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UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA

POLICY ON SEXUAL HARASSMENT

I.

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 intimidatibn, 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 prohibIed both by law and by University
policy. It is the intention of the University to
take w.hatever action.,moy be needed to prevent,
correct, and, if necessary, discfOine behavio-r which
violates this', policy.
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SEXUAL HARASSMENT. AT UC DAVIS

INTRODUCTI-ON
I'

111-

Over the past decade, sexual harassment has gained recognition as a
sic,iificant 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 marketplacel--but in- the mid-1970's it began. to attract
popular and political attention. This interest, in turn, spurred research
efforts, governmental policy, and legal action, which has led to further
public understanding and awareness of the topic. Sexual harassment of
employees 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
1972spars'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, characteristiis and effects of sexual harassment.

't

What i sexual harassment?

"Sexual harassment" is,a relatively new term: since 1976 it has been
commonly understood to describe the sexual pressure wome#experience in
situations where they expect to act - and be treated - as human beings
rather than as females.2 Goodman describes sexual harassment as:

...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, colleges, and universities are another
common, important example.3.

Definitions and discussions of sexual harassment *almost always imply
that men sane the perpetrators and women the vicetims. In theory, women could
harass men, and homosexuals could harass memArs of the same sex, but past
studies have shown'thet sexual harassment is, in reality, almost entirely a
problem of men harassing wbment Because sexual harassment is experienced
principally by women because they are women, and because it is a barrier to
sthei qual education and employment, it is a form of sex discrimination.

o

There are essentially two types of sexual harassment.4 In the "quid
pro quo"*ind of Karassmeht, sexual compliance is proposed in exchange for
an academic or employment opportunity. 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 joke), comments, sexual advances or
other behaviors which create a sexually ch*ged 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



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
erbal or physical conduct,of a sexual nature constitute sexual
harassment when:

I. submission to or rejection of such conduct is made either
explicitly or implicitly a term or condition of instruction,,
employment, or participation in other University activity;

submission to or' rejection of suclylconduct,,by an individual
is used as a basis for evaluation in making academic or
personnel depsions affecting an individual; or

such conduct has '1-Purpose or effect of unreasonably inter- 1

'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, iDcluding the nature of
the sexual advances and the tontextin which the alleged incidents
occurred.'

The UC "definition was adapted from the guidelines on sexual harassment
issued by the U.S. Equal EmployAlent Opportunity Commission. It is the one
used in this study.

/

What conduct constitutes sexual harassment?

Very little can be said with certainty about the type and level of
conduct\tat constitutes sexual harassment. Both the University and the
courts recognize that allegations of sexual harassment must be examined on a
case-by-cas'e basis and in light of all the facts and circumstances sur-
rounding the situation. As it definition states, the University takes. into
'account "the record as a whole and the total ity.rof the circumstances, in-
cluding the nature of the sexual advances and the context in which the
alleditd incidents occurred." Other important factors are the degree to
whicl the conduct relates to the terms and conditions of employment,ln-
struction or participation in other-University activity; whether the conduct
is repeated or an isolatO incident; and how seriously the conduct was
intefted 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 relations7FraFilifdaor
sexual It may be physical, verbal or Visual. Extending along a
continuum of severity, examples of sexual behavior include: display of
sexual cartoons or posters, gender-related sexual jokes oromments,
personal questions or comments of a sexual nature, pressure for dates or
sexual activity, sexual touching, Ittempted sexual relations, and sexual
relations.

2



Second, this sexual behavior must be unwanted by the person toward whom
it is directed. Sexual harassmeifti-Foula not be 'confused with sexual
attention that is acceptable to the person receiving such attention or with
a mutually consenting relationship.

According to the University of California definition, unwanted sexual
behavior in iti7e1T-Ts not sexual-Farassment; it must affect the terms or
conditions OVIFinpoymeTti.,-171s1Tuction or parTIETTRITTForiTliiiity
activity, or-Iliesenvitonment,' performance or evaluati-On oftfiTpersOn toward
whom it As dTcted. Some behaviors have effects thiTere-arly make them
sexual harassment; for example, the employee 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.6 Consider the following situation:

A unit supervisor on several occasions asks one of his .staff
members for a date, and is refused each time. HefdoeS 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 performance.

Dependim'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 thii 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
rejtctions-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.

In this example, depending on the full context of the situation, a, charge
. of ,iexual harassment would probably be legitimate on several grounds.
First, the supervisor's behavior affected the employee's performance.
Second, by detrimentally affecting her work productivity, the supervisor's
conduct also affected the terms and conditions of her diiiployment.
depending on 'the circumstances, the supervisor's advanc s may have also'
affected the employee's environment, making it "intimidat ngj hostile-or
offensive."

got



If a co-worker had made the sexual adyances 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.tiaye "unreasonably interfered" with her

performance or created an "intimidating) hostille or Offensive environment."

In deciding ..rs,hether 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 sexual harassment-is inconclusive; for

example, when it is an ins,fructor's word against the student's.7 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 law to have explicitly

refused the harassor's advances or to have informed him 'directly that his

behavior was unwelcbme. 'While this protects the victim from reprisal by the

harassor that might,result were she to tell-him to stop, it could also lead

to accusations of sexual hdrassment against a person who did n t intend to
91harass and wasp unaware his actions_ were considered off sive by the

recipient of hig advances.

The issue of unintended harassment arises most often when the
perpetrator's behavior is of a less serious br verbal nature, such as sexual

jokes), comments and suggestive looks, arid 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 bf sexual harassment, in practice, if the

man' behavior is of-this- lessserious-sort the woman does not explicitly

i rm him that his behavior is unwanted, and he-claims he never intended to

harass,4her charge of sexual harassment may not be considered as strong or:"-

credible as it would if she had _clearly told hiM to stop and he had

persisted or reyliated.

Why does sexual harassment occur?

Researchers and writers' concerned' 'with this topic offer various

explanations, andtalthough their analyses have focused on sexual harassment

in the workplace, it is easy to see the applicabitity of their arguments to

academic and work relationships within the Uni4ersity.

Tangri et al. describe three exP,164torY- model The natural/

biological modelrassert.s that sexual harassment is simply natural attraction

between people; the organizational model,a0gues 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 differential distribution of power and status between the sexes

and that men harass tio 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 natural/biologica
model. .

GuteklInd Moras1h9 hypothesize that sexual harassment of women is a
product of sex-role spillover; that is,: the carryover into the workplace 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
either direction: when there areyfew women in male-dominated or non-
traditional work, and when women are 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 .i.nto occupations
traditionally considered "women's work" and they .hold positidn's subordinate-,
'to those held by men.

rJrhe increase in female labor force participation has. been closely
matched, by the exercise of authority by male employees -and
supervisors...[C]ombined 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
prerompve often enjoyed by men with formal authority over
women."

Brewer' pulls together these two principal 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 organizational climate are important. Women in non-
traditional jobsexperience kind of harassment.that is der'ived from
social /cultural expectations about sex -roles and that represents men's
attempts to re-establish traditional sex-role relationships with out-of-role
female co-workers.

Sexual harassment is a.complex, eNotionally,charged topic which raises
eluestions'aboutlhe fundamentarnature Of male/female academic and work
relationships,l.and brings to light unexamined assumptions on which the
traditional, day-tO-Oay 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, including its origins 40 causes, legal
standing, and social, political and economic ramifications,.."

t



RESEARCH ON SEXUAL HARASSMENT

A number of surveys of sexual harassment have been undertaken in the
last decade, but their usefulnesA in measuring the extent, nature and
effects of sexual harassment varies. Early surveys such as those conducted
by Redbook and the Notional Advisory Council on Women's Educational Programs
wer:i"-TiFiely informal and exploratory in design and their results weise not
representative of any larger population than the individuals surveyed. -.They
did provide basic descriptille 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.

Later surveys are more useful because they are more focused and employ
the scientific controls necessary to generalize to larger populations.
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 instition.

This section of tiatereport first describes the principal surveys, of
sexual harassment and then compares their findings on sexual harassment
attitudes, .incidence and effects, characteristics of haraksors and victims,
and victims' responses and use of grievance procedures.

Methodologies -of sexual harassment surveys

In the largest and best study of sexual harassment in emp ment (U.S.

Merit Systems Protection Board, 19431),,a 12-page questionnair s sent to
23;964 men and women fedeFirPvernment workers asking about th attitudes

toward sexual behavior at work and a4 out any 'personal experiences of sexual

harassment during the previous two ears in the federal government. The
MSPB study employed stratified random sampling to ensure the applicability
of its results- to the entire fedeeal workforce. Nearly 85% of those
surveyed'responded.

In another carefully conducted stu (Moore, 1982), the Ty of Seattle
used a modified version of the MSPB'ques ionnaire 'and methodo ogy-ro survey

its men and women employees. The Seattl survey achieved a response rate of

36% or 1700 workers.

At the same time sexual harassme t in the workplace was being
investigated, surveys of sexual harassment n education were being conducted
by individual institutions, federal agen les, and independent reserchers.
At UC Berkeley, two sociologists surveyed a random sample of 1100 'senior
women undergraduates to determine the cature and effects of sexual
harassment by male instructors at Berkeley (Benson and Thomson, 1982). ,The

queStionnaire defined sexual harassment a4 "any unwanted sexuaTleers,
suggestions, comments, or physical contact 'ou find objectionable in the
context of a teacher-student relationship0 and asked about attitudes and
personal experiences of sexual ha'rassment. A 67% response rate was obtained.



At Michigan State University, a stratified random sample of .998 upper
division undergradati-women and graduate and professional school women were
surveyed to assess the eiteht to which nu 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 questioapire
did not provide a definition of sexual harassment; rather, respondents' were
asked to, identify which, if any, of a number of unwanted sexual behaviors
listed on the questionnaire they had experienced at MSU in the recent past.
Almost half, the students surveyed responded to the questionnaire.

4 Researchers at the University of Iowa surveyed men and women faculty
and staff members to determine if gire were differences in their views of
sexual Karassment (Nelson et al., 1982). The Iowa questionnaire 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 abbut their attitudes
toward sexual harassment and their knowledge of a sexual harasment inci-
dent. Out of a systematic random sample of 150 women and '290 men employees,
44% and 40%, respectively, responded.

The most comprehensive study of sexual harassment in postsecondary
education, and-the one most closely resembling te UC Davis survey was
conducted at Arizona State Universt'in 1980 (Metha and Nigg, 1983). ASU
researchers suTViTa-men and women u dergraduates, 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 pe.rson's academic career, grade or emotional welltbeing...[and]
subjects [that person] to unwanted sexual attention (either verbal or
physical), coerces him/her into sexual relations, and/br punishes him/her
for refusal." The questionnaire instructed respondents to refer to this
definition' as they completed the questions. A Watified random sample of

'500 students, 500 faculty and 500 staff was selected; over three-quarters
responded..

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 should not have to tolerate unwanted sexual
attention on the job.

4
Among the seniof women undergraduates in the Berkeley study, 60%

thought sexual harassment occurred "occasionally." In 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 faculty.thought the same.-

01 'C'4":,
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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 Iowa study also
thought sexual harassment was .a serious problem, but Iowa men responded
exactly the reverse: 'two - thirds thou': t a minor or unimportant.problem.
Betw en 30% and 40% of the ASU women s . xual harassment was a serious or
veryYliriout problem; 13% to 20% of th U men agreed with their female
counterparts.

Extent and severity of sexual- harassment

How widespread is sexual harassment, and what form does it take? The

mset3 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. Qne in 100 had faced actual 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 Itere'the
most common unwanted behaviors the womeriexperienced (79%), but sexually
suggestive looks and gestures (67%) and sexual touching-(47%) were also
common.

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 HarassMent (defined as "placement
of sexual conditions of on successful academic or employment opportunity")
had been a ptoblem fot them file at UCD. For these women, the problem was

a moderately difficult one: on a scale of 1 to 7 ("not difficujt" to "very

difficult"), 3.5 was the average. Tespoose. (UCD Women's Resources and
Research Center, 1981).

At Berkeley, 20% of the senior undergraduate 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
personally knew another woman student who had been sexually harassed by a
male tea"cher. In an earlier study, (Benson, 1977) 20% of Berkeley's women
graduate students, reported hdvirig 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 experiencihg at least one 1f
four types of unwelcome -. sexual behavior: jokes aboutAhe femalesanatofily,
physical ,touching, propositions in exchange for a grade or opportunity,
and/or sexual assault. A validation study indicated that those who had
experienced 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.

8
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A4/ respondents were asked directly if they had ever been se4ually
harassed at ASU, based on the University's definition of sexual harassment:
14of the'women and 5% of the men answered affirmatively. The incidence
rate didnot vary significantly among women students, faculty and staff.
forty-four percent of the Iowa faculty and staff reported knowing a women

. who had experienced sexual harass nt on the job (although not necessarily
on the campus).

Characteristics of harassors and vitOms

Studies show that. victims and perpetrators of sexual harassment can be
found in all types of occupations and positiOs, and at,all salary levels.
They are of varying ages and marital, statuses. .The MSPB study found that
harassors were typically men, older than the perlo they well haras4ng, and
married. About a third were immedfale or highere'9evel superVisors of the
person being harassed; two - thirds were co-worcers. Victims of sexual
harassment were most typically female, young, and not married; held non7,

traditional positions fOr their sex and were financially dependent on their
jobs.- One strong finding was that the greater,the proportion. of men in an
immediate work group; the more likely women in that group were to be
sexually harassed. 'a

A

The Seattle study confirmid the MSPB findings concerning the
characteristics of the victims. Seattle women in virtually every
occupational category, reported sexual harassment in proportions'higher than
their proportion in the workforce. Women in non,traditionpl occupations
reported especially high rates. Like the MSPI 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 teacherliharassing
female undergraduates were regular faculty; the rest were inst tors 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 school
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

Women employ a variety 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 hatassor 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 were the-least
effective.

