . 63 37 46 56 82 26
Researcher : 2 . | 2 4 2 0 2
Professional staff person . 19 10 30 7 147 7 a7
Clerical/blue collar worker 9 . 3 15 4 5 0 16
Don't know - _ 4 1 3 8 0 0 0
Tota1 ¥ 100% 100% ¢ 100%  100% 100% .1008  100%
» . .
lColumns may not total 100% due to rounding. ) ’

ReSpondents most often identify the victim as a student or clerical/
blue collar worker In the incidents they describe. ~As Table 7 indicates,
uate

Faculty men and women and ‘women -grad\ 7pr?essiona] students most often
identify the victim as a ‘graduate/professional school student and say she
was harassed by a faculty member. Staff\men and women are most likely to.
name a clerical/blue collar worker as the victim. Clerical/blue collar
victims were most often harassed by professional staff persons.

% ' ’ : . .
*
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" TABLE 7
UNIVERSITY STATUS OF VICTIM IN INCIDENTS
RESPONDENTS KNEW ABOUT
, : (in percent of respondents who knew of an incident)

RESPONDENT STATUS ~
WOMEN - MEN

. = o Graduate/

VICTIM _ AN Under- . prof, .
STATUS .Women Faculty Staff graduates students Faculty Staff =
N .
Undergraduate . 40% 17% 11% 90% 28% 25% 12%
Graduate/prof., student 15 40 | 3 65 39 . 9
Teaching/research assistant - 2 ' 8 0 ~ 3 . 3 0 2
Medical intern/resident 0 : 4 0 0 1 0 0

. Faculty member. ) 3 7 4 0 ~ 1 4 0

. Researcher 0 3 0 0 0 4 2

" Professional staff person 17 13 .35 0 2 14 23
Clerical/blue collar worker 22 8 49 -0 0 14 42
Don't know 0 0 [ O 0 “ 0 0 7 .
Other ) 0 0 0 3 0 0 2

Totall: | 100% 1008 100%  100% 100% 100%  100%

~1Col umns may not total 100% due to rounding.

L)

F

Effects of Sexual Harassment Incidents Respondents Knew About

‘Respondents were asked to jdentify which of the effects listed on the
questionnaire and included in the University definition of harassment had
been experienced by the victim in the case they knew about. A majotity. of
the respondents report the unwanted sexual behavior of the harassor created
an intimidating, hostile or offensive environment for the victim. In

~addition, Table 8 shows that about a quarter to a third of the respondents

say that the harassor's behavior Junreasonably interfered. with the victim's:
performance, or that her job, instruction, opportunitites or performance’

evaluation depended on her reactlion to the harassor s overtures. A signifi-
cant proportion of men do’not know what effects the harassors behavior had
on the victim,

Many of the "other" effects on the victims which respondents described

were psychological ones: some minor (embarrassment, anger, annoyance); some
severe (diminished. self-esteem, depression, fear, loss of se]f—cOnfidence)
Some respondents say the sexual harassment interfered with the victim's

studies or work to the point where he or she dropped a course or program or

quit a job. . _ .

.....
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TABLE 8

‘ )
EFFECTS OF UNHANTtD SEXUAL BEHAVIOR IN INCIDENTS RESPONDENT? KNEW ABOUT
{in percent of respondents who knew of an incident

. B ’
- - v -

[

RESPONDENT STATUS

WOMEN - MEN - C el
' : ‘ 7 Graduate/ : o
EFFECT . Y VA B : Under- professional !
' women Faculty Staff graduates students Faculty  Staff
3 - Behavior created an 1nt1nidating, ; .
hostile or offensive environment . . .
for the person recei,ing the A . A L L S
attention _ _ 64% 76% ° 63% 56% 7% 52% 50%. IR
f i . . .
. Behavior unreasonably interfered ‘ !
with the performance of the . ) .
person receiving the attention 29 29 23 “\\h 35 v, 35 32 35
The person's job, instruction, ’ , .
opportunities or other University . ’ - »
activity depended, in some way, ' ' .
on whether he/she tolerated or =~ . L
»  fpejected this behavior 25 19 22 34 17 23 20 o
. . \\J
. The person's reaction to this
behavior was used in evaluating
his or her academic or work - : ) _
performance - t 23 19 20 3 16 16 22 “
Behavjor had another effect on the ; .
pei?bn receiving the attention ?
_besfides those listed above 14 | 22 14 10 16 10 17 ¥
] Pl
Do not know wgat, if any, effects i
there were On the person receiving ’ _ !
the atteption 13 13 15 14 . 8 _ 29 39

1¢olumns do not total 100% because respondents could check moré than one effect

=y
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Resdution of Sexual Harassment Incidents Respondents Knew About 2

. In reply to an:open-ended question about how the sexual harassment

situation was resolved, -respondents described various strategies used by the

« victims to try to end the harassment. The principal resolutions respondents

cited are shown in Table 9. Women respondents most often write that the

- -~ victim or a third party confronted the harassor, as the quotes below,
. TTustrate. — — . :

Chairman discussed problem with faculty member and he was

requested to stop this activity. --female faculty member . »

hl B ~

Person being harassed Stated éo individual that ‘she might have to

- let .others know of his conduct--he backed off! --female staff member
Spoke with person behaving in this manner to make him aware of the
situation and the problems he was creating. --female staff member

A Responde'nts sa 1%nor1ng, a-voiding or giving j__rLt_d the harassor was .
also a tactic that victims used, fo end the harassment._ Graduate/ _ 3
protessional womeﬁ‘were particularly TikeTy to cite this resBTdfkon. s '

/USually'nothing is said, because the offepsive conduct can be
construed as just.barely within the lines of appropriate behavior.
-~ Also, the importance of grades serves as an 1nhfﬁiting.factor.
" Women are reluctant to speak out for fear.of jeopardizing theipr _
ilass rank. But some female students, as a result, either don't
ake classes with a particular professor or avoid coming to his
office to ask questions about class work.

! . - --female professional school student

- -

> : -

About one in seven respondents.sa the situation was resolved when the
victim efther chose to or was force to change her empToyment or course of

—— S

study. . l, .

The student lost her research post--she moved .to another faculty
grant to dg research. --female faculty member

His secretary quit and 1'm sure that she is on a black list.

‘ ' . --female staff member -

. Student talked to offending TA and to professor of class but the
: . intimidating atmosphere finally led to her dropping -the class.

' : N . --female staff member s

*

+A significant proportion of the respendents say‘the situation they knew
about “was never resolved or that the harassment s sti11 continuing. - .-

-
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TABLE 9
RESPONSES TO THE OPEN-ENDED QUESTION:
“HOW WAS THE SITUATION YOU KNEW ABOUT RESOLVED?""
(in percent of women respondents who knew.of an incident) -
RESPONDENT STATUS
| . o WOMEN o MEN o
»‘ : : Graduate/ C .
RESOLUTION ’ ; A . Under- prof, »
/ Women  Faculty Staff graduates students | Faculty Staff
Hara;sor told to stop (by victim, 25k 240 - 29%  20% 22% T, ST
<by others, by chairman/ supervisor) _ , :
Victim put up with it; ignored, - 17 19 13 B 30 10 11
avoided harassor \ o . , . :
victim 1&ft job/UCD; changed major; ' 17 16 17 20 15 14 14 .
dropped class; quit; was fired; : -
stopped seeking professor's help ~
Wasn't/hasn‘t yet been resolved 16 6 15 25 10 19 25
Harassor left job/UCD, completed 5 14 8 0 3 19 7
program/degree P d _
.Marassor fired; reprimanded ’ 3 4 N 2. 5 -4 5 -7
victim filed grievance; topk legal : 3 3 - 0 2 0 Y
action : - :
Harassor gave up trying; apologized -2 3 0 '5 4 .5 -0
Othe? resolution - : 12 14, 12 - 10 10 19 . 18
Totall: | . 100% | 100%_ 100% - 100% 100% _ 100x  100%
1eo1umns may not total 100% due to rounding. >
-
A}
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. ;; | Survey Results IlI:
Personal Experiences of Sexual Harassment

. In the third section of the survey questionnalre, respondents were
asked whether they persona]]y had been sexually harassed at UC Davis and if

. ) so, to describe the circumstances surrounding the harassment, the ‘behavior . :
of the harassor’and its effects, and the resolution of the situation. ' .
Victims sexually harassed by more than one person were asked to answer the

. follow-up questions with the one most important or extreme experience in

mind, Too few men were sexually harassed to analyzé their responses to the ,
follow- -up questions .50 only the- experiences of women victims are described. -

Extent of Sexual Harassment Among Respondents

,

The idcidence rates reported below inclulle only those respondents who
were sexually harassed according to the University definition of sexual A o
. .. harassment. Whep asked 7T they had been sexually harassed at UC Davis, - - —
—v—— - -{here-were a few respondents who said they had whose answers to the follow- Tk
up questions about the nature of their experiences showed clearly that they
had experienced somethifig other than sexual harassment, as it is defined by
the University. These respondents typically described a type of sex dis-
- crimination other than sexual harassment, sexual attention which was not

v unwanted and/or which the respondent” said did not have a negative impact,
or a student-to-student or reverse power relationship that was clearly not
sexual harassment . ,

Some ‘women respondents for example, described a fight with a boy-
friend, verbal or physical assault by a stranger while walking; or failure
of the1r supervisor to promote qualified women. Men typically said they
were flattered by the sexual attention gr experienced no negative effects or L
that a woman student or staff subordinate had offered sexual favors. : -
Students often described a "pass" frqgm a peer or pressure from peers to date o
or have sexual relations. Table 10 shows the percentage of these re-
‘ - spondents, but their replies are not included in the incidence rates’ oru
) - subsequent data on victims' sexual harassment experiences.

- Incidence of-sexual'harassment at UC Davis

.One in sevén women respondents 13.5%) has been. Sexually harassed at UC
Davis. One Tn 100 men respondents (1.1%) has been sexually harassed at UC

A . Davis (TabTe 10). Among women respondents, 21.4% of. the staff, and 20.1% of

‘ the faculty, 16.5% o e graduate/professional students, and 7.34 of the

. undergraduates have"Been sexually harassed during their tenure at UC Davis,
. Some women victims had a different University status at the time they were 2
- harassed than they do now. Tables 10, 11 and 12 aré based on victims' L

current University status; Table 13 shows the victims' status at the time
they were harassed. Many women victims--especially undergraduates--did not
think of.or call their situation sexual harassment at the time it occurred.
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e | oA * TABLE 10

REPLIES TO: “WOULD YOU SAY YOU HAVE BEEN
SEXUALLY HARASSED AT UC DAVIS ACCORDING TO THE
[UNIVERSITY] DEFINITION...?" BY RESPONDENTS' CURRENT UNIVERSITY STATUS
(in percent of respondents)

o~

v o o - - - = — - — m— — - " - : Q o
o T o o oMWOMEN T | |
. L ' " L S _ Graduate/ -
- vy - . : . Under- - prof.
. . RESPONSE A1l women ..  Faculty - Staff graduates students
- - B d 7 . N - )
. YES. (Accoaoxns T0 o 5 | -
| UNIVERSITY DEFINITION)  13.5% 20,13 21.4% 7.3 16.5% :
Yes! 46 12,0 - - 9.5 0.5 6.8

"Yes, but didn t
think of it or
call it that at ~ - . '
.- the time 4.9 8.1 7.1 3.1 5.6

Yes, (but no fur- .
ther information) 4.0 0 4.8 3.7 4.1 LA
YES (BUT NOT ACCORD- o |
- ING TO UNIVERSITY — -~ = - L »
DEFINITION) = 3.0 - 0.6 - 0 5.3 . 2,0
NOT SURE 5.9 o 7.0 6.3 3.7 .
NO S I 79.3 71.6 81.1 R & T .
‘ ‘ | i
TOTAL RESPONSES 100% 100% 100% 1008 . . 100% ' S
. 7 o " n ’ . o ’
S~ e
. . Graduate/’ ) .
: , ' Under - prof. j
; RESPONSE . A1l men Faculty Staff graduates - students Loy
v ’ )
YES (Acconoxne T0 SR 3 - o 4
UNIVERSITY DEFINITION)  1.1% 0.6% Cp.an 0.8% 0.9% N
; YES (BUT NOT ACCORD- |
ING TO UNIVERSITY |
) DEFINITION) . 2.9 1.2 * 2.4 . 4.8 0
- i\ | __ - |
NOT SURE = 2:4 0.6 "31 2.4 2.8
NO | 93,7 97.6 92.0 92,0 96.3
TOTAL RESPONSES 100% 100%. 100% 100% 100% *

1these gprée-rows are sup-categories‘of YES, ACCORDING TO THE UNIVERSITY DEFINITION
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Most men who thought they had been sexdally harassed'had not, according
to the Universily definition of sexual hatassment. In these cases, the
respondent usually Said a subordinate woman tried to seduce him or offered
him sexual favors in exchange for something else, or said the woman's
behavior had no negative effects on him or was taken as a compliment.
Undergraduate men and women were more likely than other groups to report an
experience as sexual harassment that was not.

. While women faculty, staff and graduate/professional school students
combined  comprjse Tess than half [48%) of all women at UC Davis, they
comprise almost three-quarters (77%) of The women respondents who were
sexually harassed (TabTe 1T1), "Staff women, in particular, reported sexual

* harassment at a rate higher than their population representation (50% vs.

31%). 1In contrast, 52% of the UCD women are undergraduates, but of the

" sexually harassed respondents, 29% are undergraduates.

. 4
4

TABLE 11
DISTRIBUTION BY STATUS OF ALL UCD WOMEN VS.

SEXUALLY HARASSED WOMEN RESPONDENTS
‘ (in percent) '

UNIVERSITY | A1l UCD  Sexually harassed

STATUS | ‘ ’ women  women respondents
Faculty ' ’ 4% 6%
Staff 31 50 .
Undergraduates .Y 29 X
Graduate/prof. students: 13 16
Total: . 100% . 100%

A

Incidence rate and University status of victims
} y 5 ,

Faculty and staff women respondents'1n some occupations were more

1ikeTy to have been sexually harassed than others. Overall, one in Tive

facuTty and staff women have been harassed, but within these groups, the
incidence rate varies by occupation, as shown in Table 12. Women who are
currently interns/residents, professional researchers, or -managers/officials

are particularly likely to have been harassed at some point during their

careers at UC Davis.
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| . (f*; ~ TABLE 12 . | s

l " 'PERCENT OF FACULTY AND STAFF WOMEN RESPONDENTS
. | ~ WHO_HAVE BEEN SEXUALLY HARASSED AT UC DAVIS

" RESPONDENTS' CURRENT .
UNIVERSITY STATUS .. ... .. _ . , o -

I B : 2y
- . * Women faculty | | R 20.1%
 Full and associate professors/ | | i
lecturers with employment security 16%
Assistant professors/instructors , 17
Lecturers = o , - 13
Professional researchers/Specialists 31 - ’
Postgraduate researchers - 20 o '
Librarians _ B ' 6 - L -
- Medical interns/residents - 37 _ -
Other women faculty : ' : - - - o
Worien staff . o _— 21.0%
Managers/officials . - 28%
Professional staff . | _ .. .23 o
Technicidns - ' o 22 o
Office/clerical workers - o 20
L § X
7

~ Some women harassment victims now have positions in the Univers1t1
diffgment from the ones they held when they were sexually~-harassed, A third
of ‘ *VvIctims who are now facully were students or staff when they were
harassed. Ladder faculty, in particular, often were harassed when they were .
in positions of lower status than their current ones: as graduate/
professional students, interns or residents or lower- rank ladder faculty.
» Women who are now graduate and professional school students were most likely
to have been harassed as such but one-fourth were harassed when they were SR
undergraduates or staff members. 'Virtually all staff and undergraduate .
women victims had the same general University status at the time they were R
harassed as at the time they responded to the questionnaire., -Table 13 o
summarizes the women's University status at the time of harassment. .

", .
Vot

3
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TABLE 13 o

UNIVERSITY STATUS OF WOMEN SEXUAL HARASSMENT
VICTIMS AT TIME OF HARASSMENT .
- (in percent of women victims)

- VICTIMS' CURRENT STATUS e
) o - o : ' Graduate/ ST
"VICTIMS' STATUS ' : Under - prof.
AT TIME OF HARASSMENT R Faculty Staff ~graduates  students
) — — ' — . . &
Faculty 6% 3 SO ) S | 1 T
Staff o 3 95 0 7 L
Undergraduates - , 3 3 100 18
Graduate/professional students 27 | -0 0 74
; , | | ‘»;1_ . .
foaf 1008 100% 100% 100%
- 1 , | - . |
1cor1umns may not totéfgi%oz due to rounding. , | ‘ | | ',,fﬁ

Incidence rate and Uniyersjty_locatfdn'gi_vicfims

< Victims' University location at the time they were sexually harassed is .
related to their University status at the time, Faculty and staff victims - = = .~
‘were found In the professional schools and undergraduate colleges, at the

Medical Center, and in the 1ibrary. Student victims were located in the.
undergraduate colleges, graduate division and professional schools.

Comparing the location of women victimg at the time they were harassed- - ~+}
with The Tocation of all women shows that some campus Tocations have dispro- .
portionately more sexual harassment victims (TabTe 14), Among faculty vy

portionately more sexual harassment victims, while the Colleges of Agri-
cultural and Environmeéntal Sciences and Letters and Science show dispro-
portionately fewer victims. These proportions vary, ‘however, Ry the. faculty
members' particular status. Among women who were ladder. faculty when they
were harassed, 36% were in Agricultural and Environmental ‘Sciences, 27% in-
Law, and 27% at UCDMC.. Most faculty researchers were located either in
Veterinary Medicine (53%) or in Agricultural and Environmental Sciences
(20%), while almost all itnerns and residents (91%) were at UCDMC..

women, the choo1‘of::;§r1nary Medicine and the Medical Center have dispro-

_ Comparing the: location of women staff victims with the location of all
: staff women reveals that the College of Letters and Science has dispro- e
" . portionately more sexual haragsment victims; UCDMC has disproportionately S
fewer. Like faculty, these proportions vary for staff of different B
statuses.. Among managers, none of the victims was located in Letters and
Science, the Graduate Division, .or the campus administration, Among .pro-
fessional staff victims, 7% were located in Letters and Science; 43% at
’ UCDMC. Among women who were office/clerical workers at the time they ‘were
harassed, 32% were located in Letters and Science, : ’ :

| 37 43 o
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| TABLE 14 | )
VICTIMS' UNIVERSITY LOCATION AT TIME OF HARASSMENT
VS. ALL WOMEN'S UNIVERSITY LOCATION _
. | UNIVERSITY STATUS!
‘ 4 L Y Graduate Professiona)
Faculty Staff Undergradyates Students Students
UNIVERSITY . S | | M) M AN S e
LOCATION : + Victims women Victims women  Victims women Victims women  Victims women S0
College of Agricultural & o ) ' v
Environmental Sciences 12% 21% 9 8% . 26% k}} ) 0 0 0 0 N
: *
College of Engineering 0 1 0. 1 o~ 5, 0 0 0 ] L
‘ College of Letters 8Sct. 2 29 - 17 , 5 M 89 0 0 0 0
Graduate Division 0 0 7 1 0 0 100%°  100% 0 0
School of Ad'ninis\tration 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3% 2%
%ho/of of Law 9 5 0 1 o .0 o o 19 32 e
School of Medicine 5 6 171 0 0 0 0 a2 32
. - School of Vet. Medicine 14 5 10 5 0 0 0 0 36 34
UC Davis Medical Center 51 23 1 . 54 0 0 o 0 0 0
Shields Library or branch 5 T 7 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 )
Organized Research Unit 0 L o0 2 0 o o 0o 0 0 |
University gxt;\sion 0~ 0 0 1 0 0’ 0 0 0 0 '
Campus Administration 4 - 0 - 1§ 8 0 0 0 0 0 0
Student Affairs 0. 0 4 9 0 0 0 0 0 0 !
Physica) Plant | o o o 1 0 0 0 0 0 0
Total3; 100%  100% 100% - 100% 100%  100% 100¢  100% 100% 100%
lyictims' status at the time of harassment. - - o
victims' location at the time of harassment ' N ’ - e
3Columns may not to¥al TOUOY due to rounding . e
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- Awong professional school students, disprodortibnately more victims are

: enfolled in the. School of Medicine; fewer are in the School of Law. Of the

42% of professional school victims who were medical students, 31% were
actually at UCDMC when they were harassed; only 11% wfre physjcally at the
School of Medicine. | X -
_ | S, . _ B '
Among undergtgduate‘vict1ms,-disproport1ondtely more are in the College

of Letters and Sctence, but the number of undergraduate victims on which

this distribution by location is based is quite small.

Recency of sexual harassment. incidents

Respondents‘ﬁere not asked to limit fheir.reports of a personal
experience of sexual harassment to a fixed time frame, so the incidence

rates shown in Tables 10 through ]2 are cumulative over time. - Most victims

however, reported-on an experience of sexual harassment ' that ‘occufred

uring the three academic years prior to the administration of the surve
1157§§86‘fﬁr0ugﬁ 1981/82). ‘Twelve percent of faculty victims, 16% of sfaT¥
victims, none of the undergraduates, and 5% of graduate/professional student
victimg indicated they were being sexually harassed at the time the survey

was administered (April 1982), Many women say the sexual harassment had

~ continued over two or more years; only the most recent time period is

%

reported in Table 15.

TABLE 15

ACADEMIC YEAR OF -VICTIMS' SEXUAL HARASSMENT EXPERIENCES
(in percent of women victims)

ACADEMIC YEAR

VICTIMS' CURRENT | | | 1978-79 or i
UNIVERSITY STATUS 1981-82 1980-81 1979-80 earlier Total
All women Ceo28% - 30% o 21% 20% 100%
Faculty 40 T 6 .2 33 100%
staff 21 32 22 . 25 ~100%
Undergraduates . 29 43 14 14 100%

g

Graduate/prof. students . 46 =~ 21 26 7 100%
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Perpetrators of Sexual Harassment

In the specificl individual cases women victims d scF?be in detail 1n
the questionnaire, all the harassors were men. Abou§ halt of

women victims have been .sexually harassed at UCD'F! more than one man.
Undergraduates are most TikeTy to have been harassed Just one man (67%);
staff women were most likely to have been harassed by two or more men (61%).

Faculty men were the'harassors in 61% of the personal experiences of _
sexual harassment "women respondents describe, Staff men were the harassors . = %
Tn 37% OF the harassment experiences; students were the. harassors in 2% of :
the cases. In comparison, faculty and staff men comprise 14% and 19%,
respectively, of the total population of UC Davis men; the remaining 67% are

students, Most women who were faculty or students at "the time were harassed -
by faculty men; a majority of staff women were harassed by staff men. . L
Table 16 = compares the status of the victims with the status of the 3 :
harassor. , ‘ - L R :

TABLE 16 | Bk

VICTIM STATUS BY HARASSOR STATUS
' AT TIME OF HARASSMENT
~(in percent of women victims)

J. , :
- HARASSORS'. STATUS -
. , e , ~ _Graduate/
VICTIMS' | L Under- prof.
STATUS . ‘ Faculty Staff graduates  students Total
' L .
Faculty o 86% - 16% 0% 0% 100% __
Staff | ' 40 57 0 2 100%
‘ Undergraduates 95 -4 . 0 0 '100% T
' Graduate/prof. students 77 20 3 ‘ 0', - 100% - g
AN victims: 61y 37% . 1% 1008
- . Ful] and associate professors and lecturers with employment securit!
IR were responsible for much of the sexual harassment'perpetrate aculty on

other faculty or on staff. Among women victims, of the ladder taculty, L
48Y of the interns/residents, 57% of the researchers, 40% of the staff
managers and 29% of the office/clerical staff were harassed by full or
associate professors or lecturers with employment security. Data at this

. level of detai) are not available on victims who were undergraduate or
graduate/professional students at the time. .

Harassors were of all a es. N1neteen percent were in their twenties,
24% in their thwrties. Zﬁi'i eir forties and 23% in their fifties.

A
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‘ ~Seven in-ten women 71% were harassed by a man with a higher status
[ * position than their own (TabTe . . Undergraduates were‘mosf'of%en harassed
i by their teachers {7%), as were graduate/professional students (61%).

Staff victims were most often harassed by supervisors (31%) and co-workers
(33%); faculty victims by senior or supervising faculty (40%). .

Relationship Between Harassors and Victims NNt

. © TABLE 17

e " OFFICIAL AND PRIMARY RELATIONSHIP
, BETWEEN HARASSORS- AND VICTIMS
(in percent of women victims)

HARASSOR'S RELATIONSHIP TO VICTIM ‘,zj
L ‘ - — ‘ T
Superior . | - " 71% - .
i : Teacher, major_advisor, department chair-i 28 ‘ .fé
- Supervisor, department head, employer 27 )
Senioc faculty or staff person (without
direct authority) . .16
@ , - L
. . Peer/other ‘university individual 29%
\\ Co-worker, colleague 19
’ a A University employee. (no work/academic
relationship) - ’ 9

Employee or studerit 1

k-

-

Behavior of Harassors

v Of eleven kinds of unwanted sexual behavior 1isted on the question-
naire, sexual comments, jokes and questions and sexuall ’Eﬁggestive 100ks
and gestures were experienced by three-quarters ofifﬁe:ﬁarassment victims
Table 18). About half the victims report tHe harassor pressured them for
dates or sex or deliberately touched them in a sexual manner. Twelve percent
of the women report the harassor attempted sexual relations or sexual
assault,

S } ‘ : - . - .
S Although the behaviors in Table 18 are generally listed in order from

S least to most severe, it.i% important to recognize that each of these -
: “behaviors can range from minor to.very serious in .nature. Sexual touching,-

for example, may take the form of a harassor "accidentally" brushing against

a victim or pinning the victim against the wall., Extreme behaviors, such as

N sexual assault or unwanted sexual relations, by definition, are very

* serious. - o _
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TABLE 18

7. SEXUAL BEHAVIORS EXPERIENCED BY VICTIMS .
\ BY -TYPE OF BEHAVIOR '
(in percent of women victimsl)

[}

TYPE OF BEHAVIOR ..

Unwanted_display-of'pornooraphic pictures,
posters, cartoons or other materials - 17%

Unwanted sexual jokes o;,comments about your gender 74

Unwanted sexual jokes, suggestions, comments
or questions about you, your physical attributes

or- appearance - , 73
Unwanted sexually suggestive looks or gestures A
Unwanted letters, phone calls, or visits 37 .
Unwanted pressure for dates, lunch, cocktails ' 48
Unwanted direct or indirect pressure for sexual '
activity with you 52
Unwanted and deliberate sexual touching N . - 54

( .

Attempted sexual relatwons or attempted sexual

assault : 12
Sexual relations - ’ B | 9

Sexual assault ' . | ‘ 3

1Percentages do not total 100 because respondents could mark
more than one type of behavior,

- 1

More than other women, graduate/professional students say the harassor
joked or remarked about their appearance or looked or gestured at them in
sexually suggestive ways. Along with faculty women, they were-less likely
to have received jetters, ‘calls or visits gr.-been pressured for dates.
Undergraduates were less likely than other victims to have experienced

personal remarks or suggestive looks or gestures or to have had sexua1

relations with the harassor, |
S
Only a few of the sexual harassment cases were one- time incidents,

Seventy-nine percent of The victims say the harassment occurred as a series

of incidents over time, 1he repet
evident Tn the women's reports of the frequency of. the harassor's behavior,

Most women sa ﬁ the behaviors they experienced occurred several times or many

Eimes “ ble

This was true for aTT’txpes of behavior.

ve nature of the harassment Ti% also -
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TABLE 19

. \ .. - .
FREQUENCY OF HARASSOR BEHAVIOR
(in percent of women victims)

o - -

\

N FREQUENCY
TYPE OF _ IR - ~ Several Many  All the
BEHAVIOR! | . o .~ Once  times times time Total?2
__ Sexual pictures . 30%  53% 6  11%  100%

- Sexual remarks about women 14 39 30 16 100% N
Sexual remarks about you . 9 42 Y 7 _100% o
Suggestive looks, gestures T4 44 L A L S

. . " - Y
Letters, calls, visits Too.n 49 41  -- - 100% .
Pressure for dates 17 -~ 43 40 -- 100% -
Pressure for sex .36 - 42 22 -- 100% - R
Sexual tpuching a 31 .38 30 1 100% e
N | Tho | | - o
Attempted sexual relations 18 82 - 29 - 100%
Sexual relations . _ - 37, 34 30 -- - 100% .
- Sexuval assault coe == 71000 - -- 100% - C

',

- Rows may not total 100% due to rounding. | ‘

AY

1 Descriptors are abbreviated; refer-to Table 18 for full text.

N

»
£

In addition to indicating which of the eleven 1isted behaviors they had
experienced, women were asked in an open-ended question o describe in their
own words how the harassor expressed sexual interest in them. ~ Many women e

note he did so 1n several ways, Forty-two percent of The victims say the v

harassor embraced, kissed or otherwise touched them.

He puts his arm around many women in the department; squeezing,- -
rubbing, sometimes a type of caressing even. He does it in.a
. Joking way, and usually in front of others--you feel "tested" and
put on the spot. .It seems like no big-deal, but it bothers us all.
--staff member ° “ :
(

He touched me, looked me up ahd down, came too close, hugged me. . , .-,<¥fé

- * --staff member . .

Hig tactic is to press up next to you and-practical]} force your . g

facg to be next to his in the elevator [and various rooms]. Once ' _ s
.in pis office he also started out ijing me a brotherly hug that o
he /kept going! --graduate student

. . . . ~
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At first, [1t] was expressed as seemingly friendly gestures such
as an arm around the shoulders and a quick hug, also verbal
greetings such as "hello beautify)," or "hello honey." _These
verbal greetings progressed to dir,é jokes and eventually an open
invitation to. sleep with him. Lvkewise the friendly gestures
became actual fondling of my breasts and buttocks. --undergraduate

About a third of the victims (35% ! the harassor made sexual '

‘comments or'?nnuendoes anut fhem or about women- in general

He made repeated comments about my appearance, sexual innuendoes

by the score, and consistently took my gender into account when it

had no bearing. Example: 1 asked for advice on how to get into a
particular profession. His suggestion was: “Wear the dress

'you‘re wearing to the interview."j Period --undergraduate

[He was] constantly asking me to come to his office locking'the
door, asking for my phone number, making sexual comments, and
asking if he could come-over. --undergraduate

He did not express sexual interest in me directly, but suggested

‘and spread rumors that I was having an affair with another faculty.

member with whom -1 worked. [He called] me "nicknames"-with sexual
implications. It was done in a light and "kidding" manner but was
done in front of other people and was extremely embarrassing to me

at the time. --professaonal school student

’

AY

Near[y quarter of the women §231[ were 1nvited for dates or other
activities; B8Y were airectly progos B )

ned.

He was very direct. He said that he wanted to have a sexgaf

‘relationship with me. He was also very attentive; he asked me to

lunch frequently, called often, dropped by. -'faculty member

‘He commented about my jeans being rather tight and then suggested

1 come up to his office sometime. When I asked: "“what about?",
he replied, "you know." --grad?%te student _ ,

'He waited for me to be alone in a large filing room with narrow’

aisles and cornered me in one of the aisles while he talked about
wanting to go out with me and have intercourse. While talking, he

~attempted to touch me. --undergraduate

)

 He invited me for dates, weekends suggested sexual activities,

A \ --undergraduate

- K F)
The professor did not push physically or verbally., He put down
the circumstances (grade dependent on behavior) and left 1t at
that. - --undergraduate | : .