9
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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
exOessing their true feelings to the harassor, or by ignoring the
overtures, "-tuning out" sexual innuendoes, wearing old clothes and
mentioning boyfriends or husbands. Thirty percent of the harassed senior
Women did not directly communicate their dislike for an instructor's
advance-S, and when they didn't, it persisted. Seventy percent did tell the
teacher to stop and were more successful, although faculty members sometimes
punished studentsthrough lower gradeS-or undeserved criticism--for not
reciprocating the sexual attention. Many students avoided an instructor,
either after an incident to preclude escalation of the harassment, or in
anticipation that an advance as forthcoming.

Awareness and use of grievan4e procedures

0 7

few -women.wh9 have b'Pen sexually. harassed are aware that formal
grievance procedures exist, and fewer still use these procedures.. The MSPB
reportd..that about .half the women victims knew they could file a
discrimidition complaint and 10% knew they could complain through speCial
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
action. Twenty percent of the victims in the ASU study filed a formal
complaint, but of the graduate women students Benson studied in 1977, not
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 supervitor or other officials, for examplewere most effective. The

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 repott the situation, a third thought
nothing would .be done, and a third thought it would make their work
situation unple4ant. Victims of less severe harassment were more likely to
view filing a formal complaint as unnecessary. The responses of the Seattle

victims were virtually the same.

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

to an instructor's sexual Attention.
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Effects of sexual harassment

Sexual harassment can affect the emotional and physical well-4ing of
victim and her academic or work performance, particOarly if she experienced
severe forms 'of harassment. Most victims in the MSPB .study reported that
the sexual harassment caused no perceptible Change in their job status,
working conditions, morale or productivity, althotAgh work-related effects
were pronounced among those who had been severeiy.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 a a result ofsexual harassMent,
and those who suffered severe harassment reported more emotional and
physical effects. The MSPB report cautions against the.validity of these
self-assessments, noting that victims may nbtocCurately assess the impact
emotional or physical stress has on thefr job performa9ce,,or may bey.
reluctant to admit a decline 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
their feelings about work had worsened. Harassed Women in -the ASU study
were asked iftheir reaction to.the harassbent had affected their course
grade, job or career- chances saiett 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 being
Karassed incltided anger, disgust and embarrassment. Men victims, however,
were significjearly. m e likely to. have been flattered or amused.

Over a third of the womeit undergraduates who said they were sexually
harassed in the Berkeley study reported self-doubt and a loss of confidence
in their academic ability. Their wr.itilden accounts note the lost
oppOrtunities vthat relted when they with rev; from interaction with a
facutty'member. They r port feeling confused, uncertain, disillusioned and
Wary of male faculty in general, even when their self-confidence was'not
shaken.

Summary of research

Surveys of sexual harassment, particularly more recenttnes, show
several consistent results.

1. . Respondents generally agree that unwanted sexual attention
constitutes sexual harassment,iand that it should not be tolerated
in the workplace or in educational settings,

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



t

The occupations and positionS,of harassors and harassees are
diverse. rThere is some evidence that women in non-taditional
fi'elcis or who work primarily with%men are most likely to be
harassed.

4. Telling. a harass.or to stop,' avoiating him, and ignoring his
behaidor are the strategies most commonly used by women to stop
sexual harassment. Diiectly telling. the harasser to stop is most
effective, but reprisal sometimes-follOws.

Although some victims of sexual harassment are aware-of grievance
procedures to resolve problems of sexual hirassment, very few use
them. Victims of less sev4re- harassment believe formal resolution
is unnecessary and favor *.hformal °action; others fear reprisal for
reporting or simply do not believe a formal aremedy would be
helpful .

.

ks,

6. Women report sexual harassment causessthem personal and psycholo-
gicasal difficulties bore .than work or. academic problems. Most
reports notze, however, that the former is likely to affett the
latter°`arK that victims and researchers may Wave.difficulty
assessing the true repercussions of the harassment. The more
.serious. the s'exual harassment, the more likely victims were to
suffer significant work ancremotional problems.

a
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V.

) THE UC DAVIS SEXUAL HARASSMENT STUDY;,

RESEARCH DESIGN AND OBJECTIVES

. Impetus 'for ,a. study of sexual harassment at UC Davis .

V.

Why study sexual harassment at UC Davis? The ,idea emerged in responsg

to recent University policy decisions and increasing campus awareness of the
issue.

By 1982, there had been some reports of sexual harassment on the Davis
campus, Ind the 1980 women's needs,assessment suggested that harassment had

been a problem for some women students. Beyond the anecdotal information
gleaned from these few reported incidents and the limitett- data gathered in
the needs assessment, little was known abaft the Went and nature of sexual

/ - 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 extrapolated, to Davis was just underway
and had not yet been published.

The need for more- and better information became apparent when in

August 1981, the University of California banned seoal harassment of

students and employees and charged_ each- campus witil developing local -

grievance pro edures for handling sexual harassment complaints and educating

tstudents and mployees 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
and. what groups of people were particularly affected would be needed.

k

n

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) cal led sexual harassment

"the most important issue that it has considered this year." During-the

year_,.SWAADAC had :convened __Task_force -on-Sexual Harass-nient-ta-review----the-

problem and recommend campus actions and policy. In its report, the Task
Force recommended, among other thipjs, that a campus survey be undertaken:

It is essential to try to determine, -with some degree of
certainty, whqther or not we really have a problem with Ancidencei

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 nfeans of accurately 'assessing the possible
scope Of the problem...would be of great value.

I



Survey objectives

The survey of sexual harassment at UC Davis is intended to provide
descriptive data*hich'can be used by campus officials to develop policy,
institute responsivo grievance procedures, and design effective educational
programs. Specifically, the survey identifies:

1. campus attitudes abObt-SeXual narassnient;

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

3. the citcupstances and characteristics of sexual harassment inci,
.dents, anti of those individuals haratsing,and being harassed;

a

4. the effects of sexual haraspnent who have been its
victims; and

5. the campus resources victims used or would have used had they been
available at the time. 1

A
4

While not an intended objective, the survey itself serves to educate
the campus about sexual harassment through the questionnaire and
dissemination of the survey results.

Research design '-

To accomplish 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 rSspondent's attitudes abobt sexual harassment;

2, any incident of sexual harassment involving UC Davis individuals
whit-ft-the- respondent itri-gttt- -have litysvkved -o-r- k--novo --a-bout;

3. any personal experience of sexual harassment at UC Davis;

4... the respondent's demographic characteristics.

.1

To accommodate differences in their situations, slightly, different but
comparable versions ofthe 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 concerning 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 refer to the.

Thdefinition in answering the, questions that followed: Thk..questionnaire was
entirely anonymous,

ri
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Sampling strategy

Several .considerations guided the development of the sampling strategy.
First, it was expected that men and women would have different attitudes
toward and experiences with'sexual harassment, as would undergraduates,
graduate/profesacional students, faculty 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 counterpals. i(

Second, drawing on the findings of previous research and the campus
experience, it was expected that: (1) sexuo harassment would be a more
salient issue for women than men; and (2) women in cerXain occupations,
ranks or locations-would be more-iware of sexual harassment or more likely
to have been harassed than others. Faculty nd staff women, therefore, were

differentiated on the basis of their UnivOity 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
and lecturers with employment
security

Assistant professors and
instructors

Lecturers

Staff women:

Managers and officials
Professional staff persons
Technicians
Office and clerical workers

Professional researchers
and specialists

Postgradualbresearchers
Librarians.
Medical interns and residents
.Other women faculty

Craftsworkers, operatives
and laborers

Service workers

Graduate and professional-.. _school .women f

0
Law Administration
Veterinary Medicine The Graduate Division
Medicine

Undergraduate wow men in:

Agricultural an0
Environmental Sciences

Engineering
Letters and Science

0

The actual number of women in each of these 22 groups varies
greatly, so to obfiTiT-Tribugh respohdents to permit analysis of each group,
the groups were disproportidnately samplel.. In groups with very few women,
the, proportion of women selected to. receive questionnaires was higher than
in groups with many women. blames of all the women in each group were
generated by computer and a systematic random sample was selected fromN4,,e-ach.
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.

15
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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 ilevel of aggregation':

all women and all men. Because the re., onses of men'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 wei hted. Weighting is a statistical technique of correcting

for dispropor ona e 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.

Appendix B shows the weights assigned to responses in each group.

411.

Simple descriptive statistics were used to analxze the questionnaire

responses due-to the nature of the data and the exploritorppurpose of the

survey.

Response rate

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

approximately 11% of the entire JVC Davis student and employee population.

Students received questionnaires 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

letters from the Vice, Chancellor for Academic Affairs and the Assittant,

Vice-Chancellor for Staff Affairs, respectively. Pre-paid return envelope%

were provided. Two weeks later, reminder postcards were mailed to all who

had been mailed questionnaires.

Forty-eight questionnnaires 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 ha.d

response rates high enough to'perniit analysis at the level of the individual-41'

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 af'e not included in the aggregate

analysis of "staff women ". or "all women."

Each of the, questionnaires carried a symbol representing the University

status (or group) of.the person receiving the questionnaire as it appeared

in University records. In answering the questionnaire, however, a few

respondents identified their Udiversity position differently from that stwwn

in their University records. For example, some whom University records
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identified as "staff. technicians" called themselves "professional..staff per-
sons," some "leCturers" self-identified as "assistant proftssors or
instructors." In. these cases, an individual's sej-identification. was used
to determine, group identifirtion and as the bassi for assigning weights and
p'rforming analyses, 'The o iginal sample size was 'adjusted 4ccordingly.

Table 1 shows the response rates of ver4ous groups, with women service
-workers, craftsworkers, operatives and laborers excluded. kesponse rates
and the number of respondents in each of the 26 groups are given in
Appendix B.

ti TABLE 1

-QUESTIONNAIRE RESPONSE RATE
(in unweighted percent)

RESPONDENT
STATUS

RESPONDENT SEX

Women

r

kMen

Faculty 61% 49% ,
Staff 49 34
Under4raduate students 58 49 ,,,-

Graduate/profegSional
schopl students 61 37

4

All respondents 57% 41%

Representativeness'of the survey respondents

Do the responses of the individuals who returned questionnaires -accu-
rately reflect the attitudes and experiences of all UC Davis individuals?
Because the men and women receiving questionnaires were randomly am pled on
the basis of their University Status, it can be assumed that those 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.

lkspondents 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 s'ampling.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 bring's 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.
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Response, bias occurs'when sampled individuals who haVe particular

attitudes and 44TerienceS respond in a proportion different than their

proportion in the population. By over- or under-representing the attitudes

or experiences of tfre population, the responses of these individuals skew

the survey results
,

Response bias is less likely to occur when a high proportion of the"

sampled inttyiduals return thetr questionnaires. Although response rates" in

this study of 57% for women and 41% for men are quite high for a mai.,led

survey, tey'leave open the possibility that response bias might be. present.

In this study, it seemed possible that t ose individuals who had

experienced extol harassment oricnew ofs6Meo whOhad might,Jeel tore

'strongly abo t the topic and,respond in disprop tionatelY greater numbers

than those with liess personal exposure. It' was also possible, however, that

those- who had experienced sexual harassmpt would be less likely to respond

because o"fthe personal and perhaps eMbalirassing natufiUT their experience;

or because of concern for theirponymity.

One way ofinvestigating the pots_ibility of this response bias ts to

examine the relationship betweerl_the response rates of sampled groups :and

the proportion of respondents in.each'group who said they hail 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 'serual harassment among their members, then it could

be inferred that among the individuals sampled, those who had been sexually

harassed WeretrOsponding 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

sexual harassment rates was found. Appendices 0 and E. detail these re-

lationships.

Another way of )nvestigating 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 hose responding iQ the later weeks reportjl exposure to sexual

harassment than-those responding in' the early weeks;'Ilt could be inferred,

following this trend, that those not returning questionnaires at all were

even less l ike_ly to have been harassed or to have known someone WEB was.

The responses of those who did return questionnaires, then, would not be

representative of, the randomI5101e or the population.

When responses of women to the qitestion: "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

proportion of women and men whO knew of an incident of sexual harassment

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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portioht 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 respohse bias. There is no evidence,
however, whether sampled individuals who had not personally experienced
sexual harassment-or kmown of someone who had but who were etpecially
concerned about or interested in the topic anyway responded in grgater
proportion than their representation in the sample or the population. Simi,
larly, there -is -no-evi-dence -that-t-hoSe sampled individuals particular,y
uninterested in' or unconcerned about the-sexual harassment resended'in
smaller proportions than their representation in the sample or the popu-
lation.

19
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SURVEY RESULTS 16'

The results of the UC ,Day.is 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, an Victims' Use *Of Campus Resources. The tables and underlined
text presept the major results; the remaining Text contains -more -specifit-,
data and analysis.* pondents' written comments are quoted throughout to
give additional meaning p the statistical results.-

Survey Results I:
Campus Attitudes

. .

A majority of women respondents think sexual harassment, occurs at UC
Davis; a ,s1-ight majority off' men resPR-67n1T7iFe not sure or think nab.
Sixty-orii percent of the women and 48% of the ma-beiiiiilEical:571isment
occurs on the campus, .a .statistically .significant difference (X .., pC.001).

Thirty -seven percent of the women and 46% of the men Tespontlents were
uncertain whether.sexuaharassment 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 x, respectively) as a campus p-Fob eIT-17, -Far perTgrof 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 TIN; graduate/professional
women were least likely (1%).

Most respondents do not view sexual harassment as a major problem:
only MIR -3t of women and'UFf lien :respondents think sexuaT harassment is
"a big problem." Women see it as a lar et. problem than do men, however..
Women's responses7F7FFige72:Viiiii s responses 2. (t on a

scale from "ndt a problem" (1) to a "a big problem'.' (5). As Table 2 shows,

men are much more likely. than women to view sexual- harassment as a nonex-

istent or small problem.

*Because the disproportionate spmpling design differentiated women into 22'
groups but men into only four, the percentages given in the text and tablet
for women at the aggregate level of faculty, staff and students are
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 sholWon page 15.
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TABLE 2

PERCENT OF RESPONDENTS WHO RATE SEXUAL HARASSMENT
AT UC DAVIS AS A "1" OR "2"

(on a five-point scale where 1= "not a problem"
and 5="a big problem")

RESPONDENT SEX
RESPONDENT STATUS

Women Men

Fa.Olty 34% 60%
Staff 31 45
Undergraduates 25 50 _A

Graduate/prof. students 21 43.

All 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-T-14ot as many
respondents think UTIT men are a w a r---e(7iT( uiT harassment: 77%7?-thrwomen
and 87% o? tEenerFespondents think-ITC UTneriare aware of sexual harassment.
Among th men, and women respondents who think UCD men are aware of sexual
harassment, a significant proportion (46% each) believe those men are only
slightly aware.

Respondents agree that UCD women are quite conscious of sexual
harassment, and are more aware 11it-571 a7eUCD men, as Table 31ridicates.
Men sesponEeTts, in fact, tiiinr-UTTwomen are more aware of sexual
harassment than do the women respondents.

TABLE 3

AVERAGE LEVEL OF AWARENESS OF SEXUAL HARASSMENt
AMONG UC DAVIS MEN AND WOMEN

(where 1=not aware and 5.very aware)

UCD women UCD men

Women respondents
Men respondents

3.1 2.4
3;6 2.6

O

`4.

Respondents say they care whether sexual harassment occurs at UCD.
Eight out of ten women resi5onts and sir7it of ten men caTeTWry miTCPC
whether sexual harassment occur' at, UCD. Women averaged, 4.7, and men 4.4 on
-a five-point scale° from."don't care'at all" (.1) to "care very much" (5).
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Wh does sexual harassment occur? Comments were diverse and prolific
in re frlY trIhTT-613in-ended questIE. As expected, there was no consensus,
although some reasons emerged as most common and are summarized in Table 4.

Many individuals noted that the 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 liTter7-1Tferia men anci7inen respondals. )gal-des rWilid society's
accepTIFF-eOrsexualThrarassmefn are also often 1517e7-1 as reasons. Men are
more Mel athiivomen to attribute sexiiirTarassmiFilWuarWiTie:
A-omen cite e women's 7E.frons and attifuFelinore often than To men. iiE177
ThOTIs eFeTe TestiTtT.

Faculty, staff and students did not always agree oh the reasons for
sexual harassment. While 12% of all women think sexual harassment results
from sexual drive, fewer faculty women (5%)i 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
TIEFIAty, staff, and graduate/ professional students, but only 4% of
undergraduates, name human nature as the reason sexual harassment occurs.

Faculty women are more inclined to ascribe sexual harassment to a
desire for epower over another (42%) than are staff women (22%). Women
faculty (19%) and graduate/professional school students (19%) point 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 facultyi(10%) and
graduate/professional students (10%); less often by undergraduate women
(3%).

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

On power:

Power is abused when norms are uncertain, cOnstraints are weak.,
and retribution is unlikely. Sexual harassment is one such abuse.

--male faculty member

When a man harasses a woman, I do not think it is because of
misinterpretation or a response to "signals' he 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 SEXUAk. HARASSMENT
9(in percent of respondents replying to this questione/

RESPONDENT REPLIES
RESPONDENT SEX

Women Men

Power: to dominate. exploit; show power; maintain control, desire/need to exert power;
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; societal attitudes; socialization (of men, of women); media (image
of women, sex); women/men expected/pressured to act this way; it's learned

Sexual desire: libido, uncontrolled sexual drive; lust; poor sex life; sexual 12 20
1FirstiitT6n; 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 self or masculinity; to meet expectations; 11 10
Vie') up imabl no self-respect; self-doubt; feelings of inferiority; inadequacy,

insecurity

31% 27%

Women's actions/attitudes: women don't stop it; put up with it;'feel powerless
---T5Frt know how to stop it; women are weak, easily intimidated; women's atti-

tudes about themselves

10 1

Harassor can 2_ away with it: it's possible; nq fear of retaliation; it's allowed; 9
e$ru against not eiffin:Ce7; treated lightly; nothing done about.it

Men's attitudes about women: .see women as sex objects; think it's a right; think 9 3
---75Men like itrfRinTTrrs acceptable

Harassor's personal/psychological problems: domestic problems; (emotional, work) stress 7

frustration; dissatisfaction

University environment: competitiveness; academic pressure; University power structure; 7 4

sheltered, intimate, permissive setting; constant interaction; will occur in any large
organization

Disrespect: disregard other's rights/feelings; insensitivity; inconsideration; 6
selfishness

Ignorance: misi %formation; lack of awareness 5

Men's attitudes toward women and work: men threatened by competing women; 5

women entering men srircis--w6FITAg 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
get grades or other gain

Human behavior: it's natural; human nature; because there is Sex; biology; because 2

--TFeretwo sexes; men and women are different; it's part of male/female
interact.*

A difference of o inion: misunderstanding; uninlApdid; poor communication skills; men 2 6
---V17;3171iF7Tew;re a ionships, sex differently; People not at ease with sexuality

1Total percentages exceed 100% because 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.

--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 asjntellectual 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 student

Everyone has some interest in 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

Basic jungle sociobiology. --male faculty member

On human nature:

Human nature, why'else? ,-male faculty member

It's an unavoidable part of male-female relationships--only a
foolish person would think that you child eliminate it.

--male staff member

Men are men and women are diffCrentit is pi)ficult to
intellectually override biology. --f011e faculty member

On a difference of opinion:

Men and women have different perceptions of sexual relationships--

societal orditioning, etc., etc. What some zealots would label
harassment others would consider normal behavior.

--male'faculty member

Some of it is probably misunderstood. If women would Say "that

offends me" or "stop it, I don't like It etc., some of the
perceived harassment would stop, if most of it.

--male staff member
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On "getting away with it":

Men think they can get away with it, and they enjoy the power.
Women are embarrassed or afraid to have it stopped.

-- female professional school student

I suspect [sexuar harassment occurs] because offenders feel that
they can get away with it. In a' hierarchical structure, "your
word against mine"facts in-favor of those with the greater power,
general ly. -- female staff member t,

Perpetrators believe they will be able to act with impunity; i.e.,

. are immune to legal or social consequences of their acts.
--male faculty member

On the University environment:

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. --female undergraduate

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

--female undergraduate

Other reasons:

Women feel they have td put up with it :because they don't know how
to get around it. To try and stop it creates more problems than
before. --female undergraduate

Because men feel inadequate ,and insecure about themselves .and it
is an ego boost for them to pick on someone and,,,a woman

-constitutes an 'easy target. --female undergraduate

Arrogance and ignorance. --female staff member
\

25
31,

a

A

4



Survey Results II:
Sexual HarassMeinTiaents

of 'Which RespondentsWergire,

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

'UCD faculty m

Respondents. were e
.staff persons or

first asked if they had "r observed or personally
been aware of a situation where a
student behaved in on unwanted, offensive sexual way towarclelnother UCD
person." Since sexual behavior must have a negative impaction 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 were iivwhetherc-he or

she knew of a case of sexual harassment. It 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 Teporting 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 of 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).

If it were at all possible.that the.case a respondent described was w

sexual harassment, it was included in the data below. The percentage of

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

of.women undet.graduates 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 Respondents Who Knew of a Sexual Harassment Incident

Twenty-six percent of women respondents and 14 of men respondents had
observed or were persorgITTRire of an incrainTiriexual harassment lif

UCD. table Shows `that facUTT77aWfT-53TiTaTUFFfiilional 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.

4
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STABLE 5

PERCENT,OF RESPONDENTS
WHO HAVE OBSERVER OR PERSONALLY BEEN AWARE
OF A SEXUAL HARASSMENT INCIDEkrAT UC DAV1S

RESPONDENT STATUS
RESPONDENT SEX

Women Men

Faculty 39% 18%
Staff 37 29
Undergraduates, 16 3
Graduate/prof. students 33 12

4

All,respon'dents: 26% 12%

Only sexual harassm4nt 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 tfhan one person could not be determined, and
since xespondents.werejlot asked to report incidents occurring within a set,
period of time.(otherthan the years they have been at UCD), it cannot be
determined how current these incidents are. Finally, about 20% of the
incidents reported by women staff, 13% of those reported by graduate/
profesSiohal students; 7% ofjthose reported by faculty women and 3% of those
reported by undergraqUates, appear to be personal experiences, not third-
party incidents. (

Characteristics of Sexual Harassment Incidents Respondents Knew About.

Too few men undergraduates and men graduate/professional students knew
about an incident of sexual harassment to permit analysis of(their responses
to the follvw-up questions concerning the incident. Data on the effects and
resolution of the incidents and the individeals involved are reported below
only on men faculty and staff and on women.

Wen were the harassors and women the victims in virtuall all the
incidents respondentS describerAmong woielinTespents, say men were
the harassors and §8% say *omen were the victims. Of 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.

QC
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Respondents most often identify the harassor as a faculty member in the

incident$ dtheykiiria4Mr.' AsjableTT shows, t6T-s-was partiT7571371FUF
woma-1177Hmembers 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 haras$0r. Harassors who were professional staff members most
often .harassed other professional staff employees and clerical /blue collar

workers.

TABLE 6

UNIVERSITY STATUS OF HARASSOR IN INCIDENTS
RESPONDENTS KNEW ABOUT

(in percent of respondents who knew of an incident)

RESPONDENT STATUS

HARASSOR
STATUS All

Women Faculty

WOMEN--

'Under-
Staff -graduates

Graduate/
prof.
students

MEN

Faculty Staff

Undergraduate 0 0 0 - 0 0 0 2%

Graduate/prof. student 6% . 6% 1% 11% 10% 4% 2

Teaching/ esearch assistant 9 8 1 21 7

Medical ntern/ resitient 6 8 10 0 6 7 5

Faculty member 45, 63 37 46 56 82 26

Researcher 2 1 2 4 2 0 2

Professional staff person 19 10 30 7 144' 7 47

Clerical/blue collar worker 9 3 15 4 5 0 16

Don't know 4 1 3 8 0

Jotal
1,

100% 100% *-# 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

1
Columns may not total 100% due to rounding.

Respondents most often identify the victim as a student or clerical/

blue coTlar worke711 Theinciaents ih-Ty ATTiETi T indicates,

faculty and ome7) "iral women graduate/priaessional students most often

identify the victim as a graduate/professiolfS1 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 t6,c victim. Clerical /blue collar

victims were most often harassed by professtonal staff persons.

8
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TABLE 7

UNIVERSITY STATUS OF VICTIM IN INCIDENTS
RESPONDENTS KNEW ABOUT

(in percent of respondents who knew of an incident)

VICTIM
STATUS

eigo

All

Women Faculty Staff

RESPONDENT STATUS

WOMEN

Graduate/
Under- prof.

graduates students

MEN

Faculty Staff

Uridergraduate 40% 17% 11% 90% 28% 25% 12%
Graduate/prof. student 15 40 1. 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 L 1 4 0
Researcher . 0 3 0 0 0 4 2

Professional staff person 17 13 35 0 2 14 23
Clerical/blue collier worker 22 8 49 .0 0 14 42
Don't now 0 0 1 O. 0

0
0 0 7

Other 0 0 ' 0 3 0 0 2

Totall: 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

L

'Columns may not total 100% due to rounding.

4

Effects of Sexual Harassment Incidents Respondents Knew About

Respondents were asked to identify 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 majOity. of
the respondents report the unwanted sexual behavior of the haFissor creates
an intimidating, host- or renMeenTiriiin7rrent aFthe v ct fin: 17

*ild-di tion, Table 8 shows thiTabout a quarter to a thiraMThe respondents
say that the harassor's behavior unreasonably interfered with the vtctim's
performance, or that her job, illstruction, opportunitites or performance'
evaluation depended on her reaction to the harassor's overtures. A signifi-
cant proportion of men do'not know what effects the harassor's 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 self-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.

,,,,o,%_7,7;:tt51MatN4)0;:70t#400g010g,(,.
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TABLE 8
1

EFFECTS OF UNWANTED SEXUAL BEHAVIOR IN INCIDENTS RESPONDENT KNEW ABOUT

(in percent of respondents who knew of an incident 11)

RESPONDENT STATUS

EFFECT All

women Faculty

WOMEN
/

Under-
Staff graduates

Graduate/
professional

students

MEN

Faculty Staff

Behavior created an intimidating,
hostile or offensive environment
for thi person recei4ping the
attention 64% 76% 63% 56% 77% 52% 50%

Behavior unreasonably interfered
with the performance of the
person receiving the attention

The person's job, instruction,
opportunities or other University
activity depended, in some way,

on whether he/she tolerated or

29 29 23, 35 -35 32 35

11, rejected this behavior

The person's reaction to this
behavior was used in evaluating
his or her academic or work

25 19 22 34 17 23 20

performance 23 19 20 34 16 16 22

Behavior had another effect on the
per n receiving the attention
be des those listed above 14 22 14 10 16 JO 17 .1.