Fourteen percent of the women mentlon that the harassor stared at them

10%

note he asked personal questTan

or looked them up and down; 12%%say he T1irted and told offensive jokes;
! bout their marital status, for example).
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Vi;tim Re;ponse to Sexual Harassment 6nd Harassor Persistence

Séventy-%hree percent of the women-victims made it known to the

» harassor that his sexual advances -or Tnnuendoes were unwelcome. In 70% of .
the cases where the harassor was made aware his behavior-was unweTcome, he
persisted Tn that behavior (Table 20). Undergraduates were Tess Tikely than
others to have'made it clear the attention was unwanted. Harassors who
learned their behavior was offensive werg more likely to stop if their
victims we-e faculty members or ‘graduate/professional students than if they
were staff workers or undergraduates.

- |
_ TABLE 20 *

\ PERCENT OF VICTIMS WHO TOLD HARASSOR' TO STOP
- AND HARASSORS NHO)PERSISTED

Victims who made harassor Of harassors made aware their
aware his behavior was - ‘behavior was unwanted, percent
unwelcome - : of those who persisted
A1l women 73% 70%
Faculty 65 57
Staff ° 19 : ' 68
Undergraduates ) 57 : 100
Graduate/prof. students’ 78 . 56 N

Among the women who made the harassor aware his behavior was unwelcome
(73%),73% say they verbally told the harassor to stop. Among these, 27% note
that they confronted the harassor and were very straightforward and clear in
their dislike, 7% mention that they wWere diplomatic or subtle in their
approach (often asking rather than telling the harassor to stop), and 39%
gave no indication of their attitude., : .

I'told him I do not'§0cia1jze with people (men) 1 work with in a
supervisory situation. He thought this was a challenge, so he
persisted.’ --faculty member ‘ ‘

When he did not pick up on my subtle hints that I was not .
interested, I told him I would inform his wife regarding his
behavior, --staff member : ' N
A group (3) of the women in the office finally openly confronted
the supervisor and informed him that we wanted him to stop it
immediately. --staff member -

' 51
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l made it clear that the attention I got at work should be baSed :
on my performance as a staff member and not whether I was a "good X!
~ looking" addition to the office. 1 let him know that although his ;
comments and actions could be considered ambiguous,| I took them -
perSonally and felt uncomfortable with that sort of attention in a
work environment, He cut back a bit, but never really let up. My
reaction certain]y didn't change his behavior to othpr women.
7
- | --staff member ;
D val I asked him not to kiss me; [told him] that 1 didn't appreciate
it. He'd act as if he' d lost his memory--I'd told him ,
consistently to leave me alone. Verbal and physical (pulling away
from him) response on my part weré not understood or reSpected . s -
B T -ty member

> | confronte him, saying it was obvious to observers what was
happening an it would hurt beth of our careers. '

#* ) ) S --graduate student
’ T P

-

Twenty-nine percent of ‘the women victims who made the harassor aware
his attention was unwanted did so Indirectly, by  avoiding or ignoring him.
Tome -wom@n _combined this approach with tel g'%%e rassor to stop or other
methods. Undergraduates were parttcularly {inclined to use this tactic: 67% - R
say they avoided ‘or ignored the harassor. Graduate and professional school :
students were more 1ikely (83%) to tell the harassor to stop than were other
women,bput were less likely (13%) to avoid or 1gnore the harassor,

I'm ashamed to admit that 1 just ‘squirmed free. _tried to,laugh it_ ,,amda,e,ae;:
off and began avoiding him. 1 was trying to earn my MA and didn't ’ o
want him to fail my exam! .--graduate student .

Initially 1 did not recognize he advances as sexual assault, and
, rejected them in the same mannel as I would if they had been from s
- T a peer, After this continued for some time I avoided contact as
- much as possible. --undergradyate a _
1 expressed annoyance and, 1n general totally ignored his
comments (in a pointed way) 1 wish. ] d been more direct
but..Nive and Tearn, --undergraduate

. Ten pgrcent of ‘the women who made the harassor aware his behavior was
unwanted %ix they acted as 1T the behavior was a Joke. jFacu1ty women were
e (2173

most 17k to use this approach.

First I pretended not to understand then treated him as if he was

only joking, then wouldn't speak to him for a period of time until

" .. he apologized. After he apologized he would behave in a . R
professional manner for a few weeks, then start again. : s

--staff member - L

] pretended that he was joking (perhaps he was) and said I was 7
rather busy right then. In other words, I played dumb. .
o a . : © --graduate student

’ 3 * o o
c - o $
. . .. -
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I joked back at first-(uncomfortablyl%, then just didn't respopd;
would walk away. ~-professional school student .

Of the harassed women who did not tell the harassor to stop (27%), 20% °

say they were Too upset or uncerfain or Telt powerless, 25% didn't want to
make a scene, espec§a|| “in Tront of others, 31% weren't Sure how to handle
the situation, "and 20% feared retal7ation or the Rarassor's power. Faculty
women were mosd Tikely To cite the harassor's power as a deterrent (43%);
staff did not want to "rock the boat” or be viewed as "spoilsports" (50%).
Undergraduates and graduate/professional students cite .their dependence on
the harassor, especially for grades. Graduate/professional students also
—note—they were-too—intimidated; 3 )

I was scared_hhd theré were a lot of people around. --staff member
I was intimidated and uncertain how to respond. It could h;?b"
been considered "flattery" rather than harassment,

--graduate student

I did not [te]l him to stop] because he was a professor and I was
a student and didn't believe I had the "right" to tell him to
stop. I tried ignoring the comments and the gossip, denying the

allegations when presented to me by “friends.”
--professional school student

Tell a prbfessor of his 1mbortance to shove it? Come on!
' . --graduate student
I didn't know how to'react. '--undergraduaté

o~
-

Coercion and Reprisal

Two-thirds of the undergraduate victims, 9% of the faculty victims, 26%
of the staff victims and 7% of the graduate/professional school victims say
the harassor directly or indirectly offeéred them something he thought™ the)
would want to have in return for sexual attention from them. The promise p¥
Job promotion or a better grade were the most common inducements; gifts,
trave], dates, sex, and assistance with work or research were also

mentioned,

-

help with class. --undergraduate
‘ 1

get tenure, etc.).
. B ‘ )

--faculty member

47

I didn't even realize what was héppeningfat fihst--[he] offered outside

The implication was that I would be taken care of (would be promqted,'




~ Thirteen percent of the women victims report the harassor, prior to
expressing sexual interest, had done Something for them that he thought

| wouTd make them Teel sexually obligated. Assistance with work was most

"the harassor w

often mentioned, but victims were sometimes unsure whether helpfulness was
linked to later sexual attention.

He worked extensively on my project--more than called for under
the circumstgégfs. --graduate student |

He had secured a T.A. for me at an unusual time of year but this

was never referred to at the time of the “sexual situation.”

: T --graduate student ,

e . . . v

It is unclear [whether he wanted me“to feel sexually obligated]

since incidents began occurring about the same time as he hired me

research assistant, and after I received an award for the top

grade in his class, ] don't really think he intended for me to
fee]l obligated. --professional school student

o~

. In 131 of the cases, the harassor threatened or implied reprisal if the
victim d7d not cooperate. MostXgommon were threats of job termination or -
denial of premotion. Says a staff member up for promotion:

.

I was told that since I didn't want him as.a friend I could call
another person who had applied for the job and tell her she was

~hired.,
Ah undérgradué%e whose grade was lowered due to her refusal says:

It was implied that if I cobperatéd, we would both get what we wanted.

Reprisal occurr® in 58% of tke cases where it had been threatened and
in 1% of cases where 7t had not been threatened. Uverall, 193 of the
harassed women gg* The harassor took action -against them. Wost commonly,

ould not cooperat?wm Tcti

N ‘ e victim, excluded her from
professional activities, distan d himself, or stopped effectively.
supervising.; Victims also note th

. received poor performance evaluations
Jow grades; and were terminated, or defiied promotion. Harassors sometimes

' spread negative rumdrs about the victih, tried to ruin her reputation, or

made negative comments to her supervisor,

I was.excluded from professional meetings, and from contact with
visiting professionals (i.e. by not allowing me to know about
professional opportunities due to breakdown of communications).

: - --faculty member : '

 He gave me a poor letter of recommendation; in the past'ge had
“ ".written very positive ones. He made negative comments to a mutual
" supervisor regarding my work. --faculty member .

N

N
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My job was subsequently taken over by the next person he decided
to have an affair with, .-faculty member ™

- wy

He stopped effectively supervising us [women in the office], by
keeping his dealings with us to a minimum. Bad appraisals
. followed  when excellent ones had been received in the past
. --staff member

[He sent] 1etters'telling me 1.had problems! -~staff member.
[1. experienced) cold, unfriend]y distancing by him. --staff member

I didn' t get the job and he told the new person I was hard to get
o a]dng with and other negative~comments. --graduate student -

[I received] my lowest grade in his class--[I'm] not sure if there
is a correlation. --professional school student

[1 had] no further access to this faculty member.
_ --graduate student

Though 1ndirect “the result was that he did not cooperate readily
when something needed to be done which often made my Jjob much more
difficult. ~ --undergraduate ,

[I lackedJwassigned work--1 was in a paid-by-the- hour position--as °
well as the later implication to release me during a 6-month trial
period when 1 achieved staff status.

‘ '--undergraduate and then staff member

" Effects gn_victimsdgfrﬂarassor,Behavior

Asked to check which of four general types of effects they had -

experienced, victims most often said the harassor's behavior created an

‘Tnt1midatin9k hostile or offensive environment. Une-fourth of the women say

the behavior affected their performance; one-fourth also say their b or

instruction depended on tolerating the behavior (TabTe 2 ‘Ondergr uaf’

vict1ms were espec1a11"11ke1y to say their performance was affected but
rone say their compliance with or rejection of the harassor was used in

evaluating their performance. “Other" effects noted by victims were

primarily psycho]ogical ones: embarrassment, anger, fear, intimidation, and
stress. : S ' ’

o

i




TABLE'21 } ‘

EFFECT OF HARASSORS'’ BEHAVIOR ON YICTiMS
“{in percent of women victims

B T
%

. - V VICTIMS' STATUS _
© Al T ' ; Graduate/
N - _ o Al | | Ur\d*v prof.
EFFECT - , Women Faculty , Staff graduate students
Created an intimidating, hostile | -
or offensive environment, 68% 89% 69% 43% 87%
Unreﬁsohgblyiintenfered with , , | :
victim's performance ) 26 16 21 43 30
Victim‘sﬂjob, instruction, oppor-
tunities or other University ' o
activity depended, in some way, 24 18 25 28 17
* on whether she tolerated or , o R L

rejected the attention : o -
victim's reaction tolthe attention '
was used in evaluating her 15 19 20 -0 13
academic or ‘work performance g
Other effect _ 21 6 27 14 19

Ycolumns do not total 100% because respondents could mark more than one
effect.

T

Academié, professional- and work‘effects

Asked to describe 1n their own words the academic or work- related
consequences of sexual harassment, 43% of the victims write that the
harassment reduced their work efficiengx and effectiveness, Ted to poor

performance evaluations or termin‘fion or weakened their interest and

ambition.

It made me angry, defensive and hostile, leading to a pbor
evaluation of my performance by him, --faculty member

[It was] difficult to maintain necessary communicqmion with h1s
office; [1] wasn't taken ser1ous]y by him,’ ‘—-staff member

a

I am indecisive about my job now; tasks andlnotives are second-
guessed and take more time, I make efforts to protect myself and
take fewer risks. --staff member _




| : *
I try to avoid having to deal with the person and am not always
able to get work done in an efficient manner, --staff member
My job grew less and less meaningful, I felt incompetent.
~--faculty member e

It really got in the way of the work I wanted to do; time was
~wasted on innuendo, etc, My work reputation may have suffered
since my productivity was certainly reduced. --staff member

I believe I will never be able to move up the ladder to a

supervisor position, T feel because I didn't give in I wasn't

given any responsibility and never will be., --staff member

- Forty percent of the women victims note their discomfort with the
situation: embarrassment, uneasiness, tension, frustration, pressure and
nervousness--in general or with specific reference to working with the

harassor--are common outcomes.

I got tense and couldn't think straight. --staff member

1 was hesitant to enter work area where this person was. 1 found
(his behavior] distracting and an irritant, --staff member

[It was an] embarrassment to continue working in the office which
he frequented. --staff member -

[1 experienced] nervousness, fear of confr&ﬁtation; and fear that
.he might make a scene o ke everything personally and ruin our
work relationship., --staff member

Harassed faculty (41%) and graduate/professional students (57%)
describe academic consequences.” Studen®s felt precluded from taking classes

trom the harassor, seeking his assistance and advice or developing a -

collegial relationship. Some note their academic progress was hampered.
taculty and students both say tension and worry interfered with their
studies, concentration, and cJassroom competence. Twenty percent of the
harassed graduate/professional women are fearful of working late or alone in
laboratories or offices, , | | . |

4

1 experienced a prob]gm\ﬁoncehtrating dn my wﬁiting and spent many .
hours talking to others regarding ways to stop this assaylt.'’
: , --faculty member '

I became cynical about what tenure actually meant, --faculty member

| [1 was] genera]ly uncomfortable in my office because he would stop
-by unexpectedly--1 tended to avoid wdtking there, --faculty member

It was difficult to go to 1ab knowing that he was there. It was
difficult to concentrate on the work being done. .
‘ --professional school student

! ) e ) ) ' ,'-" ‘\\-. .
- | o7
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51 was] uncomfortable, and. unable to ask for assistance from him ¢
 for some time thereafter. Since he was chairman, this made. several '
aspects of graduate life difficuit --graduate student

[I was] afraid to go into the 1ab at night, especiaily iate when
the building was empty. 1 tried to not be seen by him.
: : --graduate student \‘ '

[1 was] intimidated “and eventually completed the minimal work to
pass the course, but never completed the project to the publishing
stages S0 that my contact was not extensive. --graduate student

I am precluded (by my choice) from taking further classes from

him, --professional school student

It interfered with class work and was an emotional strain.
--undergraduate

"] didn't. get the help I needed (i.e., major advising) because it
would have involved putting up with all those comments. So I~
generally stayed away. --undergraduate

1 did not go to class. --undergraduate

R

Fourteen percent of the victims note secondary effects from the

harassment: uncooperativeness on the part OT the harassor's associates, co-.

workers' mistrust due to perceived favoritism by the harassor, the spread of

__gative rumors, and a wariness about work rei fonships with men.

I have resolved it but I am still’ suspicious of close work
retationships with men., --faculty member

Other male faculty refused to work®with me. [1] feel alienated
from academic work. --graduate student

[l experience] discomfort with the other ‘members of my department,
which does affect my ‘progress. --graduate student *

My refusal was seen by the men...as "bitchiness" on my part and
as a result I got little cooperation or assistance when I needed
it most. This made my JOD a lot harder. --undergraduate v S

[1 am] extremeiy apprehensive about working with male co-workers. o
--staff member _ _ * SN

e | 52 Ky ,> ‘ . a » : :_fv;;j:“
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. Psychological effects

Sexual harassment produced range of psychological reactions from the
victims. When asked to describe in their own words the personal and
emotional effects the harassor's behavior had on them, 3 37% of the women said
they Telt angry, disgusted and resentful.

7

[1 experieneed no effects]) extept nger and resentment both at
- that person and myself for having no/means to stop the comments,
--facdlty member

* [I felt] frustration and anger t/being treated as an object.
' : -staff member

He made me feel angry and hamiliated
v --staff member
\ \'

It makes me very angry with myself that I allow this person to
intimidate me. I am not afraid of losing my job but obviously I
‘am not assertive enough to put him in his place. At the same
fime, the actions, comments\are not so blatantly offensive to
onlookers and,” usually catch me by surprise. It's obvious I have
to deal with this. --staff member -

[1 felt] anger, annoyance, guilt, hostility'and resentment for
having to deal with the problem in the first place.
' --undergraduate

.1 felt used; I felt 1ike a thing, as ‘though the only thing that

. would have qua]ified me for the job would have been to "please"
him in some way. Now that I look back 1 feel frustrated and
angry. --undergraduate F P

/ d . . )

ime. 1 also felt sorry for him

1 was angry and disgusted at the
as a person. --undergraduate
- 1 felt more angry than fearful., 1 guess I thought he would never
do anything violent or uncoftrollable, and I felt no hesitation
about calling the campus polfce if an uncontrollable situation did
‘arise. --undergraduate

=¥

[I was] angry at not being télenAseriously as a scholar. I was
' treated merely. as a young gir --graduate student

_ A third of the harassed women note they were embarrassed uncomfortable
and upset §if'ﬁe harassment.