Do not know wtat, if any, effects
there were on the person receiving
the attention 13 13 15 14 8 29 39

b

1Columns do not total 100% because respondents could check more than one effect

leo
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ReSdlution of Sexual Harassment Incidents Respondents Knew About

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 conlTa-1511 -the harassor, as theTFRP5ITEiTTW,

Chairman discussed problem with faculty member and he was
requested to stop this activity. --female faculty member

O
-

Person being harassed stated to individual that'she might have to
let others know of his conduct--he backed offl --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

Respondents sax ignoring, avoidin or gi__ving in to the harassor was
alsoatactic the victims use ,oe-n-a e arassment.. Graduate
TiFareaiona womiargereraF13 TikeTFICTIte this resolution.

ASually. nothing is said, because theoffeQsive conduct can be
construed as just,barely within the lines of appropriate behavior.
Also, the importance of grades serves as an inhAiting factor.
Women are reluctant to speak out for fear of jeopardizing their,
Class rank. But some female students, as a result, either don't
take 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 say_ the situation was resolved when the
55iFTB-or was forced to er employmeent or

Tfird7i:

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

His secretary quit and I'm sure that she is on a black list.
--female staff member

Student talked to offending TA and to profesior of class but the
intimidating atmosphere finally led to her dropping7the class.

--female staff member

significant proportion of the respondents say the situation they knew
about was never resolved or,that The' harassment continuing,

,;t7,77'
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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

RESOLUTION All

Women Faculty

WOMEN

Under-
Staff graduates

Graduate/
prof,

students

MEN

Faculty Staff

HaraefOr told to stop (by victim, 25% 24% 29% 20% 22% 10% 14%

I)y others, by chairman/ superviSOr)
Victim put up with it; ignored,
avoided harassor

17 19 13 1% 30 10 11

Victim left job /UCD; changed Major;
dropped class; quit; was fired;
stopped seeking professor's help

17 16 17 20 15 14 14 .

Wasn't/hasn't,yet been resolved 16 6 15 25 10 19 25

Harassorleft"job/UCD, completed

program/degree

5 14 8 0 3 19 7

.Harassor fired; reprimAnded. 3 4 2 5 4 5

Victim filed grievance; took legal

action

'3 3 5 0 2 0 -4

Harassor gave up trying; apologized 2 3 0 '5 4 5 0

°the?. resolution 12 14
1

12 10 10 '19 18

Totall: 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

1Columns may not total 100% due to rounding.
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Survey Results III:
Personal Experiences of siTuir Harassment

In the third section of the Survey questionnaire, respondents were
asked whether they personally 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 sexuaTTY-harassed to analyze their responses to the
follow-up questions 40_ only the- experiences of women victims are described.

Extent of Sexual Harassment Among Respondents

The incidence rates reported below inclune only those respondents who
were sexually ha ti on of sex-trill-

f inky 7h-la- ern -sexual Ty harassed -at
-there were -few -respondents who said they had whose answers to the fol low-
up questions about the nature of their experiences showed clearly that they
had experienced something 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
unwanted and/or which the respondent said did not have a negative impact,
or a studOt-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 their Supervisor to promote qualified women. Men typically said they
*ere flattered by the sexual attention 9r experienced no negative effects or
that a woman student or staff subordinate had offered sexual favors.
Students often described a '"pass" frqm a peer or pressure from peers to date
or have sexual relations. Table 10 shows the percentage of these re-
spondents, but their replies are not included in the incidence rates'or
subsequent data on victims' sexual harassment experiences.

Incidence of sexual harassment at UC Davis

One in seven women respondents 13.5% has been sexually harassed at UC
Davis. One Triffo men respondents asbeen sexually harassed Dr
DaVi s mon9 women respon i ents,-2174f -of, the staff, and 20.1 f of
tffefaculty, 16.5% of thei-Faa uate/professairTia stu'en s, and tff
70ergraduatei-We-Teen sexually harassed during their tenure at UC-11WIT
Some women 0 had different University statuS at the time fFey -eTe
harassed than they do now. Tables 10, .11 and 12 are based on victims'
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.

q
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TABLE 10

REPLIES TO: "WOULD YOU SAY YOU HAVE BEEN
SEXUALLY HARASSED AT UC DAVIS ACCORDING TO THE

[UNIVERSITY] DEFINITION... ?" BY RESPONDENTS' CURRENT UNIVERSITY STAN'S

(in percent of respondents)

RESPONSE All women Faculty

WOMEN

Under-
.

graduatesStaff
4

YES, (ACCORDING TO
UNIVERSITY DEFINITION) 13.5% 20.1% 21.4% 7.3%

Yes' 4.6 12.0 - 9.5 0.5

Yes, but didn't
. think of it or

call it that at
the time 4.9 8.1 7.1 3.1

Yes, (but no fur-
ther information) 4.0 0 4.8 3.7

YES (BUT NOT ACCORD-
ING TO UNIVERSITY

qt,

DEFINITION) 3.0 0.6 0 5.3

NOT SURE 5.9 0 7.0. 6.3

NO 77.6 79.3 71.6 81.1

TOTAL RESPONSES 100% 100% 100% 100% 0
1\

MEN

Under-

RESPONSE. All men Faculty Staff graduates

YES (ACCORDING TO
UNIVERSITY DEFINITION) 1.1% 0.6% 2.4% 0.8%

YES (BUT NOT ACCORD-
ING TO UNIVERSITY
DEFINITION) 2.9 1.-2 2.4 4.8

y
NOT SURE 2.4 0.6 3.1 2.4

NO 93.7 97.6 92.0 92.0

TOTAL RESPONSES .100% 100% 100% 100%

Graduate/
profi.

students

16.5%

6.8

5.6

4.1

. 2.0

3.7

77.9

,

100%

Graduate/
prof.

students

0.9%

0

2.8

96.3

100%

'These Vree.rows are sub-categories of YES, ACCORDING TO THE UNIVERSITY DEFINITION
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Most men who thou ht they had been sex 11 harassed'had not, according
to ttiF75f7TisiT5,- e n ti on 6-Flexual a assment.- Ina-Fe reEases, the
respondent usually said ''a-SUbordlriFEFi7iiman.tried to seduce him or offered
hi'm 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
combiTaCiPTIorrss)e, less a-Pi-WITT 48% of all women at UC Davis, they
comps se almost three-quarters o Tie women respondi-nts who were
sexually harassed (Table 11). Staff women, in par ticular, reportiTiexua
harassment at a rate higher than their population representation (50% vs.
31%). In contrast, 52% of the UCD women are undergraduates, but of the
sexually harassed respondents, 29% are undergraduates.

TABLE 11

DISTRIBUTION BY STATUS OF ALL UCD WOMEN VS.
SEXUALLY HARASSED WOMEN RESPONDENTS

(in percent)

UNIVERSITY
STATUS

All UCD
women

Sexually harassed
women respondents

Faculty 4% 6%
Staff 31 50 .

Undergraduates 52 29
Graduate/prof. students- 13 16

Total: 100% 100%

Incidence rate and University status of victims

Faculty and staff women respondents in some occupations were more
likely to haiFgeen seX757-Tharassed than ofFeTs. Overall, orii--511-1W

anaMITWoiTIFFFi74 been haraiiW, but within these groups, the
incidence rate varies by occupation, as shown in Table 12. Women who are
currently interns/residents, professional researchers, ormanagers/officials
are particularly likely to have been harassed at some point during their
careers at UC Davis.
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TABLE 12

PERCENT OF FACULTY AND STAFF WOMEN RESPONDENTS
WHO HAVE BEEN SEXUALLY HARASSED .AT UC DAVIS

RESPONDENTS' CURRENT.
UNIVERSITY STATUS

Women faculty 20.1%

Full alnd associate professors/
lecturers with employment security 16%

Assistant professors/instructors 17

Lecturers 13

Professional researchers /specialists 31

Postgraduate researchers 20

Librarians 6

Medical interns/residents 37

Qther women faculty 17

WolMen staff 21.4%

Managers/official s 28%

Professional staff 23

Technicians 22
Office/clerical workers 20

Some women harassment victims now have positions in the University
di ff nt from the ones they held wheri7Effey were sexually;fiirassed. A third

TfiRPFITEITIFs-77ff67iFe now fraiTUTrere stirdelitt 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 bee'n harassed as such but one-fourth were harassed when they were
undergraduates or staff members. 'Virtually all staff and undergraduate
women victims had the same general. University status at the time they were

harassed as at the time they responded to the questionnaire. Table 13
summarizes the women's University status at the time of harassment.
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TABLE 13

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

VICTIMS' STATUS
AT TIME OF HARASSMENT

VICTIMS' CURRENT STATUS
Graduate/

Under- prof.

Faculty Staff graduates students

Faculty
Staff 3 95 0 7

Undergraduates 3 3 100 18

Graduate/professional students 27 y 0 0 74

fotali 100% 100% 100% 100%

'Columns may not total 100% due to rounding.

Incidence rate and University location of victims
, .

Victims' University location at the time they were sexually harassed is

related to their UniversiTriTiTus afTlii-ITMe. ra-Eilly and staff victims
-1WIFF-TTNN3-Triille professiolliT-1Chools araT,Fdergraduate colleges, at the

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

Comparing the location of women victim at the time the were harassed

with the location orWTT-W6Men ?h-i--vs a some campuiTaa ioni-FiVe dispro-

porticiriateTnnorrsexualFaTalii---nenr7TEWis (Table 14). Among faculty

7:17

women, the School'o e e inary Medicine and the Medical Center have dispro-

portionately more sexual arassment victims, while the. Colleges of Agri-
cultural and Environ ntal Sciences and Letters and Science show dispro-
portionately fewer victims. These proportions vary, however, 40( the faculty

members' particular status. Among women who were ladder, faculty when they

were harassed, 36% were in Agricultural and Environmental Scientes, 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.

CompariAg the location of women staff victims with the location of all
staff women reveals that the College of Letters and Science has dispro-

portionately more sexual harapment victims; UCDMC has disproportionately

fewer. Like faculty, these proportions vary for staff of different
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.
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TABLE 14

VICTIMS' UNIVERSITY,LOCATION AT TIME OF HARASSMENT
VS. ALL WOMEN'S UNIVERSITY LOCATION

UNIVERSITY
.LOCATION4

College of Agricultural &
Environmental Sciences

College of Engineering

College of Letters A Sci.

Graduate Division

School of Administration

of Law

School of Medicine

School of Vet. Medicine

UC Davis Medical Center

Shields Library or branch

Organized Researc0 Unit

University Extesion

Campus Administration

Student Affairs

Physical Plant

Total3:

UNIVERSITY STATUS.'

!acuity Staff Undergraduates
Graduate
Students

Professional

Students

All
Victims WOmen

All

Victims women.
All

ViCtiMS women

, .

All

Victirl-wOmen
All

Victims women

12% 2.1% 9% 8%4 26% 37% 0 0 0 0

0 1 0 1 0 5 , 0 o 0 0

2 29 17 5 74 59 o 0 0 0

0 0 7 1 0 0 100%. 100% 0 0

0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 3% 2%

9 5 0 1 0 0 0 0 19 32

5 6 1 1 0 0 0 0 42 32

14 5 10 0 0 0 0 36 34

51 23 31 54 0 0 0 0 0 0

5 7 7 3 0 0 0 0 0 0

o 1. 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0

0' 0 0 1 o 0 0 0 0

4 0 15 8 0 0 0 0 0 0

0 . 0 4 9 0 0

0 0 0 1 0 0 0

t
100% 100% 100% 100% 00% 1070i 100% 100% 100% 100%

!Victims' status at the time of harassment.
4Victims' locatioTrarThriTme a-hiFilliiht
3Columns may not tail 1110raTie707 d'Urourig
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Wong professional school students, disproportionately more victims are
enrolled in the-School of Medicine; fewer are in the School of Law. Of the

42% of-professiontal school victims who were medical students, 31% were
actually at 4CDMC when they Were harassed; only 11% wvre physically at the

School of-Medicine.
v

I

Among undergraduate victims,- disproportionately more are in the College

of Letters and SctenceOnst the number of undergraduate victims on which

this. distribution by location is based is quite small.

Recency of sexual harasiment:incidents

Respondents were not' asked to limit their reports of a personal
experien.c'e of sexual harassment to a fixedutime_frame, so the incidence
rates shown in lables10 through E are cumulative .over time.715tt victims

iNiTiii7,-fifoTITTia7on an experTaCe Of -texuallWiiiiiiT61.5-irdEELTFFIT
the three'academfE-ears, prior tofh-eid-inniste:ation of Thesurvey

86TWOUP1981/82). Twe ire perceaTrfaculty vicii,--16T-Tif staff
victims, none of the undergraduates, and 5% of graduate/professional student

victimi 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

UNIVERSITY STATUS 1981-82 1980-81 1979-80 earlier Total

All women 28% 30% 21% 20% 100%

Faculty 40 6 21 33 100%

Staff 21 32 22 25 100%

Undergraduates 29 43 14 14 100%

Graduate/prof. students . 46 21 26 7 100%

A.
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Perpetrators Of Sexual Harassment

In the specific, 'individual cases women victims dtscAbe in detail in
the craccronnaire, all the harassors liel-4e men. About half (73 il---"871
women victims havebensexually harassedIFIUCTTT more than one man:
Undergraduates are moi-Frikely to haTebilirassea TAR FffeinarFIM
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 &lane. Staff men were the harassors
in 37t of the harassment experiencesTiTirdats 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.
Table 16 compares the status of the victims with the status of the
harassor..

TABLE 16

VICTIM STATUS BY HARASSOR STATUS
AT TIME OF HARASSMENT

(in percent of women victims)

VICTIMS'

HARASSORS'. STATUS
Graduate/

Under- prof.
STATUS Faculty Staff graduates students Total

k.
Faculty 86% 16% 0% 0% 100%_
Staff 40 57 0 2 100%
Undergraduates 95 4 0 0 100%
Graduate/prof. students 77 20 3 0 100%

All victims: 61% 37% 1%. 1% 100%

Full and associate professors and lecturers with em lo ment security
were respoirgibuch of the sextraTharThiiiitnen ,perpe ra e faculty on
RV& faculty or on staff. Wing women victims, 64% of the la ,fder acuity,
Tgrii f the interiridents, B7% 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 detail are not available on victAms who were undergraduate or
graduate/professional students at the time.

Harassors were of all ages. Nineteen percent were in their twenties,
24% in their thiFffes, 28% in eir forties and 23% in their fifties.
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Relationship Between Harassors and'.Victims 1_

Seven in ten women (71%) were harassed II a man with a higher status
osition than Mir own (Table 17). 13rWaduatis were most- often haTaiTed
y their 7FiceheTi-RT%), 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%).

TABLE 17

OFFICIAL AND PRIMARY RELATIONSHIP
BETWEEN HARASSORS AND VICTIMS
(in percent of women victims)

HARASSOR'S RELATIONSHIP TO VICTIM
.55

Superior 71%

Teacher, major advisor, department chair 28
Supervisor, department head, employer 27
Senior faculty or staff person (without

direct authority) 16

Peer/other 'university individual 29%

Co-worker, Colleague 19
A University employee. (no work/academic

relationship) 9
Employee or studerit 1

Behavior of Harassors

Of eleven kinds of unwanted sexual behavior 1 itted on the question-
naire, semillcomments, jokes and questions and sexually suggestive looks
and EFer-were experienced 6rthree-quarters of -the.- harassment victims
Tale . About -half the victilis report tile harasF'pressured them for
dates or ?exF-TeTErrifilyTKEfild them in a semWI-runner. TwelveWaiiT
of Tfie women report the harassor 111TmFria se)---7JalrThIllions or sexual
assault.

Although the behaviors in Table 18 are generally listed in order from
least to most severe, it.cs 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
sexual assault or unwanted sexual relations, by definition, are very
serious.
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TABLE 18

t.

SEXUAL BEHAVIORS EXPERIENCED BY VICTIMS
BY ,TYPE OF BEHAVIOR

(in percent of women victims')

TYPE OF BEHAVIOR

Unwanted display of pornographic pietures,
posters, cartoons or other materials 17%

Unwanted sexual jokes ot/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 71

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 54

Attempted sexual relations or attempted sexual
assault 12

Sexual relations 9

Sexual assault 3

'Percentages do not total 100 because respondents could mark
more than one type of behavior.

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 wereless likely
to have received ) etters, 'calls or .visits Rr 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 sexual
relations with the harassor.

Only a few of the sexual harassment cases were one-time incidents.
Seven y-nine WcentZT the victims sAt . t h e -NiniiiErTf15176F.Tras a series
of incidents over ime7lhe 'Me nature of thi-577iiiiniiit-IK-irmi
evident in the wometrrieports, of the frequency of the narassor's behavior.
Most women sa the behaviors they experienced occurred several times or many
riiresTiMer9FThis was true for all types of befiav
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13,ABLE 19

FREQUENCY OF HARASSOR BEHAVIOR
(in percent of women victims)

TYPE OF
BEHAVIOR Once

Several
times

FREQUENCY

Many All the
times time Total2

Sexual pictures 30% 53% 6% 11% 100%
'Sexual remarks about women 14 39 30 16 100%
Sexual remarks about you .

Suggestive looks, gestures
9

14

42

44

42
34

7 100%-low__

Letters,-calls, visits 11 49 41 -- 100%
Pressure for dates 17 43 40 100%
Pressure for sex 36 4? 22 100%
Sexual touching 31 38

.-,t,
30 100%

Attempted sexual relations 18 52 29 1p0%
Sexual relations 37. 34 30 100%

_Sexual assault 100%

1 Descriptors are abbreviated; refer,to Table 18 for full text.
2 Rows may not total 100% due to rounding.

In addition,to indicating which of the eleven listed behaviors they had
experienced, women were asked in an open-ended question to describe in their
own words how "EiTii3UFexpressed, sexual interest in ffielii7-7Prany women
notehee did s in several ways. FortyF--wopeFeeTtorThrTTEtimssaTEFF
arassor 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 Ale up and down, came too close, hugged me.
--staff member

4
Hi tactic is to press up next to you and -practically force your
fac to be next to his in the elevator [and various rooms]. Once

.in is office he also started out giving me abrotherly hug that
he kept 9oin9! --graduate student .
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At first,` [it] was expressed as seemingly friendly gestures such
as an arm around the shoulders and a quick hug, also verbal
greetings such as "hello beautif

i
10 or "hello honey." ,These

verbal greetingS progressed to dlr . jokes and eventually an open
invitation to. sleep with him. 'L ewise the friendly gestures
became actual fondling of my breasts and,buttocks. --undergraduate

About a third of the victims -(35%) say the harassor made sexual
comments or-irFtialfiei-alWit 5WEBFabout women-IVgenera .

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: I asked for advice on how to get into a
particular profession. His suggestion was: "Wear the dress
you're wearing to the interview." 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 anothersfaculty
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. --professional school student

Nearly a quarter of the women (23%) were invited for dates'or other
activities; 11% were direefTi propositione17-

He was very direct. He said that he wanted to have a sexual
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
I come up to his office sometime. When I asked: "what about?",
he replied, "you know." --grad rate 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.
--undergraduate

1

The professor did not push physically or verbally. He put down
the circumstances (grade dependent on behavior) and left it at
that. --undergraduate

Fourteen ercent of the women mention that the harassor stared at them
or looked them up and Tiwn. 101a he flirieriaold offenOW7Tktsn
notThigiapesol questrersTalmrirmitfrita us, or example
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Victim Response to Sexual Harassment and Harassor Persistence

Seventy -three percent of the women- victims made it known to the
harassor that his sexual advances-or-TriiirlinFIET-WeTe unweTailiet5-TOCIFf
the casesaZ-iThe-57E-Ssor was midi aware his behavior was uhweTE-orrec-Vi,
persisted in that-behavior (Table 20). Unde6Tiduates were-Tess likely than
others to -F5ve-made ft -clear the attention was unwanted. Harassors who
learned their behavior ws,offensive werdklmore likely to stop if their
victims were 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 WHO PERSISTED

1

VictiMS who made harassor Of harassors made aware their
aware his behavior was vbehavior was unwanted, percent

unwelcome of those who persisted

All women 73% 70%

Faculty 65 57
Staff 79 68
Undergraduates 57 100
Graduate/prof. students 78 56

Among the women who made the harassor aware his behavior was unwelcome
(73%),73% say they verFET1-51d-thiT517.asso7TC-isrtfiTri: Among these, 27% note
that 5e7y con ronte the arassoFgid-WFTTlery straightforward and clear in
their dislike, 7% mention that they mere 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 .1 do not socialize with people (men) I 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

/-\

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
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I made it clear that tilkattention I got at work should be ba$ed
on my performance as a staff member and not whether I was a "good
looking" addition to the office. I let him know tha although his
comments and actions could be considered ambiguous, / I took them
personally and felt uncomfortable with that sort of ttention in a
work environment. He' cut back a bit, but never realiy let up. My
reaction certainly didn't change his behavior to other women.

--staff Member

I asked him not to kiss me; [told him] that I. 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 physipal (pulling away
from him) response on my part wer4 not understood or respected.
, --staff member

I confronte him, saying it was obvious to observers what was
happening an it would hurt both of our careers.

--graduate student

Twenty-nine ercent of-the women victims who made the harasfor aware
his attention-was unwan ea-afririTerqE117:7147-iardir-BF-TPUFTWETii:
MFnelfWcoliii6Thed this approiEW with tellingthe rassor T stop or of Fir
methods. Undergraduates were particularly inclined to use this tactic: 67%
say they avoided 'or ignored the harassor. Graduate and professional school
students-were more likely (83%.) to tell the harassor to stop than were other
womenput were less likely (13%) to airoid or ignore the harassor.

I'm ashamed to achnit that I jusA squirmed free, tried to.laugh it _

off and-began a-lib-Ming-him. I was trying to earn my MA and didn't
want him to fail my ,exam! -- graduate student

Initially I did not recognize he advances as sexual assault, and
rejected them in the same manne as I would if they had been from
a peer. After this continued f r some time I avoided contact as
much as possible. --undergrad to

I expressed annoyance and, in general, totally ignored his
com.Rents (in a pointed way). I wish. I'd been more direct
but.:iive and learn. --undergraduate

Ten percent of the women who made the harassor. aware his behavior was
unwaneirsay they acti-d- If the REI174577 was 'a joki7-755Tty women were
most likely. (24%) CITUre This a p p roa c

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 .apologizedhe would behave in a
professional' manner for a few weeks, then start again.

--staff-member

I pretended that he was joking (perhaps he was) and said I was
rather busy right then. In other words, I played dumb.

--graduate student
a
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I joked back at first (uncomfortably!), then just didn't respond;
would walk away. --professional school student

Of the harassed women who did not tell the harassor to stop (27%), 20%
say tTey-Tveretim ti'sFtOF uriFeFfitliiCrreTt-ioTwerWS% didn't want-EV
make a s c l i g espeCially-In front of (hers, 31% weren't i i i F e Th E i l tv o Th i n d T e

T h e s i t u i f f e and 20% fe a r e rn e arra 0 rt11--FF 1 1 h äF3siFrrclower.-raculty
women were mosrTiTelriFFite the harossorlspower 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.' Geadu,te/professional students also
note-they--were-t-cfe Inti-midated.

A

I was scared and there were a lot of people around. --staff member

I was intimidated and uncertain how to respond. It could have
been considered "flattery" rather- than harassment.

--graduate student

I did not [tell 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 professor of his importance to shove it? Come on!
-- graduate student

I didn't know how to react. --undergraduate

Coercion and Reprisal

Two-thirds of the undergraduate victims, 9% of the faculty victims, 26%
of the staff via-Tills and 7% of the 'graduate/prTfiiiiiiTlil schqol7fEriins
15-iii-hiaii57 'directly or Thoill'eCITy offered them somethii§Fthought-they_
would Want to-FiTeM return for sexual attenf5Ffrom them. The promise of
376-FroniEtifin77iTeTIFF7jr-rde were the most common iTaucements; gi ftrs,
travel, dates, sex, and assistance with work or research were also
mentioned.

I didn't even realize what was happening. at
help with class. --undergraduate

The implication was that I would be taken
get tenure, etc.). --faculty member

47
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Thirteen percent of the women victims report the harassor, prior to
expreTiTriirsixual interestl had Soineth n9 oFThem that he t ough-f
would make thiiiti eersexuaT1/ obligated. Assisran-cewlIFTrorrw.as most
6117r7M-TrifTollid; Fitvictims were sometimes unsure whether helpfulness was
linkeci to later sexual attention.

He worked ext sively on my project--more than called for under
the circumstanes. --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."

--graduate student
%.

It is unclear [whether he wanted meto feel sexualty obligated]
since incidents began occurring about the same time as he hired me

research assistant, and after I received an award for the top
g de in his class. I don't really think he intended for me to

obligated. --professional school student

In 13X of the cases the harassor threatened or implied reprisal if the
victim. dlrno TooperRT. Frost kcommon were thrill's of 306 termination or
denial or-promotion. 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.

9

Ah undergraduate whose grade was lowered due to her refusal says:

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

Reprisal occurrWd in 58% of the cases where it had been threatened and
i n 16% of cases % , T h e T e n a-6e erifit RIFFn ---Oreral 1 , 19% of tie
Eirassedwomen 1 "hirassoF-Toor action - against them. Most commonTic
the arassor picTiiTcrirot cooperatiwith the v1cfim excluded her from
professional actiqties, distan d hi self, or stopped effectively
supervising.., Victims also note th re ved poor performance evaluations
tow grades; and jokere terminated, or d ied promotion. Harassors sometitrres
spread negative ritthdrs about the vic iiin, tried to ruin her reputation, or
made negative comments to her supervisor.

I wasexcluded 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 had

written very positive ones. He made negative comments to a mutual
supervisor regarding my work. --faculty member

9(
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My job was subsequently taken over by the next person he decided
to have an affair with. ,-faculty member

91)

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.

4 --staff member

[He sent] letters telling me I had problems! --staff member,

[I experienced) cold, unfriendly distancing by" him. --staff member

I didn't get the job and he told the new person I was hard to get
along 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

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

Though indirect,"the result was that he did not .00perate readily
when something needed to be done which often made my job much more
difficult. --undergraduate

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

--undergraduate and then staff member

Effects on Victims of Harassor Behavior

Asked to check which of four eneral types of effects they had-
expeFTWEid, vaTiTsioirnoffeii-Fil t e arassor'iTeFiTer57-Created-iii
intimidating, hostile OF-Tffeii3TieiiiVIronment. One of the women say
the behavior affected-thiTF17715FT43i:Tourth also Am-Mei-FT? or
Tilit-FiETTOTTdepended on tolerating the behavior. (Ta6172117.-0WaiFgra ogle"
victims wereFIFiCrilT5rlikely to sartliFTFTFformance was affected but
Kone say their compliance with or rejection of the harassor was used in
evaluating their performance. "Other" effects noted by victims were
primarily psychological ones: embarrassment, anger, fear, intimidation, and
stress.
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TABLE 21

EFFECT OF HARASSORS' BEHAVIOR ON VICTIMS
(in percent.of women victims')

EFFECT

VICTIMS' STATUS
c

Ail -Undt1C prof.