QE felt the need to try anything to keep from being alone with him,
My skin would crawl just thinking about him and I lost an enormous
amount of respect for him even though he was outstanding in his
Jield, --staff member : |

59
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It upset me for 01te a while and made me angry that 1 was put in
that position, Also I felt odd that it had not happened to any of
my female co-workers and therefore why was | singled out?

, .;V--staff member

[1 felt] disgust at his 14ck of discretion and “professionalism.”

[1t] makes me uncomfortahle to see him in the halls. Generally,
--professional school student | B

Twengl-two percent of the victims mention the harassment caused
tension, anxiety, and*Sfress.

I developed anxiety. I was also shocked and embarrassed. 1 was
concerned that I had brought it on, that I was to blame.
_ ' --faculty membe{

[It caused] confusion 1n my personal life and a general emotional
tension, especially because this is someone I will be working with
\ for at least another year, since he is my thesis advisor, It is
very difficult to react well to,a "seduction.,” .It is not a
"direct” threat, nor:is it a cold bargain. In some ways it's
worse because now I feel:that ] should have been able_to stop it
and 1 feel partially responsible and guilty., --graduate student

; ~Women also mention feeling fearful (9%), more cautious about re-
. lationships with others ~less contident and more se1f conscious (7i$
' powerTess and uncertain 6% , i‘d depressed 15%).

‘[1 was] scared unsure of what was going on, or what would be done
_to me. I didn't know what would happen to my grade.
, --undergraduate

"[1 experienced] intense fear, and self doubt --undergraduate

1 felt so- weak for not. being able to get angry at him | felt very
- indecisive. But it helped to learn that several women graduate
students in the department have been accosted by him. He's |
riotorious, yet no one (not the department chair, etc.) does
anything. --graduate student
[I experienced] depression and a helpless feeling about how to : :
resolve the situation. --graduate student | R
o _
\\\ , I was extremely sel f-conscious and defensive, and was worried that
my peers and faculty members would believe that my good
grades...were the result of my having sex with one of the faculty.*
_ co ,--profess1onal school student

I learned very qu1ckly the name of the game is smile and take it.
~~-professional school stodent

.‘r'

I don't smile at as many people. --graduate student
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Ending Sexual Harassment Incidents

Victims were asked fp,dgscrjbe in their own words how the situation

betwéen themselves and the harassor was resolved. OF those who answered

this question, 86% meniion some resolution; 10% say the harassment was

occurring at the time the survey was conducted; and ¢ say the harassment

was never'EEtisTactofil'NreSO1Vedbet“gg.]onger continyes.  Those who did
~cite some resolution describe various strateg es (TabTe 22). A majority say

the situation was resolved because of actions they took themselves.

~ TABLE 22

- ! ®
REPLIES TO OPEN-ENDED QUESTION: '
"HOW WAS THE SITUATION BETWEEN YOU FINALLY RESOLVED?" *
) : ' (in percent of women victims)
N .
RESOLUTION
Viétim told harassor to stob ‘ | ’ 23%
Victim avoided harassor ' " 13
Victim ignored harassor . 10
Victim reported harassment - ' 7
Victim gave up/gave in : 4
Other victim action: - 2 -
Victim's class/wofkﬁendedb 12 .
Harassor's class/work ended 12
~“*w“*H&Fﬂ559?“93¥€‘Hﬁf40%¥?4ﬁ%€?€S{ 3--
zOther harassor action 2
Victim never saw harassor again ‘6 !
Victim/harassor worked it out 3
Time, distance - -2
Supervisor intervened 1.
* : S ‘ ,
Total: — 3 | 100%

~

-Getting the harassor to desist by tellin him to stop was the most

common tactic Yor resolving the situation.” Staff and graduate/professional
women, 1n particular, used it~w1tﬁ“successx .

When he was serious about [his] éqvahces, I explained hy lack of
interest clearly and firmly. There has been no problem since.
--staff member




- -

I told him I would report h}m if he didn 't stop. --staff memper )

He stopped making comments at/to me when I'd told him several
‘times to stop. _--graduate student =

Consistent negative rep]ies were. enough to thwart him.
-=professional school student

. / AHarassment also stopped when victims or-harassors left their jobs , )

YR (vol(intariTy or {nvoluntarily],~finished. ass;nments, earned degrees, left o
their departments (by cho ce or involuntar y) er comﬁlete or dropped v
courses. . o

I left to return to an’ original assignment with the University.
~As far a3 I know he still has the same modus operandi.
--staff member

1 g6t a bad evaluation and was transferred out of the department.
. --faculty member -

I can't say it ever was truly resolved. 1 finally got. a promotion
but only because he was afraid I would file a grievance with
another woman 1 knew he had been harassing. Later he was promoted

out of the department --staff member
1 | B | ignored the comments, eventually was rude to the person (in
4 reSponse to- these comments)--and he left the University.
j - --staff member

 Avoidance was-also used to end the sexual harassment: faculty,
undergraduates and graduate/professional students empToyed this tactic.
Some victims-viewed avoidanle as an end to the harassment but not as a

resolution of the problem per se.

< 1t hasn't been. ] avoid the possibility of contact as much as 1 |
can. ‘In the recent episodes I have made it clear by pushing him : o
away that.l do not welcdme such contacts.- --staff member ’ "
I keep out of his way as far as possible,;and make sure there is " ‘ Vi;
someone present when I can't. --graduate student . . .

I just began avoiding him, -I also talked a lot about my boyfriend'
to him. And 1 would always ask him how his wife and children

were, Imagine! --graduate student T

[There was] no actual resolution except avoidance. L
--graduate gtudent 3

I explained to him clearly that his attentions were unwelcome. 1
also planned, from then on, notrto be caught alone in the same
room with him. It sometimes meant asking someone else to bring

. files to his office or asking someone (or manufacturing a reason)
not to leave my office while he was there. --undergraduate

) - . . " . . . ’ L <
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| Survey Resullts Iv: o
Victims' Awareness and Use of Campus Resources

| " To Resolve;SEXUa1 Harassment

Victims' use of existing campus resources

of victims who responded o an open-ended question about their use of
campus resourtes,'EIz'Hig not turn to any existing campus. resources (such as
a counselor, supervisor or department chair) to end the sexual harassment

g T R ST e X

they were experiencing, Of those who did not Seek Tnstffutidﬁi]*ﬁé1p, 39% -

give no reason or say they talked only with the harassor. The 61% who did
supply explanations for not using campus services had diverse reasons That
Hig not reveal any particuTar consensus. ' T ST T

Eleven percent of those who did not seek University assistance say
their experience was not serious enough or did not threaten their job or
well-being enough to warrant outside intervention.

I don't want to cause trouble‘un1ess force is being used or my Jjob
is on the line. --staff member v . .

I didn't feel it was that serious. --staff member

Ten percent of those who did not turn to the University for help write
that they feared reprisal for reporting or thought doing so would only
further hinder their work or their necessary relationship with the harassor.

%

I am certain the department chair wouldn't have known what to do,.

- but my faculty supervisor certainly would have done something--but’
I was afraid to speak. :--staff member : >

! Ny

The tension at work WOQ]d;have been unbearable, --staff member

I only spoke with the person harassing me. It is a very
precarious situation when you must work very closely with someone,
and I am reticent about the results of involving others in the
problem and perhaps escalating the difficulties in my relationship
- With my advisor. --graduate student L :

_[1 was] fearful of jeopardizing my ‘grades; [it would have been] my
_word against his. --undergraduate -

Nine percent mehtion that help from campus resources would not have -
changed their situation or think they would not- have been believed, either
because it would have been their word against the harassor's, or because
they had no proof, , e ' : .

.- -i---’ =~

No one in my lab would have been receptive fQ.suCh a discussion.
I “-faculty member .
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CJt is considered "bad taste" to discuss such things. Besides, all
the weight is on his side. He would just deny it. --faculty member

I felt it would make mexlook as if I was making "something out of
nothing."  He outrdnked me, and none of the wit esses would have
stood up.for me, --staff member

I did not think anyone wou]d believe it was occurring. B
, v a-staff member
_I did not use any resources; 1 did not want to cause a fuss,
Besides, it was often subtie harassment and his word against mine!
- - --professional school student

A few women (7%) who did not seek campus assistance were not aware
resources were available to them, were too embarrassed to use them, or Just
didn't want to "make a fuss.", : :

fl didn't file a complaint.or talk to anyone because I thought 1
was the one with the abnorma] behavior. --faculty member -

At the time 1 thought it was my own problem, or no one would help.
1 did not want to create 2 fuss. --facu]ty member

1 used no resources because I was too embarrassed, and I thought
other people would think I was making a big fuss over nothing,
--staff member
» . ¢ \ =
I ta]ked to the. person but did not realize that anyone else might
be interested to heip or could help, for that matter. :
--graduate student ‘

Seven percent of the v1ctims who did not solicit institutional

assistance mention seeking advice and support from friends or senior:

colleagues on the campus.

1 talked dg fe]]ow female graduate students and a female professor
in the department, Since I got my MA and was able to avoid
dealing with him, I did not pursue it. I would have joined in a

group comp]aint if someone had asked me to. --graduate student b ///

| complained to co- workers also recipients of harassment all
resisted and complained to the person, and ridiculed him, :
t . =-faculty member

Among the women who did seek University assistance (163 half turned

to their supervisors or department chairs; halt contacted campus service

providers such as EmpTB'ee ReTations and Developmenf the Womens*Tknter,,

, the TounseTing C'ﬁter and the: Dean of Women.

. I talked to my supervisor (male) and asked him to talk to the -
individual but he refused and thought it silly’ that 1 was
embarrassed, ---faculty member

Ve
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The situation was pretty ambiguous and I didn't have much of a
case, | did discuss it with my supervisor who told me that I was
a big girl and that if I found the behavior offensive I had the
responsibility to deal directly with the person harassing me.

: --staff member '

I talked to my employer who.spoke to the individual. It didn't
seem to do much good. --professional school student :

Victims' attftudes toward the UC Davis
special counseling and complaint process

In 1980-81, the year prior to the.conduct of the survey, UC Davis
~instituted a special proceduse that enables victims of sexual harassment to
receive confidential counseling/from a trained sexual harassment counselor
and to reghster an informal or formal complaint., Information on the new
procedure was dissemindted to the campus during 1981-82 through a memo to
deans, directors, chairpersons and administrative officers, articles in the
California Aggie, .and bookmarks distributed around the campus.

The questionnaire first asked respondents if they knew about the new
procedure, and-then described it as a way for "a victim of sexual harassment
to receive confidential counseling and to register an informal or formal
complaint with a trained sexual harassment counselor." Respondents were
then asked if they would use the procedure. About half (48%) of the survey

respondents who had been sexually harassed knew the University had a new

special procedure for dealing with cases of sexual harassment, Staff and
graduate/professional school victims (54% and 53%, respectively) were more
aware of the procedure than faculty (30%) or undergraduate (33%) victims.

Three-quarters of the sexual harassment victims would not haye used the

special procedure had it been in place when they were being harassed.

Twenty-six percent of the victims say they would have used the procedure,

but those who were famiTiar with the procedure before completing the

questionnaire were iess inclined to use 1t than those who had not known
about it previously, as Table 23 illustrates. Two percent of the faculty,
3% of the staff and none of the students had already made use of the
process. ' , - .
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TABLE 23

/ ' ’ REPLIES TO:
"~ "WOULD YOU HAVE USED THE SEXUAL HARASSMENT PROCEDURE
IF 1T HAD BEEN IN PLACE WHEN YOU WERE BEING SEXUALLY HARASSED?"

{in percent of women victims) ¥
R — - -
~ : A 'v'“:'
REPLIES i -
Yes, and - Yes, but did not 1
VICTIM previously knew previously know
, STATUS ° _ YES = about procedure *about procedure - NO - TOTAL .
A11 women 261 19% | o oasy 74%  100% &
Faculty 28 14 2 | 72 1004
Steff . - .29 19 . 36 71 100%
" Undergraduates 40 0 | 67 60  100% ,
- Graduate/prof., 34 31 . 37 - 66 100% o
students ‘ - ' ,e
™~ X

In response to an qggn-ended question, victims who would not have used
the new campus procéaﬁre say that the sexual harassment they experienced was
not serious enough to justivy outside he]p (37%{5 tha they Telt they .
handTed the situation adequately themseTves or preferred to do so ]%;%?% or
that they did not think using the procedure would have improve evr

situation ’T712E or even might have made 1t worse because dT’reprisaT’or,
Tack of confidentiality (23%).

I was too embarrassed that 1 was the cause and also too o,cerned o
that the word would get out and be traced back so that 1 wolld be - - I
in a vulnerable position. Also, there was no "proof," except of ;
verbal conversations I reported to aty friends, --faculty membe\

Honestly? Fear of damaging my career. ;-faCulty member

[The procedure isn't] likely to help--and 1 need to keep ‘working
with this guy. Also, it's hard to prove someone's staring at you.
I would probably also be labeled a "poor sport" and "overly
sensitive," --faculty member N

I felt I could work it oﬂt and- fear of reprisal. --staff member
_) d1d not feel my 1ncident was something 1 could not- handle
directly. 1 would have referred others to it, however,

--staff member

I wouldn't want'to‘get in any trouble. --staff member

" .
oy,




I think™ there would be repercussions if the person found out.
e ) --staff member

It doesn't do any_go%d--a]] 1 would have done is 1ost my job, It
has happened before--here. --staff member

Although the incident was humjiliating to me, I didn't think it was
extreme enough to warrant a complaint. --staff member

My job wasn't threatehed, and I felt I could deal with it myself.
. --staff member ‘ ¢

My case was not very serious and 1 knew I could handle it myself.
: ’ --graduate student .
My experiences have all been minor and have never gotten “out of
hand." They made me feel uncomfortable (and then angry) but at no
time did I feel physically threatened. -

o ) --professional school student

N
*““%ﬁ, 1 don’t trust its confidentiality. I think I'd end up getting

- é*““screwed,w' --professional school student

I congidered going to the law school and looking someone up...but
any complaint (formal or informal) would seem to endanger a
person's status too much!! I would have sought just the
counseliﬁg. -~graduate student

Thirteen percent of the victims who would not have used the procedure
in the case they describe on the questionnaire, say they would have used it

T the harassment had been more severe, had continued or worsened, or if it

had not been successtuTTy resolved.

I wou]d%have used this procedure only if I had not succeeded in
terminating the situation myself., --staff member :

It did not get to the point of personal assault. If it did, I
would use these procedures. --professional school sgggent
et

1 would ﬁave [used the procedure] if the harassment had continued
after I had spoken with my supervisor. But it wasn't an extreme
form of harassmeht and I trust my supervisor to handle it in an -

TN appropriate manner\ --faculty member ' '

I wouldn't have used [the process] in the case described here,
simply because it was only one incident. If I were the victim of
ongoing harassment, or if I were being harassed by a faculty
member, I certainly would use this process. --graduate student

I prefer to work directly with those people who offend me.” Had my
-~ Tlivelihood or academic status been jeopardized, 1 would have filed
~a complaint, however. - --undergraduate -

\ L
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Of the 26% of victims who say they would have used the special process,

- 18% would have used 1t to take action, I7% would have wanted advice on how

to respond, and” 14% would have wanted assurance or simply someone to talk to
about the probTem. HalT the victims do not say why they would have used the
process. - T T R S ' '
My lack of action has reinforced hié behavior--there's no reason
for him to stop! --staff member .

It would héve relieved some anxiety, --staff member

‘1 want to know how to reSpond to it if it happens again.
' --graduate student )

It would have done me good to speak with someone at the time but 1
would have been reticent about registering any sort of complaint,
z --graduate student 4 N

;-
| needed,counsgling assurance that it wasn't me. --undergraduate
Yes, [I would have used the special'process] if I knew or thought

anything would have been done. At the very least it would have
helped to have had someone to talk to. --undergraduate

Victims' Attitudes Toward a Sexual Harassment Hotline | -

- .

Twenty-seven percent of the sexual harassment victims say they,would
have used a campus sexual harassment hotl1ine if it had been available at the
time they were being harassed; 3% were not sure, and 37/% would not.
Victims™ reasons for using or not using a hot)Tne were similar totheir
explanations of why they did or did not seek assistance from existing campus

i,tesgqgcgiﬂﬁndmwny_theyﬂuou]dworvwould-notuhave~used'the_new special process:

for sexual -harassment victims,

Among victims who would not have used a hotline, some (18%) do not say
why, but 23% say they would have used it i1f their situation had been more
serious or had not been resolved, 21% say it would not have helped or they
did not want to create problems; 12% say the harassment they experienced
was not serious or dangerou$ enough to require hotline assistance.

Most of the women unsure as to whether they would use a hotline -tid not
say why (58%) but 19% say they might have used it if the situation had been
more serious. Eleven percent say they might be too timid or fearful of

being caught calling.

Victims who would use a hotline would do so for advice on how to handle
the situation (24%) or because it "might have helped" in some general way
(21%). Only 2% mention the conveni®ént, fast, anonymous features of a
hotline as a reason for using it. . .
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DISCUSSION

el

Drawing on the survey data presented in the prev1ous chapter, this

section presents a_comprehensive picture of sexyal harassment at UC Davis.

Comparisons witf research findings from other institutions are included
where possible. _While generalizations about the extent and nature of sexual
harassment are drawn, differences in the attitudes and experiences of
faculty, staff a students, and the uniqueness of each case of sexual
harassment shoul/;Zi remembered. .

The survey results descrlbe what is, but rarely explain why: why
respondents believe what they do, why some kinds of people harass or are
harassed morg than others, why victims have not used campus resources, and
so on, Where appropriate, possible explanations for the Survey findings are

\ -

Awareness of sexual harassment at UC Davls

-

From the perspective of the Univers1ty,'“sexual harassment at UC Davis"

S

Cis limited to specific kinds of behaviors, effects, settings, and inter-

personal relationships. The survey results suggest, however, that when
respondents describe sexual harassment, they refer to a WTd”r array of

behaviors, effects, locations and types ol relationships than those the

University considers part of sexual harassment, Some respondents, particu-

TarTy men and undergraduates, who thought they had observed an -instance of
sexual harassmént or had been personally harassed, described situations that
probably would not be considered sexua) Tmrassment by the University; for
example, encounters between students in non-University settings, verbal or
physical assaults by strangers, and sexual attention which had no negative
effect or’ was taken as a compliment., - Vool ,

Just as some respondents deflne sexual harassment more broadly than

does the yﬁ?Versigx, some cite reasons for why sexual harassment occurs that
are given "little credencs_by thuse who have examined the researcﬁ’on sexual.

harassment. Most theor1sts do not believe that sexual harassment 7s caused.

-undergraduates were partlcularl 1ike

by sex drive or ‘sex differences. Some respondents, however, said that

sexual harassment is’ an inherent part of human male/female 1nteractlons or ..

gmive or sexualattraction. Men and
’;3to suggeSt' hese sorts of ‘causes.

that it is a manifestation of sex

A maJor1ty of men respondents and a third dﬁ.women respondents are
uncertain whether sexual harassment occurs at ucC D__is, et most perceive i1t

*‘as a campus problem. One’ posslBle expf‘hatlo or this apparent

contrad1ctf‘h, particularly on thé part of men, is that those ‘who do not
‘know whether sexual harassment occurs acknowledge that if or when it did
occur, it would be a problem. Men were much more Tikely than women

: respondents to believe sexual harassment is a small or non-existent campus

problem, This was true at Iowa, Berkeley, and’Arizona State as well. For
example, two-thirds of the Iowa women faculty and staff thought sexual"~
“harassment was a serious problem, while two-thirds of the men faculty and
staff thought it a minor or unimportant problem. . - -
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- Several related factors may explain these,findinggton respondents'’
attitudes aboul sexual harassment, First, sexual harassment is a relatively
"new" social issue; that 1s, 1t is a problem only recently named, brought to
public attention, confirmed through research, and discussed openly. Compli-
cating this newness, sexual harassment s an Tnherently complex subject;
in%ividualvcasgs,are highly variable and situation-dependent so generali-
zations are difficult to draw; and groups and individuals knowledgeable

about the topic, while in genera) agreement, differ on the specifics of what o
sexual harassment is and why it occurs. As a consequence, respondents may c -
have heard the term "sexual harassment" and have a sense of what it means, ' :
~ but may not understand it well enough to distinguish it from other forms of
. sex discrimination, from sexual attention that is unexpected but not
—uapleasant (the word "harassment” itself carries a negative connotation
overlooked by some ' respondents); or from a general sort of "hassling,”
“pass” or "come-on" -‘that may be annoying but does not have substantive
negative effects. = S ST |

Second, at the time the survey was conducted, the Uﬁiversity had just
begun to educate the campus community about sexual harassment. Prior to
1§%2,‘fhe University's definition of sexual harassment and its policy
statement prohibitihg'sexual harassment were the principal informatianal
materials disseminated on-campus about sexual harassment. These were first '~ o
promulgated in fall 1980 and summer 1981 through policy memoranda and in . ' L
1981-82 through articles in the California Aggie, bookmarks distributed —
around the campus, and inforfiation sessions for students and staff. '

While publicizing the University's sexual harassment definition and : :

policy represented a first educational effort, neither of these statements .

are especially helpful in clarifying what sexual harassment is--and, more B
importantly, is not--as the University sees it.. The definition .is general
and legal in tone and wording, and as a result, its meaning is difficult to
.. grasp,-and it raises many unanswered .questjons.. Neither the definition or
the policy explains that the University considers only certain specific
kinds of behaviors, effects, relationships and settings as constituting
"sexual harassment at UC Davis," por does it describe what those limitations
, are. As a result, respondents could have read the definition on the
questionnaire and believed their situation constituted “sexual harassment at.
UC Davis" when, in fact, the University might not consider it such. For
example, a woman student assaulted by a stranger while walking on campus,
and a male faculty member propositioned by one of his female students, &
woman -student offended by the sexual advances of a male student at a party,

_or a woman employee not promoted due to sex discrimination all might believe L

" themselves to be sexually harassed, according to the University definition -
_ of sexual harassment, but the University, depending on the particular
- circumstances of each case, probably would not. . ' R
. _ PPty _

: , 5 Since the University's}policy-statemeht and definition had been the
R primary means of educating the campus community prior -to the conduct of the . - .
o survey, and neither of these acknowledges explicitly that sexual Harassment = = .
exists at.UCD or explains why it occurs, it is not surprising that some R
respondents are uncertain whether sexual harassgent occurs at UCD and

why it .occurs. o ) G,

s
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Third, respondents' misunderstanding of what Sexual harassment is and
uncertaint; as to whether 1t occurs at UC Davis mdy be partTy attribytabTe
to the Tow visibility of séxual harassment at UCD. This and other research
shows that few women who are sexually harasSed discusS their situation with
others or report the harassment, and the cases of those who do report it are
usually not publicized®by the victims or the University. As a result,
actual incidents that confirm the reality of sexual harassment on the campus
and define by example what sexual harassment 1is--and is not--are lacking.

° - In addition, sexual harassment, like rape, is still- something of a "hidden"
- issue, and despite 1nformat10n and research findings, people may have
difficulty believing that it really happens, that it happens to people’they
- > know, and that it happens at UC Davis and not just "out there" until they or
a close associate actually experience it. Since most women and men
respondents did not know of an incident of sSexual harassment at UCD and had-.
~not personally experienced it, their uncertainty of its existence at UC
Davis is not surprising.

'

The survey results show that women respondents are more aware than men
respondents of sexual harassment; more certain it occurs at UCD; and 1ess
Tikely to attribute it to sexual drive, human nature or a m1sunderstand1ng.
ATthough the data do not indicate why this 1s, one pdssible explanation 1s
that the issue is of greater salience to women. That women returned the
questionnaire in substantially higher proportions than men (57% vs. 41%) may
indicate that women, as potential and real victims of sexual harassment, are
more concerned about or interested in the issue.

The results also sﬁﬁW\fgétlundergraduate men and women respondents,
compared with graduate/professional students, faculty and staff of either
sex, are least informed about sexual harassment. Undergraduates are Tless
Tikely than others to think sexual harassment occurs at UCD and more likely
to describe personal or third-party incidents which the University would not
consider to be sexual harassment. Undergraduate men and women respondents
were especially likely to think sexual harassment was the product of sexual
drive rather than social circumstances. Again, the survey results do not
indicate why undergraduate respondents hold these attitudes, but one reason
may be that they have had less personal exposure to sexual harassment “than
other respondent groups.

Extent of sexual harassment at UC Davis

Sexual harassment does occur at UC Davis The survey results show that

13.5%4 of the women respondents and I.14 of the men respondents have been
sexually harassed during their tenure at UC*Davis. Among the women re-

) spondents, approximately 20% of the faculty and staff, W% of the graduate/
professional 'school students and 7% of the undergraduate women respondents

) have been sexually harassed at UC Davis. Twenty-six percent of the women
- ‘respondents and 123 of the men respondents had observed or were personally
aware of a sexual harassment incident at UC Davis. Over a third of women

faculty, staff and graduate/profess1ona1 student respondents knew of such an
incident, as did 29% of staff m ? Whether the incidence rates of ‘sexual

_ harassment at uC Davis are high or low, excessive or reasonable 1S open to ;
» . personal interpretation, but it can be argued that even one or a dozen cases

of sexual harassment on campus 1s too many. -

s 7




The 1nc1dence of sexual haraSSment at UC Davis is lower than that found
in moSt other studies: It i§-consistent, hiowever, with the rate Tound at
ArizZona State University' whose survey most closely resembles the UCD survey
in its methodology. The MSPB found that 42% of women in federal employment
had been sexually harassed; the Seattle study, using a similar questionnaire
and methodology, found an incidence rate of 50% among -women city workers.
Twenty percent of the Berkeley, women undergraduates in the Benson and
Thomson study had been sexually harassed, as had 25% of the women students o
in the Michigan State study.  The Arizona State study, Tike the UCD study, R
found 13% of the women faculty, staff, and students had been sexually s
harassed. Unlike the UCD study, however, this percentage did not vary :
significantly among these groups of women,

While the Tower incidence of sexual harassment found at UC Davis mi ht
indicate that sexual harassment is less prevalent here than in 0 i
Tocations that have been studied, {t is more Tikely due to the re'fricfive e
methodology and definition of sexual harassment used in the Davis study s
‘compared with those used in other studies. The UTD study defined sexual
harassment as unwanted sexual behavior which causes one or more of the
specific negative outcomes described in the University definition of sexual -
harassment, and asked respondents if, according te this definition, they had
been sexually harassed, The MSPB, Seattle, Berkeley, and MSU studies
presented respondents w1th a list of Specific, unwelcome sexual behaviors . —
and asked respondents if they had experienced any of them. Those who had . R
were considered "sexually harassed.” Unlike the UCD study, these studies
did not require that the unwanted behavior be 1inked to negative effects
such as those in the UCD definition 1n order for it to constitute sexual
harassment, . ,

UCD s incidence rate then, may be lower than those found in other
studies because not all women who are'f"rgets of unwanted sexual behavior
exper1ence--or_adm1t they experience--the particular negative effects that
make that behavior sexual harassment under Eﬁ UCD definition. ~As the M3PE
and other studies show, qen who experience unwe1come‘behav10r are often
reluctant to admit that! it has any negative effect on them or to label SR
themselves “"sexually harassed." Put another way, the lowér UCD rates may S
#mdicate.that more UCD womeh experience bothersome and unwelcome sexual
attention--and its negative effects--than are reported in this study.

Just as the studies which used broader definitions of sexual harassment | o
found a higher 1nc1dence of sexual harassment among the groups they studied,
the 1980 UCD women's needs assessment defined sexual harassment in a more
limited way than did the"current study and, found lower rates of sexual
harassment among UCD undergraduates (3%) and graduate/professiona] school
students (10%) than did the current study.

"The ASU study found an 1nc1dence rate similar to UCD's probably _ -
because, like“the Davis study, it provided respondents with a definition of E
sexual harassment that linked behavior to negative effects and asked them) L
if, according to the definition, they had been sexually harassed ‘Unlike = =
the UCD study,” however, ASU l1mited its definition of sexual harassment to L
authority or power relationships and ‘did not exclude respondents who thought

they had been sexually harassed_but by Un1versity definition had not. -

al
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Characteristics of sexual harassment victims and perpetrators

The survey results show that in both the personal and observed cases of

sexual harassment virtualTy alT the victims were women and all the harassors
men, Almost all the harassors in the ESPB, MSU, and ASU studies were men as
well, These findings are further evidence that sexual harassment is a form
of sex discrimination against women on the part of men, and not a manifes-
tation of personal difficulties or chemistry between two individuals, re-
gardless of their sex. | K g

Sexual harassment is pervasive at UC Davis in the sense that both
women victims and men harassors were found among students, Taculty and Staff
respondents, at all status Tevels, in many age groups, and In many different
campus Jocations. The MSPB, GSeatt e'anaaléh s%uafEE'iTso'“OUna this
demographic diversity among victims and harassors. That all types of ,women
are victimized by all types of men reinforces the.notion that women are
sexually harassed because they are women, not because they are young or old
or professors, secretaries, nurses or students. UCD women respondents® in
some occupations, howevdgr, did appear to have been sexually harassed more
than others, and some men appear to harass more than others, -

‘Among academic women,\faculty respondents were more 1ikely to havé been
sexually harasseaaf”Some”pbﬁht”during their careers at d%ﬁfiﬁan were,

graduate/proféssional or undergraduate students. The incidence rates for

academic women refTect this, ranging from 20.1% of faculty women respondents
to 16.5% of graduate/professional school respondents to 7.3% aof under-
graduate respondents. One possible explanation for this finding is that
women faculty have been at UCD longer than students, thereby increasing
their chances of encountering sexual harassment at some point during their
UCD career. Some support for this notion is found in the fact that women
ladder faculty were most. often victimized as graduate/professional students
or medical interns/residents; that is, at an earlier point during their
climb up the academic ladder, |

~ Sexual harassment is particularly a problem for womenAgﬁaduate/

professional students and medical interns/residents. Several of the survey .

results support this. As noted above, most women faculty victims were
harassed as graduate/professional students or interns/residents. Victims
who are currently in graduate pr professional school most often were
harassed as such and not as undergraduates. In addition, the incidence rate
Jumps from 7.3% for undergraduate respondents to 16.5% for
graduate/professional students. Finally, in sexual harassment cases aca-
demic men and women respondents knew about, the victims were most often
graduate/professional students. .

A . : _ P

The vulnerability of women in these positions is understandable; . Be-

. cause their studies are advanced and iﬁfcialized, graduate and professional. ,

school students and interns--and -residéhts usually -work closely with only a
few professors, who are usually male. At this level of study, professors
are "academic gatekeepers:" they have the power to ease or hamper their
students' progress and access to research projects, financial assistance,
professional contacts-and other important opportunities. Students may be
reluctant to resist a professor's sexual overtures when they are highly
dependent on him, are relatively powerless, and have a great deal of time
and effort invested in their work or study.
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. . Unlike academic women respondents, staff‘women'jg_a11 occupations were
equalTy TTkeTy to have experienced sexual harassment durin Their UCD
career. Twenty-eight percent of women managers and officials who responded
fo the survey have been sexually harassed, compared with 23% of women
professional staff members, 22% of technicians and 20% of women office and
clerical workers, Neither the MSPB or Seattle studies found that rates
varied a great deal among. staff. women. from these different status
 categories, although, 1ike UCD, higher status women were somewhat more
likely to have been harassed. -The UCD study does not have results showing
the incidence rates for women craftsworkers, ‘operatives, laborers and
-service workers, but the Seattle and MSPB studies found that women in non-
traditional occupations (such as law enforcement or carpentry) were much
more likely to have been harassed than other women. -

- Faculty and staff men together comprise 33% of the makegpogulation at
UC Davis, but were responsible for 98% of the sexual harasShent reported by
women victims. Sixty-one percent of the harassors were faculty members; 37% |
were staff members. In cases of sexual harassment which respondents had 8

observed, the harassors were most often male facully members. ‘

r -

~In both the personal and observed cases of sexual harassment reported
in the survey, faculty men harassed staff women as well as women faculty
members and students, while staff men harassed’staff,women}'partfcular]y
professional staff and office/clerical workers. In the personal cases of
sexual harassment described by women victims, faculty harassors were often
full or associate professors or lecturers with'employment security.