Women Faculty, Staff graduate _students

Created an intimidating, hostile
or offensive environment, 68% 89% 69%

Unreasonably interfered with
victim's performance 26 16 21

Victim's job, instruction, oppor-
tunities or other University
activity depended, in some way, 24 18 25

on whether she tolerated or
rejected the attention

Victim's reaction to the attention
was used in evaluating her 15 19 20

academic or'work performance

Other effect 21 6 27

43% 87%

43 30

28 17

13

14 19

,w 1Columns do not total 100% because respondents could mark more than one
effect.

Academic, professional-and work effects

Asked to describe.in their own words the academic or work-related
consequences of sexual harassment, 43% of the victims write that the
harassment reduced their work efficiency anriffialTiTersTred-5-156:

eve oaperformance fTOTI-67-Uirminaiion, or weakened their it-Tie-rill an

ambition.

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

[It 'was] difficuWto maintain necessary communication with his
office; [I] wasn't taken seriously by him: --staff member

I am indecisive about-my job now; tasks and motives are second-
guessed and take more time. I make efforts to protect myself and

take fewer risks. --staff member
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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

It really g'ilt7 in the way of the work I wanted to do; time was
.w4Sted 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 positioK--1-feel because I didn't give in I wasn't
given any.responsibillty and never will be. --staff member

Forty percent of the women victims note their discomfort with the
situation: embarrassimthaTaiiiiTileiTfiTisT5T-fFiaration, resst17eridi.
nervousness--in general or with specific reference to work ng w
harassor--are common outcomes.

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

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

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

[I experienced] nervousness, fear of confrdritation, and fear that
he might make a scene o ke everything personally and ruin our
work relationship. --staf member

Harassed faculty (41%) and graduate/professional students (57%)
describe academic consequences.-Rudents felt precluded from taking classes
from theITIFITibr, seeking his assistance and advice or develOWITii
TOT-WM relationship. Some note their acacialc ro ress was hampered:
Faculty and students botFT'IyfiWaaTOTri:ry nInterfered With their

conCT MRTEETon, and competence. Twenty perEe77-of the
harassed graduate/professF women are fearful of working late or alone in
laboratories or offices.

I experienced a problem concentrating on my writing and spent many.
hours talking to others regarding ways to stop this assault.'

--faculty member

I became cynical abOut what tenure actually meant. --faculty member

[I was] generally uncomfortable in my office because he would stop
by unexpectedly--I tended to avoid wd'king there, --faculty member

It was difficult to go to lab knowing that he was there. It was
difficult to concentrate on the work being done.

--professional school student
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was] uncomfortable, arid_ unable to ask for assistance from him
or some time thereafter. Since he was chairman, this made several
aspects of graduate life difficult. --graduate student

[I was] afraid to go into the lab at night, especially fate when
the building was empty. I tried to not be ,seen by him.

--graduate student )1'

[I was] intimidated, and eventually completed the minimal work to
pass the course, but never, ompleted the project to the publishing
stages so 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

'I 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

I did not go to class. --undergraduate

Fourteen ercent of the victims note secondary effects from the
hara&iiT17---uncoopera qiness OFUTTIFETf the harassoF9riiilliiiii;
workers' mistrust due to perceived-raIforitism Elbe harassor, the spreadUr
negative rumors,,gira wariness abon51kutvrelitionsliips with men.

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

Other male faculty refused to worieNith me. [I] feel alienated
from academic work. --graduate student

[I experienCe] discomfort with the other members of my department,
which does affect my progress. --gra.duate 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 job a lot harder. --undergraduate 4

[I am] extremely apprehensive about working with male co-workers.
--staff member
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. Psychological effects

Sexual harassment roduced a range of psychological reactions from the

vict5T7 inasked o escrTbe n ffieir own words the persgiaT
emotional eTTiEti-51-harassoris behiTTIVF-57OWtheii-G-171,-5T-the' women said
they felt angry, dTiiusted and resentful. /

[I experienced no effects] except nger and resentment both at
that person and myself for having no means to stop the comments.

lty member

[I felt] frustration and anger t being treated as an object.
-staff member

He made me feel angry and humiliated.
--staff member

It makes me very angry with myself that I allow this person to
intimidate me. lam not afraid of losing my job but obviously I
'am riot assertive enough to put him in his Place. At the same
time, 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

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

--undergraduate

I felt used; I felt like a thing, as though the only thing that
would have qualifie0 me for the jo t? would have been to "please"
him in some way. Now that I look back, I feel frustrated and
angry. 1-undergraduate

i
/

I was angry and disgusted at the ime. I also felt sorry for him
as a person. --undergraduate

I felt more angry than fearf I guess I thought he would never
do anything violent or unco trollable, and I felt no hesitation
about calling the campus police if an uncontrollable situation did
arise. --undergraduate

[I was] angry at not being ti;len seriously as a scholar. I was
treated merely. as a young girl. --graduate student

_A third of the harassed women note they were embarrassed uncomfortable

and uiiiiiTEW-151FinliFT.

'17T 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

Ajeld. --staff member
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It upset me for quite a while and made me angry that I was put in
that position, Also I felt odd that it had not happened to any of
my femlle co-workers and therefore why. was I singled out?

--staff member

[It] makes me uncomforta le to see him in the halls. Generally,

[I felt] disgust at his 1 ck of discretion and "professionalism."
--professional school student

Twenty -two percent of the victims mention the harassment caused
tension, anxiety, and stress.

I developed anxiety. I was also shocked and embarrassed. I was
concerned that I had brought it on, that I was to blame.

--faculty member

[It caused] confusion in 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 ga "seduction." It is not a
"direct" threat, nor is it a cold bargain. In some ways it's
worse because now I feel that I should have been ablejo stop it
and I feel partially responsible and guilty. --graduate student

Women also mention feelin fearful (9%), more cautious about re-
latiogEiTi VI TT othert ( ess-aiiirdint and iiiTIRPTZWIkTUUi--(77g;
powerless addFirieWFUTIF (6% 5adepressed:OW

.[I 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

-[I experienced] intense-fear, and self doubt. --undergraduate

I felt so weak for not being able to get angry at him; I felt very
indecisive. But it helped to learn that several women graduate
students in the department have been accosted by him. He's

notorious, 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

I was extremely self-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.

--professional school student

I learned very quickly the name of the game is smile and take it.
--professional school student

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

Victims were asked tO des.cribe in their own words how the situation
between thems-Meitiiharatsor was resolTa. 6f those e-Wo answered
this question, 436% Menfra'sdme -res-6Trition 10% say the harassment was
occurring at theme the survey was-conducted-7171nd 4% say the harassment
was never tatTiTaTtrOrFresoved7Wt no longer tonfT5wes.77hote who did
are some reSolution-describe:variouS strategies. (Table 22). A majority say
the situation was reiolved'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)

RESOLUTION

Victim told harassor to stop 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/work ended 12-
Harassor's class/work ended 12

3-Harass-of-gave upllest-4fiterest
Other harassor action 2

Victim never saw harassor again 6 e
.Victim /harassor worked it out 3
Time, distance 2
Supervisor intervened 1

Total: 100%

Getting the harassor to desist Itytellin him to stop was the most
common .Lactic-7Wr-FilFTVIrig therffrati-on. Sta f and graduate 75TOM-Sf6gr
women, TriTiFtiCrilar, used if-T495"iTag

When he was serious about [his] advances, I explained my lack of
interest clearly and firmly. There has been no problem since.

--staff member
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Iitold him I would report him if he didn't stop. --staff member

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

Consistent' negative replies were enough to thwart him.
--professional school student

Harassment also stoned when victims or,harassors left their jobs
(vol6ntari4 or riToTun assiiiimerneraigTeT; )eft
their departMen s c o ce or involuntarily) or completed or dropped
courses.

I left to return to an original assignment with the University.
As far a I know he still has the same modus operandi.

--staff member

t a bad evaluation and was transferred Out of the department.
--faculty member

I can't say it ever was truly resolved. I finally got. a promotion

but only because he was afraid I would file a grievance with
another woman I knew he had been harassing. Later- he was promoted

out of the department. --staff member

I ignored the comments, eventually was rude to the person (in

response to. these comments)--and he left the University.
--staff member

Avoidance was-also used to end the sexual harassment: faculty,

undergraduates and drigiaTiThiFfeTsTonaT students employed this tactic.
Some victims-viewed avoidance as an end to the harassment but not as a
resol ution, of the problem per se.

It hasn't been. I avoid the possibility of contact as much as I
can. In the recent episodes I have made it clear by pushing him
away that l I do not welccime such contacts.: --staff member

I keep out of his way as far as possibletiand make sure there is
someone present when I can't. --graduate Student

I. just began avoiding him. -I also talked a lot about my boyfriend

to him. And I would always ask him how his wife and children.
were. Imagine! --graduate student

[There was] no actual resolution except avoidance.
--graduate student

I explained to him clearly that his attentions were unwelcome. I

also planned, from then on, not rto 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 manufactur.ing a reason)
not tolleave my office while he was there. --undergraduate
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Survey Results IV:
Victims' Awareness and Use of-Timpus Resources

To ResolveW5T-Assment

Victims' use of existing campus resources

Of victims who responded to an open-ended question about their use ofcampus resources:74% did not turn "o any existin campus.resouiTeiTsTiTE asa counsTIFTIVeFVT-sor dFaeTiFtment char to end the sexual harassmentthey were experiencing. Of those who did not-TierinTfTeatil-Tielp, 39%give no reason or say they talked only with the harassor. The 61% who didsu l explanations for not using campus services had diverse reasons fiat
not reveal any OWT-TiCTITar consensus.

Eleven percent of those who did not seek University assistance saytheir 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 unless force is being used or my job
is on the line. --staff member

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.

It
I am certain the department chair wouldn't have known what to dor
but my faculty supervisor certainly would have done something--but
I was afraid to speak.---staff member

The tension at work. world 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

[I 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'sa or because
they had no proof.

No one in my lab would have'been receptive to such a discussion.
'--faculty member.

c,
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at 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 me look as if I was making "something out of

nothing."' He outranked me, and none of the witjesses would have
stood up for me, --staff member

I did not think anyone would believe it was occurring.
-staff member

41

I did not use any resources; I did not want to cause a fuss.
Besides, it was often subtle 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."

I didn't file a complaint or talk to anyone because I. thought I

was the one with the abnormal behavior. --faculty member

At the time I thought it was my own problem, or no one would help.
I did not want to create a fuss. --faculty member

I 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 talked to the person, but- did not realize that anyone else might

be interested to help or could help, for that matter.
--graduate student

Seven percent of the victims who did not solicit institutional
assistance mention seeking advice and support from friends or senior
colleagues on the campus.

I talked to fellow 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 complaint if someone had asked me to. --graduate student

I complained to co-workers, also recipients of harassment; all
resisted and complained to the person, and ridiculed him.

--faculty member

Among the women who did seek University assistance (16%), half turned

to their superviTFFs or department cLhairs half contacted campus ser"vi"ce

foroVidiTi such as Em To ee Relationsaifd-ireq11pment, the WOmen'sTeTiTi7;

the CounseTTRT Center an e,Dean of airen.

I talked to my supervisor (male) and asked him to talk to the

individual but he refused and thought it silly° that I was

embarrassed. --faculty member



o

The situation was pretty ambiguous and I didn't have much of a
case. I 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' attitudes toward the UC Davis
special counsel4ngiFraiiirWint process,

In 1980-81, the year prior to the conduct of the survey, 11C Davis
instituted a special procedufe that enables victims of sexual harassment to
receive confidential counselingyrom a trained sexual harassment counselor
and to regMter an informal oer formal complaint. Information on the new
procedure was disseminated 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 surve4,
respondents who had been sexually harassed k-EFW-tfie-Uhiversitifild a new
special procialiFi-TOF-Beiling with cases sexual harassment.
T(51iTITte/professioniT-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 used the
special procedure place when theyrelrse-b-iiria7Fss-e-T:
Twenty-six percent of the victims say they would have used e procedure,
but those w o were the procedure before completing the'
questionnaire were Tess inclined to use it than tE6TF-Who.had not known
about it previouW, as T4ble 23 irrusITates.."No perceFFOTThe-TactiffT
Tf ( 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 IT HAD BEEN IN PLACE WHEN YOU WERE BEING SEXUALLY HARASSED?"

-(in percent of women victims)

VICTIM
STATUS

411 women

Faculty
Stiff
Undergraduates
Graduate/prof.

students

dt,

REPLIES

Yes, and Yes, but did not
previously knew previously know

YES about procedure Abbout procedure NO , TOTAL

26% 19% 45% 74% 100%

28 14 32 72 100%
29 19

v
36 71 100%

40 0 f 67 60 100%

34 31 37 66 100%

In response to an open-ended question, victims who would not have used
the new .campus procenre /sal that the sexual /71r.einiiirfhirixperi en ced was

not serious enough-to ustil'otTfiide-helhat they felt trEi
Fir-iared the situation adequately themselves or preferriaro do so (25% or

that they did not think using the procedure would have fi-prov e t h &TT-

%ITU-at on or even might have made it w 6F-TF-6eFitiie of repriiiT757,
lack of con i en i y

I was too embarrassed that I was the cause and also too o cerned
that the word would get out and be traced back so that I wo ld be
in a vul nerabl e position. Also, there was no "proof," exce s t of
verbal conversations I reported to frty friends. --faculty membe

Honestly? Fear of damaging my career. =-faculty member

[The procedure isn't] likely to help=-and I 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 n poor sport" and "overly
sensitive." --faculty member

I felt I could work it out, and fear of reprisal. --staff member

did'not feel my incident was something I could not handle
directly. I would have referred others to it, however.