. Other studies support thesg findings. ASU found that male faculty
members initiate the majority df the harassment, with the exception of
staff men, who harassed staff women. Half to two-thirds of the faculty men
harassing Berkeley sndergraduate and graduate women were regular faculty;
the remainder were instructors, lecturers or teaching assistants.

While the UCD survey results do not explain why faculty and staff men
were the principal harassors, one key feature-distinguishes faculty and
staff men from undergraduate and graduate/professional school men: power. -
While male graduate/professional school students and men undergraduates.

- usually hold no direct power over their female peers or over women staff or
faculty, many faculty and staff men, by virtue of.senior status or direct
authority, do hold power over women, A male.student may be able to create a

~an intimidating, . hostile or offensive envirpnmentlfor'hbﬁomanﬁor}ﬁnterfece:,-

with her performance, but & faculty or staff man with power is in a position: . -
to affect her job, instruction, opportunities or evaluatior. as well as her. . ..
environmént or performance. In 71% gi.the‘personal‘cases;bfﬁﬁéxua]4harask;L;},_45;, (hr

ment described in this study, the harassor was in a higher stafus. position . .. .- .8
than the victim; in hal e cases he held direct-authorfty over the victim... . .

v
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Three- quarters of the women victims experienced unwanted sexual jokes or
comments and sexually suggestive looks or gestures. About half were
pressured to have sex or, were touched in an unwanted and deliberate sexual
manner, Relatively few victims experienced such severe forms of physical
harassment as sexual relations or sexual assau\t

Statistical results from other studies support the finding that verbal
behaviors are,most common, One in three of the federal workers in the MSPB
study experienced unwanted sexual remarks, as did 79% of the Seattle
employees., -MSU women students most often experienced jokes about female
anatomy, and one-third of the Berkeley undergraduates who were harassed
experienced verbal . advances. o

This focus on the relative occurrence of various kinds of behavior

- shouTd not obscure the findin ththat“significiﬁ% percentages of women did

"~ experience physical forms of avior, For example, while the percentage of

o victims who said the harassor-tried to assault them is small relative to

the percentage experiencing suggestive looks or gestures (12% vs. 71%), the

fact that 12% of the women victims in the survey were subjected to as severe

a form of behavior as attempted assault is, in itself, a sign1f1cant

finding, In comparison, 3% of the harassed women federal workers faced

actual or attempted sexual assault as did 2% of the Seattle victims. Twenty
percent of the Berkeley women victims experienced physical advances.

In addition, the statistics alone do not Erovide a complete picture of
the harassed women's experiences at UCD. The victims' handwritten accounts
of the harassor's actions add meaning and context to the statistics, and
reveal the progression, diversity and severity of the behaviors not apparent
in the percentages»alone. ‘ '

These wr1tten accounts make it apparent that some of the victims who,

according to the statistics, experienced "l1ess serious” verbal behaviors

actually experienced rather serjous forms of these behaviors, The eleven

categories of behavior are sufficiently general to hide this fact. For

example, while some women who experienced unwanted comments and invitations

cite minor kinds of behavior such as a co-worker's passing comment or a

supervisor's off- hand invitation for a drink after work, others describe
Y persistent, personal and intrusive remarks and blatant propos1t1ons.

The statistical results show that the: harassor s sexual behavior
occurred TrequentTy, and involved a series of incidents over a perlod ot
.time, sometimes years. Women's written responses show that i¥n cases
continu1ng over time, the harassor's behavior typically worsened, sometimes
moving -from an indirect to direct approach--for example, from verbal
pressure for sex to sexual touching; sometimes changing from a mild to more
serious form of the same behavior--from innuendo to explicit remarks about a

victim's appearance, for example. Behavior the women victims did not
initially recognize as harassment became 'such wheniit persisted, became more .

serious, turned coercive, or resulted in reprisal or other negative effects.
i

_ - "Quid pro quo" sexual harassment--in wh1ch a harassor explicitly

attempts to exchange an academic or employment opportunity for sexual

peared to %E Telatively uncommon. More common was the 'condition

"k¥nd of harassment, where a woman is expected to tolerate sexual

B'havior 1f’she e wishes to continue: her work or study. Harassors uswalTy did
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not attempt to strike an outright, cold bargain: 9% of the faculty victims,
26% of the staff victims, and 7% of the graduate/professional students
reported the harassor offered them something he thought they would want in

return for sexual favors. Only 13% of the victims said that the harassor,

prior to expressing sexual interest, had done something to try to make them
feel sexually obligated. '

Effects of harassors' benavior gn;victims

The harassor's behavior affected women victims' work or studies, and

their psychological well-being.” The effects ranged from emB"rrassment and
1ndecision to ?bss ot self-confidence and abandonment OT career or academic

oals to termination of empToyment or studies,” OF the Tour general kinds of
effects ingluded Tn the University definition of sexual harassment, victims
most often said the harassor's behavior created an “intimidating, hostile

or offensive environment." “In addition, a fourth said it affected their

performance; 24% said their job, instruction or other University activity
had depended on whether they tolerated or rejected the behavior. Fifteen
percent said the evaluation of their work or academic performance was
affected bytheir reaction to the behavior, and one in five knew they had

- suffered reprisal on the part of the harassor for refusing him, While many

1

fewer women iexperienced serious effects, relative to the proportion who
experienced [ess serjous effects, the Fact that 153 to 26% of the victims
said the harassor's behavior did have serious consequences for their em-
Eloxment or studies must not’be‘obsqured’gl the comparaf*ve presentation of

ese Tigu res. | _ |
AJhe victims written descriptions of the effects the harassor S. behavior

had’on them reveal consequences more varied than the statistics aTone

jest. 1In fﬂese personal accounts, some victims describe such
psycﬁological and emotional effects as anger, stress, embarrassment,
neryousness, and loss of confidence; others detail how the harassor's
behavior caused\their work or studies to. suffer by reducing their work

" efficiency and p odyctivity, preventing them from working with the harassor,
or causing them hange jobs or their course of study. Some victims

connected the psy hological and work-related effects, noting, for example,

that it was the stress and' anger they -felt that caused their work or studies

to become more difficult or less productive. !

\ ° {
Victims uritten descriptions also neveal that the consequences

suffered by women who, according to the statistical data, experienced "less

serious” eftécts, were sometimes q_Tte serious. The personal accounts of

victims iaenfifying environmental effects, for example, reveal not just
embarrassment and 'discomfort, but also wdrk and academic atmospheres marked
by fear, anger and stress, Women who say their performance was hampered

. note not just distraction but.less interest in their work or study, less

 ambition, less caring.\ By*definition, woheh excluded from work or academic
opportunities or whose ‘evaluation of their performance was influenced by
their reaction to the harassor's overtures suffered serious effects, and

thear comments reflect thiss | . S
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Other studies--through statistics and victims'’personal accounts--show
similar results. Twenty percent of the harassed women in the, ASU study said
the harassment had affected their course grade, job or career chances. In
comparison, 15% to 26% of the UC Davis victims reported effects on their
studies or jobs. While few of the women Federal workers admitted the
harassment affected their working conditions or job statys, a third said
their feelings about work and emotional or physical condition worsened, and
the authors of the MSPB report note the likely effect the latter would have
on the former. Psychological effects such as anger, embarrassment,
irritability, and tension were common outcomes mentioned by victims in the
. Seattle study. : '

—_—

Stopping sexual harassment

Most women victims made the harassor aware his behavior was unwelcome,
Qx’tellin? him to stop, or by avoiding or Tgnoring him. The WSPEB, Seattle
and Berkeley studies found women victims responded in similar fashion: by
telling the harassor to stop, zgoiding him or ignoring the behavior. Even
when the UCD victims did maké their dislike known, 70% of the time the
harassor persisted 1n his actions. This finding 1s evidence that sexual
harassment s rarely the.result of a misunderstanding or of a woman not
making her dislike known, - :

Victims' written comments indicate that sexyal harassment rarely ended
becayse the harassor gave Up, or because the situation was resolved
amicably, or because a superior intervened. Rather, 1t typically ended when
the vic%iﬂ—iook the initiative to make it end, mosf_bf%en b %ell1ng e
harassor to stop, avoiding him, or ending their formal work or academic
relationship.” Avoiding the harassor or changing Jjobs or departments often
stopped the harassment, but women using these tactics sometimes said this
solution was not a satisfactory or happy one for them, and often made their
work or study more difficult, ' | ¢ ’

-

“Victims' use of campus resources

——r—

’

., Most women did not use existing University resources to-deal with the .
sexual harassment they experienced, and most would not have used the special '
new sexual harassment -counseling -and grievance procedure had it been ... - .
available at the time. Thirty-seven percent would not have used a campus
' sexual harassment hotline had it been available at the Time; 35% were not.
. sufe whether they would use the hoilTine or not. . .

-1 _Why are victims .reluctant to turn to the University for assistance in
solving this problem? Their.written answers reflect two principal reasops:
1) the§ felt outside assistance wasn't necessary in their case, 'or 2) they .
doubted the ability of the various resources to really help. :

. “Similar reasons are given in other studies. Near 'two;thirds of “the
harassed women federal workers in the MSPB study saw nd need to report the
harassment, a third thought nothing would' be done and another third thought

i ®




reporting the harassment would make their situation more unpleasant., While
the Seatt)e women victims believed formal remedies were available, they,
too, were not convinced of their effectiveness.

The UCD victims who felt campus assistance was not warranted in.their
case typically said the sexual harassment they experienced was not serious
enough to require help or they thought they had handled it adequately on

. their own. Victims also say, however, that they would have obtained help if
.the harassment had been more serious, had worsened, or if they had not been
‘able to deal with it themselves, These responses seem to indicate that

victims believe assistance is called for only when the harassment is

severe--where ~vioTence or Toss of Tivelihood 1s threatened--and that using

campus resources means a third-party will intervene and mediate. The campus

‘of the procedure or a hottine, and feared the reprisal th

resources, particularly the three-tier counseling and grievance process and
the proposed hotline, are deliberately designed to provide confidential
counseling, information and advice to the victims on minor as well as
serious kinds of sexual harassment, They are not intended to be the
victim's "last resort" where a serious case will be mediated by a third
party and must involve the harassor,

It might be thought that victims' misunderstanding about the purpose of
the new counseling and grievance procedure was due to their unfamiliarity
with it (only 48% had heard of the procedure), but, in fact, those who knew
about it prior to the survey were less inclined to use it than those who

- learned about it for the first—timewby—readinguthe—brietudescrintinn on..the

questionnaire.

”

Victims who are skeptical about the usefulness of the campus resources
say that using these resources really would not change anything or would
complicate--and perhaps worsen--an already difficult situation; that they do
not believe confidentiality would be maintained; and that they fear .
reprisal While these reasons may indicate that some women were not aware
the procedure could be used for confidential advice and counseling, others .
clearly were aware of this function and still questioned thegconfidentiality

§t might result

from a lack thereof , 'K

If the confidential nature of the procedure and hotljne, as well as
their counseling and information purposes, were emphasized, perhaps concerns
about confidentiality, third-party interventijon, and reprisal would be

allayed, and victims would be more Uisposed to use these resources.




CONCLUSION

Why should the -University care about sexuajiharassment?,

UC Davis is ]e?ally liable for séxual harassment perpetrated by its

employees. significant proportions of UC Davis women have been sexually

harassed, and harassors and victims can be found among faculty, staff and

students in many University locations. - ' S - . '
R S~ I o

UC.Davis is committed to hiring and promoting women faculty and staff

and supporting and encouraging women Students to pursue nontraditional and

post-baccalaureate studies. Sexual harassment of ‘women works against .

this commitment. Data Trom this and other “studies show that sexual
harassment creates a hostile.and intimidating atmosphere for women and

interferes with their academic and work performance.” It limits their career

and academic opportunities and advancement, and inhibits important
professional relationships with men. It lTowers women's research and work
productivity and efficiency, and it contributes to attrition. Sexual
harassment has considerable effects on women's personal and psychological
well-being and their feelings about work, and while these effects may not be
of direct concern to the University, reactionsisuch as anger, fear and
stress seem likely to affect victims' work or studies. S

Y€-Davis—is-enjoined-by tawand-tniversity-of €atifornia—poticy totake
all steps necessary to prevent sexual harassment from occurring at the
University, TncTuding deveToping sanctions,|informing individuals of their
.. rights and responsibilities, and developing methods to Sensitize the campus
" community to the issue. At the time this study was conducted, many UC Davis
men and women were not yet informed aBodf_fﬁ% reality of sexual harassment

at UC Davis: what it is, and 1ts presence on the ¢ampus and why 1t occurs.

Tast ApriT, UC Davis was in the early stages of educating the campus about

University policy and the special new counseling and grievance procedures
for cases of sexual harassment. Since the administration of the survey,
education efforts have continued with the publication of several detailed
“information pieces and training of campus sexual harassment counselors.

What additional steps should the University take?

'_Margargt Mead recognized that sexual; harassment WOG1&:g§'elimiﬁated ‘

. only when the beliefs and expectations of individuals and society changed.
She notes: . SR "~ L T : A

. « olegislation has been passed, exeeutive orders have been
issued, official guidelines have been established, and decisions

in a great many court cases have set forth a woman's right to bea. -
first-class working citizen, Why . . .do I think the new laws"
will /not be sufficient to protect women--and men too, for that
matter--from the problems of sexual harassment , . .?. 1 believe

we need something more pervasive, a climate of opinion [where]
neither men or women should expect that sex can -be used either to
victimize women who need to keep their jobs,.or to kee :fomen:from

- advancement, or to help men advance their own careers,! o

- .“;.‘,i.-',';r c. . . Lo IES i n e
SRR . NG SRR SO e C TR




it will not always

| ‘ e /

UC Davis needs to make every effort to foster the "climate of opinion"
Mead describes., -As p first step, the University can better acquaint the
campus community with the facts about sexual harassment. Additional
information on its existence, its il1legality, the forms it takes, why it

occurs, its effects, and the presence and purpose of campus resources to -

deal with it needs to/ be disseminated .and discussed campus-wide, The survey
results provide clear direction on who needs to be informed about what, and
are themselves educa 1ona1 materia]s. .

While education{ can inform and sometimes alter previously held be]iefs,
hange behavior. Knowing what sexual harassment- is and
that it is illegal will not always deter men from harassing or prompt women
to report it. As a,second step, then, the University needs to back up its
words with action and enforce its sanctions against sexual harassment.
Those who continue ko believe sexual harassment is acceptable, natural or

" inevitable must’ r,élize they cannot get away with it. Harassors and

potential harassors lmust be made aware of the personal legal liability they
incur by harassing|and must be ‘shown evidence of institutional or legal
sanctions imposed in reported cases. Women must be made more aware of the
campus assistance available to them, and the importance of reporting sexual
harassment experiencdes, and must be given evidence of the effectlivenesp and
confidentiality of \hat assistance. )

Sexual harassment 1s.a social’prob]en that extends beyond YThe
University, and is rooted in attitudes about men, women, work, and power.
The University cannot expect to eliminate sexual harassment but through
_education and enforcepent it can reduce the incidence of sexual harassment
~and begin to change the ‘attitudes that perpetuate it in the campus

community. L ’ | o

| ! !
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T (Staff Version)
=" SEXURL HARASSMENT ‘AT UC DAVIS

¥

«

Unwelcome s2xual advances, requests for sexual favors and other
verbal or physical conduct of a seyual nature constitute sexual

‘harassment when: : P
1. submission to or rejection of such conduct is made
either ecxplicitly or implicitly a term or condition

* of ingtruction, employment, or participation in othcr _ S e
University activity; ' . ' : : :

. 2, submission to or rujecLion of such conduct by an indi-
- ) vidaal is uséd as a‘basis for evaluation in making
academic or personnel decisions affecting an individual; or

3. such conduct has the purpose or effect of unreasonably
interfering with a“ indivadual's pexrformance or creating
an intimidating, hostile, or offensive University
environnent, v ' :

In determining whéther";e alleged conduct conét;tutes sexual
harassment, consideration should be given to the recordgas_a whole and
L. to th+ totality of the circumstances, includ@ing the nature of the sexual

advances and the context in which the alleged incidents occurred.
R ~F .

* PART 1 ‘ L

L

el pid—vyou—know what SeXyual harassment was before you read thé_aefinition
o, above?  (Check the box that corresponds with your prior level of

. »

knowlcdge,) _ : %

Mo, T didn't : ' : Yes), 1 fully
know anything O O O [J O understood H

¢~ about it what it was

2. 70 you think sexual harassment, as described above, occurs at UC Davis?-
5 .
"
___® Yes, I think it occurs
I'm not sure whether it occurs or not ‘ ' 3

No, I don't think it'OQCurs

3. Do you.care whether sexual harassment occurs.at uc DaVis? {Check the
box that corresponds with your opinion.) : :

Not at all O 0 O 0D 0O Very much s

4. How much of a problem do you think sexual harassment is at UC Davis?

i

__ Not & problem ‘0O o ~[]--[J~“”E]‘*“““A'ﬁig“piéﬁiém R
5. How aware do you think UCD womer are about sexual harassment?

o | Nqiuawére 0 O 0O _EJ O Very aware b

6. ° HOW»aggpe_do’yéu think UCD men are about scxual harassment?

) ( | Mot awayé N E] '[J ‘EJ [3 : [J Very awane : ’

7. Why do vou think sexual harassment occurs? l
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8. Have'you ever observed or personally been avare of a situasion wierr o
UCD faculty membar, a staff perscr, or: student behaved in in u.wanted, . SR
offensive sexual way toward another UCD person? . RRTEN
For example., .repeatecdly displayed pornographv of fensive to the other 3

pexrson, : .

...repeatedly made offaensive scxual jokes or comments,

. ...gressured the other person for dates or sexual activity, ;
-+-.deliberately touched the other pevson in an unwante? L
sexual way, ’ - ' ' i
. »..attempted or had sexual relations with the person against L
. his/her wishesz o R Co
. —_.__Yes, I've observed or know of a situation where someone 3
-~ behaved in this way. ' 0 %
' . No, I haven't observed or beer aware of a situation where ' o
. someone behaved this way. - "l
IF NO, skip to gquestion 12. | . i d@ﬁ
IF YES, continue with question 9, L '\_ R
9. © If you have observed or know of a situation where someone behaved in the L
ways just described, what were the effetts of that conduct on the person o
receiving the attention? (Mark all that apply.) .
I don't know what, if any, effects thcre were on the person 1 . :
receiving the attention,. ' z : _ o A
«——..Theére were no special or negative effects that I cbeerved —. .. _ 0
“knew of . -~ - T . .

The behavior created an intimiditing, hostile or offensive 1
environment for the person receiving the attentior. :

The behavior unfeasonably interfered with the performance of 1 '

the person ;cceiving t?e attention, o , f
The person's reaction to this‘behavior was used in evaluating .
his or her academic or work performance. e ' .
The person's job,binstruction, opportunities, or other 3 * 5
University actiVity depended, in some way, on whether he/she N
tolerated or rejected this behavior. .
__This behavior had another effect on the person rceceiving the 17 ’
;attention besides those listed above. .Please describey - R
10. In this situation, what was the UCD-status.and sex.of the pefscn )
behaving ii this manner? Of the person receiving- the attention? -
’ S - Person’ behaving  Person receivirg . @
Sex ; —in—this-manmer——the—attenrion—————
. Male : R o : ~_~_;ﬁ‘ -<c.._ o
g UOD Brafi T s e e » — e
Undergradhatc_student' _ _ | -«'f i
| Graduate/professional student 3} e o _W“. ;;é
- : Teaching or research assistant _ A - L
tedical intern or resident - _q_;_
Faculty mémgpg';_' ' ' J
Researcher - _ —_— o i
Professicnal staff member - ) T VA :ﬁ%
~ Clerical or blua‘:ci{?hiworker R R Lol B
Other __ _ _ et S e Lo
o © Dbon't know — e S

76 -
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" 11. How was this situation resolved? . I
v o
- ” ‘
soo12. Would you say you have been sexually harassed at uc Davis according to T

the definition of sexual harassment on ‘page one of this questlonnaire?

:Yes Yes, but I didn't think of’it No- Not sure 26
or call it that at the time

2

13. Are you principally a...

/Manager or official o ; Crafts worker, operative,
" laborer 21.28

Professional staff person Service worker

Technician . Othef-(please specify)
Office or clerical wﬂ&ker
- 4
— 2930 -~
14. -Where do you principally work? - ' .
College of'Ag. & Env. Sci. B Shields Library or branch

(including field statjons) Campus administration

College gf Ergineering (business & finance,
"planning & budget, academic
_ N v affairs, Chancellor's office,
—____School of Administration deveglopment)

School of Law . _____stugent Affairs (including g
School of Medicine ~ Cowell Hospital)

ucDMC (hospital & clinics) % Physical Plant, Construction ..
, and Maintenance

College of Letters & Science

School of Veterinary

Organized Research Unit (ORU)

p Medicine ;, L —— {
, Graduate Division (optional: ___;_Qnivexsity Extension
.. . specify dept./group Other (please specify) 3334
35 3¢ \
) N
, 15. Where are you prdmaraly located? .
_Main Campus o Elsewhereﬁ(please spec1fy) 37
- ) . — Medigaﬁlv E;nrter (Sgcramento _ '7 RN -4 _

- l6. Whar is your sex? L - Female ' __Male 19 .

>

'If you haVe been sexually harassod; pleaSu continpe with the : - ;;
questionnalre. . - St

T R " 4 have not been sexually haraSSed or are not sure, you

?. nee not answer any more gquestions.® “Please. return the guestion-
naire in the enclosed envelope, either through campus maii or
i .. 0,8. mail, ‘Epgnk_yqu for. you:'help and participation in this
. = SUr\'ey‘ . o e e T e T " "”"”""' e R -




s - PART 11 u

‘Becausa sexual harassment is a sens$itive and personal sub)ect it may be
difticult to describe or explain.. It's important, thougr that adminis-
trators, faculty members, program directors, and student/ leaders know what
sSexually harassed people have experienced so that they can help others faced

’ with similar problems. Please be assured that your replies to the questions
here will be treated anonymously Yy and with respect. Do not w?Tte your name
or aryone else's ‘name on the questionnalre. '

-

If you've been sexually hnrnssed by more than one person, .

R please respond to the rest of the questions with the one :
most important or extreme experience in mind. '
. _ ' |
. 17. Listed below are some behaviors you may have experienced when you were )
' being sexually harassed. Indicate whether and how often you experienced .
cach behavior by circling the appropriate number in the right-hand
column.
g Frequenc
O=never, l=once, 2=geveral times,
Behavior _ 3=many times, 4=all the time E
i Unwanted display of pornographic _' .
pictures, posters, cartoons or : L o
other materials ; : o 1 2 3 4 .. a0
o L
Unwanted sexual jokes or comments . : : v 4
; about your gender - . 0 1 2 3 4 4
- Unwanted sexual jokes, suggestions, -
T comments or questions about you, . ' s *
3 . your physical attributes or -, RS L _
appearance L o 1 2 3 4 e .
: Unwanted sexually suggestive ‘looks » n
. e or gestures. . _ 0o . 1 . 2 3 4 43 :
K Unwanted Letters, phone calls, or KRR : , - -
“ visits Lo . _ S 0 1 2. 3 - 4 4 i

v .
v . P M ’ e LY - ) ’
. ‘ ~ R v . -

Unwanted pressure “for’ dates, IUnch S - .
. ‘cockﬁails o o c 0 1 2 3 4 45

Unwanted d;rect or 1ndirect pressure7\'f15'; i' S S _
for seanl”act1vity with’ you o0 12 3 4 16 \
) . L . '-33 R T o
o Unwanted ‘and delxberate sexual R I - “3
PR ,touchingr L SR o 2 3 s ok
’ . o ,_,‘,‘:‘, A o ‘ . - 'l,\t-—.u Dneiiog. e —- e ~:" . T :ﬂ”" M o
L . _”L“f;”attemptﬁd sexual,relations or . . .
T "attempted sexual assault L 2 3 4 13
. AN Sexuél assault:_ fi,7:" v2 3 4 4y
' ¢ = W . SR ) v . s
..;‘-_1 o o 2 .3 e ‘4 S 5C
el 23] 4 2
_;m,__,_f_,\w:.:';f__;;;; ”“Li . ’ ® EYEN ;

g
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4, 18, which of the following statements describe the ganeral effect of the < -,
sexual attention you receled° (Mark all that apply )
It created an lntlmidatlxg, hostilc:&n'cmfensive University o
. environment. v . -
_ 1t unreasonably interfered with my pertormance. . 7
E My reaction to this attention was used in evaluatlng my o -ow
‘academic or work performance‘
My job, instruction, opportunities, or other Unlver51ty 5
. _ activity depended, in scme way, on whether 1 tolerated or
! rejected this attention. : :
¢ ~ ‘f _Other effecct (please describe) o , , -k
. ; TE E ‘ / -/ o
19. was the person harassing you a man or a woman? Man ‘ Woman .
b ~
20. When did this haragsment occur? N
__Now occurring ‘ 1979-80 o
In the current academic year _. _1978-79 ku:"
1980-81 * = . ___1977-78 or earlier
21. Did the harassment occur as one incident or a series of in01dLnts over
~ time? ~7 6
One incident ’ ' A series lof incidents
22. At the time you were being harassed... . \\
, X , : - ,
a. . what was your primary " b. what was the primary
University status? University status of th-
g person harassing you?
Freshman/sbphomore student
~ S Junior/senior gtudent L o SN
-’ Graduate student L ‘
. - Professional school student -
' Tcaching or rescargh assistant L
* 1Intern oY resiéént _ ‘ ‘* . b4 Lt
* : ‘ - L e '
- Full or associate professor or lecturer - T
- with employmunt security
Assistant professor or 1nstrchog
- Professional researcher or SpeC1allst _ \
- " Postgraduate researcher _ TN
. doe .. Librarian ) "y
o o Manager or official ,
. C ProfPssional staff person
i - Technician - ' .
' Office or clerical worker
.- N i ‘ Crafrs.oworker, qnn‘raf{un' laborer: -
S , “'Othbr (please specify below) - - <
, B . A__. < . : ;
g - ) 7 e - e ¥
. o ” < a q. A - - 'w" “‘g; 7 .f\, . . - ’
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22.

23).

24,

S

25.

At the time you were being hqraased{,.(continued)

c. in what college or unit were - a, in what college or unjt was
you primarily working or = _ this person primarily
studying? ‘ . working or studying?

College of Agricultural & Environmental o
Sciences (including field stations) x : ' N
College of Engineering L : ’ ' L
College of Letters and séindce |

S8chool of Administration '

-8chool of Law

School of Medicine

-UCDMC (hospital and clinics)

school of Veterinary Medicine

Graduate Division (optional: dept./group , 1

Orgﬁﬁized Research Unit (ORU)
UniVeréity»Eitension . .
o Shigldé'Librgry or branch - ; i&\
1 Cambus administration
Student Affairs ; o
Physical Plant | ‘ . NS )
OtherJ/please specify below) - gfﬂ?{ﬁhi' -

L3

v 3 - — —

e. what was your age? : -f. - what was this person 8'7V°f; ; 
o~ . | \ approximate agn° Sl T T
t/ - . . v — T T . '“]5.‘.,._;'_1 r’
In what-“ways were you offic1a11y and;primarily'associated W1§h this C 1$.-;'
person at the time you were being harissed? "(Was-the person, for @ * = " .-
example, your employer, supervisor co-wqfker, a senior employeu, etc.?)

He/she was . *aék‘ ' 'g : ' _,.'(f . _
) [ : . : i § N 17-15' ,
How did the person involved express sbxual interest in y@h? '
L 4 ) .. - - .
Did you make it kndwn to the pérson harasoing you that the sexual _ VJ cow
advances or 1nnuendos were unwelcome? S Yes —___'No S
If:yes,fpow‘did~you1dpithis?’ If not, uhy not? PRSI S v;Qjﬁ;'h_;ﬁ
. . rn e R SR : . ] "s‘ i e v P A - - \
o L i e (A . . _! L ' . . S .“?i; :J - v

. : - .
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b S .

27, Dxd this person indirQCLly or directly offer you somothinq he or she

”f\ _ : : thought you would want to have in return fox sexual attentlon from you?

i Yes, directly . Yes, indirgctly | _No -

1£ yes,‘what was offered? L - L

R ‘ - . | . _—
28, PriOr to axpreasiﬂﬁ sexual interest in you, had this person already done-_f;”

'{fi-  1 . E something for you that he or she seemed. to think would make you feel o

‘qf;i  jfﬂ.~ T If yes, What had ha o# she dpne?

o

- . S ' ;ST s N

A 29;, Did%thc person threaten or im reprishlkifrigﬁbdid'pbf.qpopérapg?A'

L e T e Yos " ,No, , L T T P A S
R . . . e e = g . o oo . o L ’

el o If Yes, What was threatened? TN LE S R T gy

. . R .
. S % \ .
* . - B A . L .