--staff member

I wouldn't want to get in any trouble. --staff member
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I think there would be repercussions if the person found out.
--staff member

It doesn't do any good--all I would have done is lost my job. It
has happened before--here. --staff member

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

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

My case was not very serious and I 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.

--professional school student

I don't tr/ust its confidentiality. I think I'd end up getting
"screwed.* --professional school student

conOdered 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
counsel i0g. -1-graduate student

Thirteen percent of the victims who would not have used the procedure
in the case they descr5e on fEE-iiiiTitToFri3TFiTsay TY-RTN-Elve used it
ITIFilRiFassment had been more severe, had continued or worsened, oTIT Tt
had not been succrilliTTY-re-iiiTia:----

I would 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 stu*M dent

I would have [used the procedure] if the harassment had continued
after I had spoke with my supervisor. But it wasn't an extreme
form of harassme t and I trust my supervisor to handle it in an
appropriate manne --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
livelihood or academic status been jeopardized, I would have filed
a complaint, however. --undergraduate
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Of the of victims who sayithey, would have used the special process,
valia-Eave used it to fiki act on, frrIWOUTTIFFI4Kred advice on how

to rii-55CFd-11%a7un-FraTiFiwanted assurance or-iT4TY-iiiiieRFTEriiik-TU
iFou t e prabTem. ATITT-the -Tictims do not say Wy they, would have uiTd-fh-li.
process.

My lack of action has reinforced hit behavior--there's no reason
for him to stop! ..staff. member

It would have relieved some anxiety. --staff member

I 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 I
would have been reticent about registering any sort of complaint.

-- graduate student

I needed courisgling 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 ercent of the sexual harassment victims say they would
have used a ,campul: sexua fiPassment hotline if it had been aTialIa e awe
TiTialiff-were 17T-Firassed. 35fliIFFE6Ft sure 37% 'wouldn-olt
Victims' reasons for using or not using a
explanations of why they did or,did not seek assistance from existing campus
resources _and why_they would or would not have 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 if 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 dangerourenough to require hotline assistance.

Most of the women unsure as to whether they would use, a hotline did not
say why (58%) but 19% say they might have used it if the situation had been
more serious. Ele'en 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 convenitnt, fast, anonymous features of a
hotline as a reason for using it.
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DISCUSSION

Drawing on the survey data presented in the previous chapter, this
section presents a comprehensive picture of sexual harassment at UC Davis.
Comparisons wittrresea'rch findings from other instritutions are included
where possible. _White generdlizations about the extent and nature of sexual
harassment are drawn, differences in the attitudes and experiences of
faculty, staff aryl students, and the uniqueness of each case of sexual
harassment should e remembered.

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

1

Awareness of sexual harassment at UC Davis

From the perspective of the Univ'ersity, "sexual harassment at UC Davis"
is limited to specific kinds of behaviors, effects, settings, and inter-
personal relationships. The survey results suggest, however, that when
respondents describe sexa-TharassmeTiTTey refer to a wider riTUT
behaviors, effects, lEiTITns and types o than -those t re
University considers part of sexual Some respondents, particu-
larly men and undergra uates,75BThought they had observed an instance of
sexual harassment or had been personally harassed, described situations that
probably would not be considered sexual 'harassment 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 compltment.,

Just as some respondents define sexual harassment more broadly than
does the prilT/erTify, some cite reasons fo:7Thrx s i.e.,harassment occursMT
are gl-Ten credTriTTItv oThcive examine the researcF orFiji7E
WaTassmenttliFit theorists do not believe tffati7(uarharassThTfien caThF.
by sex drive or -sex differences. Some respondfnts, however, said that
sexual harassment is' an inherent part of human male/female interactions or

.that it is a manifestation olksex ive or Sexual"attraction. Men and,,.
7undergraduates were particularlilik :! to suggest these sorts of -causes.

A majority of men respondents and a third A Women respondents are'
uncertain whether sexual harassment occurs at UC basI/ most perceive :if
as 'a campus prolliTr. One possf6TeexplinrciCV for-This apparent

laKcontradiction, particularly on.the 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 likely 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 lowa,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 findin_gs on respondents'
attitudes Abou 11710-nen sen--71haraSsment.-Ts a relatively
new sodar t is it is a--rolieiiiFrrionly recently named brought to

publ orlTr-Torill7mitiWiougtiresearc andalscussey. Compri:
ca ng this newness, sexual harassinTATiinFiheretitircomplex subject;
inlividual cases are highly variable and situation-dependent so general i-
zations _or_edifficult to draw; and. groups and individuals knowledgeable
about the topic, while in general Agreement, differ on the specifics of what
sexual harassment is and why it Occurs. As a consequence, respondents may
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
---unpleasant (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.

Second, at the time the survey was conducted, the University had just
begun to educate1We campus community about sexual-Firassment. for to
1982, ThFCfniVirlijy's definition of sexuaTnr-''11ssment and its policy
statement prohibitftig sexual harassment were the principal informational
materials disseminated on-campus about ,sexual harassment. These were first
promulgateq .in fall 1980 and summer 1981 through policy memoranda and in
1981-82 through articles ill the California

for students
bookmarks distributed

around the campus, and infortation sessions for s udents and staff.

While publicizing the University's sexual harassmeht definition and
policy represented a first educational effort, neither of these statements
are especially helpful in clarifying what sexual harassment is--and, more
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
graspwiand it raises many unanswered ItoestJons. Neither the definition or
the policy explkins that the University considers only certain specific
kinds of behaviors, effects, relationships and settings as constituting
"sexual harassment at UC Davis," or does it describe what .those limitattoni
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, 11
woman student offended by the sexual advances of a male student at a party,
or a woman employee not promoted due to sex discrimination al I might believe
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
Since the liniversfty'S policy statement and definition had been the

5.primary means of educating the campus community ,priorio the conduct of the
survey, and neither of these acknowledges expliFitly that sexual haritsment
exists at .1)CD or explains why it occurs, it is not surprising that some
respondents are ;Ucertain whether sexual harassment occurs at UC,D and
why it occurs.

`(
a
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Third? respondents' misunderstanding of what sexual harassment is and
uncertainty as to whether it occurs at UC-65iTSTFEfl:lartlY attritiiitaFfe-
to the low iTifbility of sexaT4Wassment at a . This and other research
-STows tfiafew women Who- are sexually harassed-alauss their situation with
others or report the harassment, and the cases of those who do report it are
usually not publicizedcby 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 is--and is not--are lacking.
In addition, sexual harassment, like rape, is still- something of a "hidden"
issue, and despite information 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 Sexual 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 .-TJase)harassment; more certain it occurs afTSITYFirless
likel to atfribute it to sexual drfTeThumah nature or a FfiCaiistandiTT
Alt iougfithe data do nor-in c TEYEeWhrtaili, one Ossible explanation is

.4that 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 shaw 1a undergraduate men and women respondents,
compiFeaVilFT7ad7aleITiiiTeTilTnal students, faculty and staff of either
sex, are least informed about sexual harassment: UndergriaTiarecire1 ss
TireliThaiTffiers to think iiiii757assment 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 OC Davis

Sexual harassment does occur at UC Davis. The survey results show that
13.5% of the women respri7ents aria-C1177the men respondents have been
sexually harassed during their tenure at UC6Davis. Among the women re-
spondents, approximately 20% of the faculty and staff, W% of the graduate/
Oofessional .school students and 7% of the undergraduate women respondents
have been sexually harassed.at UC Davis. Twenty-six percent of the women
`respondents and 12% 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/professional student respondents kneW of such an
incident, as did 29% of staff meg. Whether the incidence rates of sexual
harassment at UC Davis are high or low, excessive or reasoriTE7-1Topqn to
personal interpregFiiiii;Tha it ctan Wel-rgued that even one or a Eien cases
of sexual harassment on cam pus frloo many.
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The incidence of sexual harassment at UC Davis is lower than that found
in moTrother Studris77C;is-conSistenT;nwereT, with thriarriruirdg
Vizona STRITOWifilly 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 on 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
in the Michigan State study. The Arizona State study, like the UCD study,
found 13% of the women faculty, staff, and students had been sexually
harassed. Unlike the UCD study, however, this percentage did not vary
significantly among these groups of women.

While the lower incidence of sexual harassment found at UC Davis might
indicate +t a sexua15505FR-7reiTpiTirenire Wa7fiTo her
locations Wif WWWRen studied fris'more likely dur557TeiTrialW
metnodoloiTinraTiTiffilliT- rashasmen -ueirin-efiFtavis Study
compared with those used inREFFICudies. The WarilliardiTaFinexual
harassment as 7uF,TIFfEa-iexuiT-611i71117-iinich causes one or more of the
specific negative outcomes described in the University definition of sexual
harassment, and asked respondents if, according to this definition, they had
been sexually harassed! The MSPB, Seattle, Berkeley, and MSU studies
presented respondents with a list of specific,- unwelcome sexual behaviors
and asked respondents if they had experienced any of them. Those who had
were considered "sexually harassed." Unlike the UCD study, these studies
did not require that the unwanted behavior be linked to negative effects
such as those in the UCD definition in order for it to constitute sexual
harassment.

UCD's incidence rate, then, uay be lower than those found in other
studieiETEause not are ets orii5WiFfiEsTIFT-Eitii7T6F
experience--or.OFitffiey expeFTehce--t e particular negatiVi-iTfects that
make that benavi5F7TexuaT harassment under the .UCD definition. As the nps.
iiiaolEF studies sWw7751-oeortkerxlier-ience unwelcome behavior are often
reluctant to admit thatit'llas any negative effeCt on them or to labeL
themselves "sexual ly harassed." Put another way, the lower UCD rates may
Wodicate.that more UCD women experience bothersome and unwelcbme sexual
attention--and its negative Ofects--than are reported in this study.

Just as the studies which used broader definitions of sexual harassment
found a higher incidence 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/professional school
students (10%), than did the current study.

The ASU study .found an incidence rate siritil ar to UCO'S probably
because, likethe Davis study, it provided respondents with a definition of
sexualharatsMent that linked behavior to negative eff4cts,and asked them
if, according to the definition, they had been sexually harassed. liplike
the UCD study, however, ASU limited its definition of sexual harassment to
authority or power relationships and"did not exclude respondents who thought
they had been sexually harassed but by University definition-had not,

66

72



Characteristics of sexual harassment victims and perpetrators

The survey results show that in both the personal and observed cases of
sexuaT-Tarassment virtuiTTY-iTT-The women all the-harassors
men. Almost all the harassoFT-iii-The MSPB, R3107-and AariEtiares were men as
;01. 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.

Sexual harassment is pervasive at UC Davis in the sense that both
women victims and men harassors were foiiiicrimorUltirdenTs-, Tictirtra-na
respondents, af--511 -Tiatus levels In marl age rou s, and in many UTT-fWieri
cam us locafTOFIZ--TRi-14SPB, Seiale and A s u found this
emographic diversity among victims and harassors. That all types of,.women
are victimized by all types of men reinforces the.notion that women are
sexually harased becaus they are women, not because they are young or old
or professors, secretar s, nurses or students. UCD women respondents* in
some occupations, howev r, did appear to have been sexually harassed more
than others, and some me appear to harass more than others.

Among academic women, facult respondents were more likely to have been
sexuall 115195Ts-e-FiT1T4 n during their careers at UCITIFIrrwFre,
gra ua e57517Monal57undergraduate s ratei---TOT
academic women reflect al's, ranging from 20.1f of faculty women.respondents
to 16.5% of graduate/professional school respondents to 7.3% of undef-
graduate respondents. One possible explanation for this f.inding is that
women faculty have been at UCD lonper than students, thereby increasing
their chances of 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 women graduate/
professiTtudents and medical interns/residents. STWririirthe survey
results support this.7-As noted above, most women faculty victims were
harassed as graduate/professional students or interns/residents. Victims
who are currently in gradu -ate or vrofessional 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.

The vulnerability of women in these positions is understandable:,. Be-
cause their studies are advanced and sp

iecialized,graduate and professonil.
school students and interns-and residgits 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 haye a great deal of time
and effort invested in their work or study.
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Unlike academic women respondents, staff women in all occupations were

equaTiy Tlykelty to hiVi-Txperience'd siTUFT*EFFirameritduring their UCD
career. wen y-ergticTircerit of women managers and officials who responded

to 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 dtfferent status
categories, although, like 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 mae:population at
UC Davis ,- but WeFFTROBWiible:for MCA the-FeWil7h711-a-seent reported Ty"

erceritWENeginWOR7Wire faculty members; 37
were s ff members. In cases o SeRWITWTEe51-7Which respondents Fa
observes the arassors were-mOgriTtWiriale faculty `members,

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,- partfcularly
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 theseifindings. ASV 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.dndergraduate.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 undergraduate4
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
an intimibating, hostile or offensive environment for biwoman or interfere
with her performance, but kfaculty or staff man with power is in a pOsitivw
to affect her job, instruction, opportunities or evaluationCas well;es,her-

environment or performance. In 71% at the ersonal cases of axual Wait-
ment described in this study7thrharassor was In Ina l her s us-,positijon

1715-the victim:MI-171f the cases he held diiiit-lithori y over e.victim

Characteristics of hirassors' behavior
,

The unwanted sexual be aviors women victims experienced ranged from

verbalTo physical-in17pm
eneral ciiegories-ETWriv liTed on the qUIFFFT6Fhafri7VEF
results show that veFE1 a av rs were-more common than physfaraaTai:-

V



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 assault.