. - .
. . © o T ',
L4 . . -‘,_ v

30. Was there any actual rgpraaqi?«--.kgnges . No R

. P 1t yes, what torm dld it take? o ST ‘ - 3im7"7”' ﬁ

. T e ] - e . o . . - o e
or . . S . e N . ...f‘ - -

% . - - . s
SR .. » . Wrr" A Y Lo B

o»- “ ) . . _L. 349.40

al @ - i
S . . \ }
B By 5 . 1 | e
. o » - - ' v ¢
B . . . \
. b Lk _ 7~. EEP A A ) R
Lo i, S i WL et -
o

-¢-3§ What academ;c7 professional, or work eﬁfects’ﬂiﬁ.you experlenge as a_

e e SR "nasultxof~th;s harqssment? B e e T e

. . . . Yy . R .
. B : : : ’ L™ “‘"’\ Iy
. . . R e i N s . R . ) . 3 . o
A . . C . . . \ e . PR\ @ .
; : - S o i o e B

S S, S ¢ ‘

R »ﬁ?/f?*v\:igfl._ A
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R 33; what PerSOnal or emotionaI effects did you experience as”a Ies“lt of
SRR thls harassment? R T S R oo ' -% 344
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I ’ 34, Including the one experienca ycu just de ~ribed, how many dﬁfferdht
: men and/or women at uc Davis havc sexually harassed you? :
. | D 4 Men ‘ " Women . . R R T
T : ,P‘,f; lnumberi : SN . 3““ﬁserj' '5~;”" "f,:T_Q,“,m:”‘{‘ ‘“"tf§f
,?35.- Do you know that UC Davis: recently astablished a’ special proceﬁure ior ELN :
;,~ V~, S dealing with c§ses of aexual haraasnmnt? - ~.Y'___._‘_d_k.,x'e:s _‘”_4N¢ |  ﬂ~ e _ng
* : 36. “Thls specia] procedure enables a victim ot“mexual harahamﬁnt-ta recalveﬁuQ:'
T . contidential counseling and to register an informal or formal. compla;nt
o with a trained sexual harassmegnt counselor. Would you have used uhlsﬂ
, . ' . pxocess if it had been in place when you were be.ng ha:asoLa” S
c . Vo __Yes, I would have used it. . | L | -
e - _Yes, I have.used it. L S g
r ‘ ‘,3 _"No, I would not .use it. . o R S
. C why or why not? - - R T v
| - ' ©83as
{ - AN 4 “ 3 R 3
. ) ‘-\'\ . '2’1- : *
37. What campus resources, if any, did you use to try to end the harassment?
(For example, did you talk with. the person harassing 'you, oyx\with a "
deah, counselor, faculty member,‘supe'visor, or department cp r? D*d :
. you -~ flle a complaint or take other action?) ' Please be spécxfih If you
did not use any campus resources, why. was thut? »§:
~ » - ) 1 s ' '\\. . - . ‘ :b | > )
. \ ",‘ \ | A}
. 38. Would you have used a Campus sexual harassment hotline (a telephpne
crisis service) had it been available - at the time you Were being ]
' harassed? Yes -ﬂ_ No g _Not sure AR _ . eyt
&\ Why or why”not? Ce o . B
o ’ ; Lo AE
v r > ’ ' T b‘-i_\f‘ ot
' o A ( .
. _ ) . ; V i T _

oy
[}

+m _1f you would like to talk ‘about your prerience with a sexual harassm»nt'”'*
"7 “tounselor inorderto. get-information |- dBV1ce, or assigtanc "the‘WGmeh e
Center (752-3307) can refer you to the counselox for your coLlege or offiCu
- ¥ or,you can contact the counselor directly. L _ _‘~
T i% If you have a2dditional ‘smments, please feel free to at*ach them on : a
R . separate page. : :

Plcase return the questionnatre an the encl@qed envelope either through thu"

campus mail or U.S. maid. - , . . T g;;. x5»xf
_ . ’ R —
- P ) ‘ ) ) ey . . ) . - -
b R j £ , . . . . i} . ., - . - ‘ N x . . . - .
o {7 THANK YUU FOR YOUR HELP AND PAFTIZIPATION IN THIS SURVEY .. - _ %
. . ) -. = v ) ! . R » S . . 2 g

‘.

& -, v ts l. ’
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R ok APPENDIN B . -
i ‘;.’l i RESPONSE’hATﬁ AND HEIGHTING OF SAMPLED GROUPS
o o . . ) RESPONDENT / SAMPL ASSIGNED N
GROUP - | . POPULATION  RESPONDENT PROPORTION WEIGHT -
. - . . N n {response rate) (N/n)

S FACULTY . S . )

S e S Full and Associate Pro sor; and ~".'f . v |

.-Qihf‘“‘-",v-:_ Lecturers uﬂth Emploﬁatnt SeCUrity v K\ T 26 .63 Too2.13

| ' A Assistant Professors and !nstructors -;‘ 64 43 .90 1.49 A * .
o teetwrers L e T BT A 8 31 . 10.25 - e

e | : - ) : LT
SR VrofessionalfResearchgr;/Speq1glists}y,,_; 3 S 13 2 1.62 . : S AR

. R . b iAde o L
ey A ‘ . S .

;ﬁ'i\,ii o '“}"”\' POStgraduate Researchers -_‘_“' AT S, 1) 66 3.16

' Librarians ;": .:3 : .  'l 40 16. .76 ~2.50 : ' {,IE
P Medicl lnterns “and Residents ;,; ”" ‘ T 19 » _41: ”1j——;4_95 . Lo
W :; ' ‘:v.f" Other Faculty - -‘:f*r""dﬂ'”ﬁfi5” s 5] 7 39 B
RO . -‘;"  Sub- total ‘QJ L L oo ROZ - w7 , TFT. Do - s f ‘
stasts S

~ Managers: and Ufficials ST T ' 25 - ~81 5.04
Professional Staff ‘ L2y 0 - 53 . 18.04

Techafcians T g L X
office and'.cm'tcal'»uérx%.r‘s" L 2,74 ose s " 38.82 % .

' Craftsworkcrs, Qperatives. Laborers

A
‘1
X
S

FEIN

Service Horkcrs
- Sub - total

- Sub-total’ excluqing crafts and B
‘3« service worker grOups » -
o . ) AR
. RPN i UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS.. : SR
Ty ,p-if:,x, Agricultura1 a {nv1ronmenta1 Sciences i
e Teteers and Science -~ - >
Sub total. _ e
GRADUATE/PRUFESSIONAL STUDENTS: ©  + ;
’ Grauuate Division L e 3
:.‘. & t. Law . A ' |"
Te 7

Veter?nary Medicine

S Medicine~ T T T 0L KA 6-81~--—J—-—'f':"tﬁ"""""-‘"‘-"‘i‘""““".“?‘
i T e a5 {.'1‘.713 IR

TOTAL, H()‘EN R
~TOTAL, WOMEN, . excluding crafts nd
R servlte uorkef groups

. -ii‘;jss

s ,«; L
R FACULTW . s
o T s
LT s i UNDERGRADATE sruonm _
AT _,.'_'——-*mmngmortssumn 8T

TOTAL HEN

rom, HEN I uonsn el A
"TOTAL, MEN & WOMEN, e:c\uding cra?ts-,
s:rvice worker groups‘, et

R

At gy |
AR Sl




CAMPUS LOCATION OF WOMEN RESPONDENTS
- VS. ALL UCD WOMEN . -
(in percent) .

3
R
-
{
x*b‘.

.o ‘ o GRADUATE/
' PROFESSTONAL
: . . FAGULTY STAFF UNDERGRADUATES STUDENTS
PRINCIPAL COLLEGE/SCHOOL OR Respdns A1 - Respon- All Respon- Al Respan- Al *

- . WORK LOCATION ' dents  Women ~ dents  Women dents  Women dents  Women
— College'of Agri;y]turqf 4 ' :
e . . nyironmental Sciences 21x 21% 11% ] s, N . 0x 0
College of Engineering ~ - a 1 ' Qa 1 4 5 0 0 '
" College of Lettess & Science - 31 29 1 5 59 59 0 0
,;, . o ot ) N . : )
School of Administration S0« 0 0 0 Qa 1 :
Schoo?l of Law » 3 s 2 1 13 13
. School of Medicine 8 6 6 1 13 13 %

UC Davis Medical Center 19 23 3/ 54

o o o o o o
o o o o o
=}
o

'; School of veterinary Medicine T .6 5 6 5 13 14 1;
' Graduate Division ' o 0o 1 1 60 60 "
snields Library - s 1 ° a 3 0 0 0 0ot
Campus Admimistration a 0 9 8 0 g 0 0 .
Student Affairs o 0 0 9 9 0 0 o o . T
- { Physical'Plant ' 0 0 1 1 0 0 0 0
0r§an1ud Research Units 2 1 2 .2 0 0 w0 0
University Extension o .,'2 2 z L1 0 0 0 0
‘ Other | .10 10 o 0 0. o
Total: " Y 1‘001 . 008 g 100x  100% ,,ob;‘ 1.oox.° e
) . _ DR :
- —— 3 .

) ‘ X . . .- . ) . S 0" S

e e e - e CLASS LEVEL .OF UNDERGRADUATE RESPONDENTS 4 ) . S

' ' VS. ALL UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTSf =« - ’ ‘

©TTT U (in percent) T Ty
- . ) :

‘ ’ - SEX
L . _.CLASS _ . Women T . & Men ) '
S b T TlEVEL | M "
LTt : A . o ‘Respongents Popylation _Respondents  Population ,

S~ L Frestmen. : 228 2% 1% 201 .

. SOphmor%; = e - . S — ‘ - ) 2 ‘ R . ‘ - P .:z.,‘
. B , Juniqrs' oy -25.* 26 o . 8 -}v.ilza» - o

Total::
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_APPENDIX C
(continued)

CAMPUS LOCATION OF MEN RESPONDENTS

VS. ALL UCD MEN -
N (in percent)
, i GRADUATE /
, : ' PROFESSTONAL
., FACULTY STAFF UNDERGRADUATES STUDENTS
PRINICPAL COLLEGE/SCHOOL OR Respon- A1l Respon. All Respon- All Respon- Al
WORK LOCATION dents Men dents  Men dents  Men dents  Men
" v College of Agricultural & . '
Environmental Sciences 24% 25% 19% 13% k{1y4 27% _ 1) 0
College of Engineering 5 7 3 2 20 19 . 10
-
42 College of Letters & Science 33 27 1 3 50 54 - 0 0
School of Administration 0 <1 0 <1 0"’ 0 2 1
School of Law 3 2 Q1 <1 0 0 10 . 10 ,
Schoal of Medicine 9 8 2 2 ‘0 0 7 9 . -
B . - _3 * J'Q..
UC Davis Medical Center = * 14 Y20 17 32 0 0. 0. -
K school of Veterinary Medicine 9 I n 5. 0 0 14 11
. Griduate Divisfon : 1o 1 - 3. Q o 0o - 6 69
s 4 .
Shields Library 2 2 3 2 0 0 0 0
Campus Administration \ 0o - .0 . 14 i1 '{f 0 0 0
- Student Affairs 0o 0 8. 9 00 0 0
. l . = . e ° . N s )
Physical Plgnt 0 0 10 16 - 0 0 0 0
 Organized Research nits <1 il 6 -3 0 0 0 0,
‘Unfversity—extension 0« 0 Q 0---1.0 0 0
Other - i o o 2 0 -~ 0 0 0 0
: » - " b : ) - ‘ ‘ = '
— -Total - . - - - --100% -100% ... .100% 100%  _ ‘* 100% °100% . 100%  100%_ o
e e ey e ettt . ,_.‘;.‘._,._,,.. I AL Y YU .- e RO - ey e e e g - _M_"
- - ? (; -
— . . _.g . : . e - e e e e ' . . N T e _;T..:!,_.:,,_,,,,i;;
a . . ‘%
-, " ‘
’ ’ ¥ 7 \ bt
A / " ..
- .:/_,f’ . L
e
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: APPENDIX D :
RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RESPONSE RATE AND PROPORTION OF RESPONDENTS
WHO THOUGHT THEY HAD BEEN SEXUALLY HARASSED
\‘FOR 20 SAMPLE GROUPS OF WOMEN AND 4 SAMPLE GROUPS OF MEN
100% __ B o :
] ) | : .
9% 4 o S R
1 s ] N . ‘. P . rﬁ - . L
- O ' . i ) .-,
70 | | ‘ o
Q , .
(o
:é 60 - 8 ¢ ' i : - ' .
+4 oer SR o L
3 0o * UL . ¢ L
,,,,] c 3 9 - .
o 50 - © R ) » , ) '
v R P o - ) 2
h el | ,
40 Tv .o o ° |
, v o . 5
¥ ‘1 : 30 - _ -0 - L] ‘ '
20 e e “
0 l | - _ |
10% - 20% - 30% - 40% 50% Y
Percent of respondents‘who thought they had been Sexually harassed
. o . “_} N -
b . Legend | | | .
L . _ o= faculty women Vs faculty men s : o
o= staff women =~~~ v = staffmen— B
o = undergraduate women V = undergraduvate men — o - oo
® = graduate/professional graduate/professwonal ”
’ e : schogl women - school men
L ’ : : o N ,
e e e The pon-1inears: reJatlonship between. response rate and percent~ ;f

sexually harassed indicates that sampled {ndividuals who thought“ R -73

they had been harassed were no more or less 1ikely to respond f
than those not harassed. _ i ..
. # . T '
86 .




APPENDIX E

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RESPONSE RATE AND PROPORTION OF RESPONDENTS
- WHO TﬂOUGHT THEY HAD OBSEAYED OR WERE PERSONALLY AWARE.
‘ . - OF AN-INCIDENT OF SEXUAL HARASSMENT
Ct FOR 20 SAMPLE'GROUPS OF NOMEN AND 4 SAMPLE GROUPS OF MEN

I

1005, - v
_' . » » U. . W
| P ' .
; 90 d . ot _ 0
’ 80 L x ©
! "’J"z .. R .‘ e O
»Hﬂ{,zg.q{,. |
% Yy | o & .-o o
g 60 T © | °®
- w ® ® )
w) - - @ e
=
5 °
st v o.v °o. .
o , . ‘
KR B i -
) 40 + o o
« v . ' .
o A . v
30 L o O
20 4 | -
; 0L . _ ‘ d .
T 7«*‘ “20% 30% - 40% - 50% - 60% 70%
s ~ Percent of respondents who tﬂbught théy had. observed Or were aware
. | - of a sexua1 harassment 1nc1dent - Lo » e
| Legend S S | R
, . 0 = faculty women. - o v= faculty men - 5 o
- ! - ©= staff wopmen L. w=-staff men | o
¢ oo .0 = undergraduate women _ . ¥ = undergraduate men:
' e o= graduate/professwonal B -graduate/professional :
. | school women- -* school men Y
' ot g The non- linear relationsh1p between response rate and percent of

respondents who koew of a sexual, harassment incident indicates that

.. ' samp]ed individuals-whe-theught—they—knew of such an incident were
no more or less likely to respond than those who did not know of- One; 4




"APPENDIX F

OF REPORTS  OF OBSERVED SEXUAL BEHAVIOR, PERCENT
'NOT CONSTITUTING SEXUAL HARASSMENT AND EXCLUDED
= FROM FURTHER DATA ANALYSIS

S
S RESPONDENT SEX :
RESPONDENT - "Women .  Men- .
STATUS < t% o (N) r (N)

- Faculty ) B (3; 16% (6) | :
staff 6 (6 20 (12 2
Undergraduates - 43 (29) 89 (28
- Graduate/professional ‘ -

school students 20 (21) 3 (7)
: \\\\ "]
\
\
AN )

' ;|
!
7 i )
— S R L o . B
o
- f”' R - — — T ”‘,/(’ ) .
// _
v ]
- ) “‘;' -
T B
A |
N 7
) 5)4
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. Haven: Yale Univ. Press, 1979), -32.
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 FOOTNOTES -
1. Mary Bularzik, "Sexual Harassment at the Norkplace," Radical
America, 12(July/August 1978), 25, 27._

S 2.7 0i Laurie Goodman,'FSexual Harassment," Capital Universitg Law
Review, °10(1981), 445.

3. Goodman, 445-446.

b}

4. Catherine A, Mackinnon Sexual-ﬂarassment of Working Nomen (New ,

+

5. Ralph H. Baxter Jr,, Sexual Harassment in_the Workplace (New York:
- Executive Enterprises Publicatfons, 1981), 9.
4

6. The examples and analysis which follow are adapted from Baxter, pp.

7.  August 31, 1981 policy memo from the U.S. Department of Education
Office for Civil Rights, in Teresa Cusick, "OCR Sets Title IX Sexual
Harassment Policy," Peer Perspective, Nov. 1981, 9.

, 8.~ .Sandra S. Tangr1 et-al,; “Sexual Harassment at” Work," Journal of
Social Issues 38(No 4, 1982), 34, 43. I .

9. -~ Barbara A~ Gutek and Bruce—Morasch “Sex Ratios, Sex Role

Spillover, & Sexual Harassment of Women at work * Journal of Social Issues

38 (No. 4, 1982), 55. “ . -

10. Donna J. Benson and Gregg E. Thomson, “Sexual Harassment on a
University Campus,” Social Problems 29(Feb 1982}, 238.

11. Marilynn B. Brewer, "Further Beyond Nine to Five," Journal of”
Social Issues 38(No. 4, 1982), 151-152.

73

-

‘ PN S

12.  Seé, for example, MacKinnon, or Lin Farley s- Sexual Shakedown: The
‘Sexual Harassment of Women on the Job (New York: McGraw-FiTT, T1978)." Volume
.38, No.- & of Journal of Social Tssues -is devoted to sexual harassment and
contains “state of.the art" analyses of the topic. The Spring 1981 issue of
the Capitol University .Law Rev1ew contains.nine excellent articles on various
aspects of sexual harassment, including sexual harassment in education.

-

13. Margareg‘Mead “A Proposal " Redbook __gazine, (April -1978); 31,
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