Statistical results from other studies support the finding that verbal
behaviors are4 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. 1,

This focus on the relative occurrence of various kinds of behavior
shourrirot-66TFuTitiFfinding that significant percentages or-women did
experience h sicallNiFms of behavior. For example, while the perCiFtiie77
UCD victims w 0 sad the harasso 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 significant
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 provide a com lete picture of
the harassed womeriTiTe4TIFFiat UCD. THi-victims'-han wr t en accounti.
Brthe harasii5F-i-ations add meaning and context to the statistics, and
reveal the progression, diversity and severity of the behaviors not apparent
in the percentages alone.

These written accounts make it apparent that some of the victims who,
accor7iTqFtTITTeitatistics, experienced "less serious verbal behavi-67-s
actually experienced rather serious foriii77these behaiTIFFiT-The eleven
categories of behavior are sufficiently generiTT6 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
persistent, personalland intrusive remarks and blatant propositions.

The statistical results show that the' harassor's sexual behavior
occurred frequently, and involVa-aTiTies of incidents FiiFi-period of
t me, sometimes years. -177ronensiv7.111iif reiTiTsMOTTliit-Tirases
continuing overtime, 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 when\it persisted, became more
serious, turned coercive, or resulted in reprisal or other negative effects.

"Quid pro quo" sexual harassment--in which a harassor explicitly
attempts to .exchan e an academic or employment opportunity for sexual
favors--apppare to be Tilativery uncommon. More common was the"con difTW
of wbrk" Icfnd of EirTssment, where a woman is ex TTE06:775iriTate sexual
FeliWiTrirriTie wishes to confifiriihirkor sou y. arassocsusually did



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' behavior on victims

The harassor's behavior affected women victims' work or studies, and
their psycholoiical ranged from embarrassment and
Wiasion to loss of self-contidFrcean onmenr of career or academic
owls to termiiiifron of employment or studies. Of the fur kinds of

effects included fin fEe Universiiy "ffiftnition 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 by Aheir reaction to the behavior; and one in five knew they had
suffered repOsal on the part of the harassor for refusing him. While many

women \ iTexperiencedserious effects, relative to the prbptliTh w o
experienced seriousifTiM, 'the fact that 15% to 26% of the victims
said the harassor's behavior did hiiileTroilcoliiiiiirealsTOFThil-F-

or studies must not biascured ty the comparative preseffiTT565T
ese

he victims' written descriRtions of the effects the harassor's,behavior
hadiFF1-them r6veTTEUTISequences more 'varied than-TWe statittiCTITFFE
sug9est-77nOfire personal accotnits, desCribe such
psyclvological and emotional effects as anger, stress, embarrassment,
nervousness, and loss of confidence; others 'detail how the harassor's
behaviior caused their work or studies to, suffer by reducing their work
efficiency and productivity, preventing them from working with the harassor,
or causing them lto..,thange jobs or their course of study. Some victims
connected the ps/ological and work-related effects, noting, for example,
that it was the st ess and anger they-felt that caused their work or studies
to become more difficult or less productive.

Victims' written descriptions, also reveal that the consequences
suffeTaTiyromer-1-75, o,, to theTiatistical Will experienced "less

ifidcts, wiTeAomet mes qiTteserious." The personal accounts Ur
TriTfi ns identifying ~env .efreCTITTor example, 'reveal not just
embarrassment and' iscomfort, but also work and academic atmospheresolarked

1 by fear, anger and stress. Women who say their performance was hiMpered
note not just distraction but,less. interest in their work or study, less
ambition, less caring.\ BY 'definition, women excluded from work or academic
opportunities or whose evaluation of their performance was influenced by
their reaction to the flarassor's overtures sOfered serious effects, and
their comments reflect this: 4
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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 status, 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,
at eIllTii 61--a 5157-407' T-17)T-A n him. The IMF, Seattlend er e eritUdies fo6FT women v c Mrrespon e IN-iimilar fashion: by

telling the harassor to stop, ayoiding him or ignoring the behavior. Even
when the UCD victims did make their dislike knorfn, 70% of the time -The
Witsor persisted in "Fri reiroTITTThis finding is eVi-d-enceINat sexual
harassment is rarely fheTFEOf a misunderstanding or of a woman not
making her dislike known.

Victims' written comment; indicate that sexual harassment rarely ended
beca e harassor gave .tcp-,767--51camse the situatLon was resolTFIT

t e
or su erior lai-rvened. Rit-Eir, it t icalr-en e
6-took the initiative to make it OTC-lasI-6 en irriNg

harassor a voi ding hi m orTria f iei IFTIFFiTliT-TiOTT or academ c
relationship. Avoiding the harassor or c anOTT-jobs or departments often
stopped the harassment, 4but women using these tactics sometimes said thit
solution was not a satisfactory or happy one for them, an d often made their
work or study more difficult.

Victims' use of campus resources

Most women- did not use existing University resources to/det1 with the
sexual -WriiiieTlf-EFerFxperienced, and most would not have used the
new sexual harassment -counseling ansi-TiFlrCce--FriTc-laur"7-6-bir een
available at the time. Thirty-seven percent would not have ugTda campus
sexual harassment hotline had it been availatiTTR-twirrilli. 35% were not.
sure w ether they wOTlaiTie-The fTTlie or not. .

Why are victims .reluctant to turn to the University
, for assistance in

solving this problem ?. Thefr.written answers reflect two princjpal 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. Nga two-thirdS of
t

the
harassed women federal "workers in the MSPB study saw, ha need to report the
harassment, a third though_t nothing wouldOe done and another third thought

.
Mr
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reporting ttie harassment would make their situation more unpleasant. While
the Seattle 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--wEiTi7WOW5F755-TEss $ FIFiferiliT-and that usg;
campus, resources means a third:party will intervene and mediate. MT-campus
resouticaiMrtc1MTry the three-tier cotTiirgiiiir4FfiViiiTe 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 pfior to the survey were less inclined to use it than those who
learned about it for the hrst---t-i-me---by-read-iftg-the-4ri-ef-description_m_ the

questionnaire.

Victims who are skeptical about the usefulness pf the campus resources
say that using these resources really would not change anything or would
complicateand 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 the confidentiality
of the procedure or a hotline, and feared the reprisal thft might result
from a lack thereof.

N
\

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 intervention, and reprisal Would be
allayed, and victims would be more disposed to use these resources.



CONCLUSION

Why should the-University care about sexual harassment?

UC Davis is le ally liable for sexual harassment perpetrated 12/. its
employea7-SfP cant proportroTiis of UC Davis womdn have been sexual-1T
harassed, and harassors and victims can be found among faculty, staff and
students in many University locations.

. UC,Davis is committed to hirin9 and promoting women facult4e and staff
and S"iikiTiTiTig and encouragiii-9 women Ttildents to pursue nontraditiFil-Wa
post -baccalaureate. studies. SeiEFFhaTiTiiiiiit of UCD women works a9aiiiir
this commitment. 15trom, this and' other --TtiareTi-h7w that sexual
amassment creates a hostil-e_and intimidating atmosphere for women and
interferes with their acadgiilic and work performance. It limits their career
and academic opportunities and advancement, and inhibits important
professional relationships with men. It lowers women's research and work
productivity and efficiency, urd 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.

--0C -Davis -is-en-j-o-thed- q--i aw-and--stn i-vers lYi:tartiltrrn a poi i t.y ua-Rake r

all Slips neeFiii7T5Threvent sexua arlassment from occurring at-Fhe"
TTRersity, including-Teveloping sanctions,linforminrTaividuals of-Thil7

,rights and responsibilities, and developinglmethods to sensitize the campus
communiTrto the' issue. At the time this stt piaTairiducted, many Davis

1.1
men and women were. 11dt iFt-Tillormed-Wiu e Minty of sexuiTFaFi-s5ieWF
Wi--UCWirvili-aif-if-T-s, and its presence n he 6ampus and why it occurs.
Last AFTITuC Davis was in the early stages of educating the campbs 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?

;VA

Margaret Mead recognized that sexual,harassment wou be eliminated
only when the beliefs and expectations of indiViduals and society changed.
She notes:

. .legislation has been passed, executive 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 be a-
first-class working citizen. Why . . .do I think the new 1 aW6
villT tnot sufficient to protect women--and men too, for that
matt r--from the problems of sexual harassment . -I 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 jobsoor to keepromen from
advancement, or to help men advance their, own careers."
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UC Davis needs tO make every effort to foster the "climate of opinion"
Mead describes. As first step, the University can better aCquaint the
campus community w th the facts about sexual harassment. Additional
information on its xistence its illegality, 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 clea direction on who needs to be 'Wormed about what, and
are themselves educa ional materials.

While education can inform and sometimes alter previously held beliefs,
it will not always hange behavior. Knowing what sexual harassment is and
that it is illegal ill not always deter men from harassing or prompt women
to report it. As a, econd step, then, the University needs to back up its
words with action nd enforce its sanctions against sexual harassment.
Those who continue o believe sexual harassment is acceptable, natural or
inevitable must 'r alize they cannot get away with it. Harassors and
potential harassors must be made aware of the personal legal liability they
incur by harassing and must be shown evidence of institutional or legal
sanctions imposed i reported cases. Women must be made more aware of the
campus' assistance a ailable to them, and the importance of reporting exual

harassment experien es, and must be given evidence of the effect\ivveness and

confidentiality of hat assigtance.

Sexual harassment is a social 'problem that extends beyond he

University, and is rooted in attitudes about men, women, work, and power.
The University cannot expect to eliminate sexual harassment, but through
education and enforcement, It can reduce the incidence of sexual harassment
and begin to chang the attitudes that' perpetuate it in the campus
community.
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'Appendix A
(Staff. Version)

SEXUAL HARASSMENT. AT UC DAVIS

Unwelcome sexual advances, requests for sexual favors and other
verbal or physical conduct of a sexual nature constitute sexual
arassment when:

1. submission-to or rejection of such conduct is made
either explicitly or implicitly a term or condition
of 4.nPtrVction, employment, or participation in other
University-act.ivity;-

submission to or r.,jection of such conduct by an indi-
vidaal- is usOd 48 lbasis for evaluation in making
academic or personnel decisions affecting an individual; or

3 such conduct has the purpose or effect of unreasonably
Interfering with 14-4 individual's performance.or creating
an intimidating, hostile,' or offensive University
environment.

In determining whether he alleged conduct constitutes sexual
harassment, conr,idel:ation should be given to the record,as,a whole and
to th,: totality of the circumstances,- including the nature of the sexual
advances and the context in which the alleged incidents occurred.

PART 1

Didyouknowwhat sexval-harassment was befOrc you read the definition
above? (Chick the box that corresponds with your prior level of
knowledgu.)

t!(:, I didn't Ye r; 1 fully
know anything unrstood
about it what it was

2 you think sexual harassment, as described

10 Yes, I think it occurs

above, occurs at UC Davis?

I'm not sure whether it occurs or not

No, I don't think it occurs
4%.

3 Do you care whether sexual harassment occurs at UC Davis? (Check the
box that corresponds with your opinion.)

Not at all Very much

4. How much of a problem do youthink sexual harassment is at UC Davis?

Not _D A big problem

5. How aware do you think UCD women are about sexual harassment?

Notaware Very aware

How awa);-edo! you think UCI) men are about sexual harassment?

rot aware: -0 very aware 7

7. Why do you think sexuil harassment occurs?
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8. Have you ever observed er-persona7,1v bee aware of a eitu0.7.1Dn w,ite a
UCD faculty member, a staff person, or student behaved in :./1 11*.W.Antnrli
offensive sexual way toward another UCD person?

For example...-repeatedly displayed pornography offensive to the other
persOr.1.--

...repeatedly made offenhive sexual jokes or eomments,

...pressured the other person for dates.or sexual activity,
deliberately touched the other person in an unwantee

sexual way,4.
-...attempted-or bad sexual relations with the person against

his /her. wishes?

Yes, I've observe l or know of a situation where someone
behaved in this wily.

No, I haven't observed or been aware of a situation where
someone behaved this way.

IF NO, skip to gueition 12.
1IF YES, continue with question 9,

9. If you have observed or know of a situation where someone behaved in the
ways just described, what were the effects of that conduct on the person
receiving the attention? (Mark all that apply.)

I don't know what, if any effects there were on the person I:

1,---/ the attention.

There were no special or negative effects that 1 eloger,re,
--..-knew of.

The behavior created an intimideting, hostile or offensive
environment for the person receiving the attention.

The behavior unreasonably interfered with the performance of 14

the person receiving the attention.

The person's reaction 't
7
o this*behavior was used in evaluating )

his or her.academic or work performance.

The person's job, instruction, opportunities, or Other
University activity depended, in some way, on whether he/she
tolerated or reiected this behavior.

This behavior had another effect on the pelson receiving the 17

.attention besidaS those listed above. Please describe '.

10. In this situation, what was the UCD status and sex of the person
behaving ie this manner? Of the person receiving- the attention?

Person' behaving Pelson receiving
n thi

Male

Femalet

UCD Status

Undergraduate student

Graduate/professional atudent

Teaching or research assistant

Medical intern or resident.
Faculty membjer

Researcher

Professional staff member,

Clerical blue 2o4.. worker

Other

Don't know

76



U. now was this situa4-lor, reOlved?,

IP* II

12.. Would yoU say you have been sexually harassed at LIC Davis accordin to
the definition of-sexual harassment on page one of this questionnaire?

Yes Yes, but I didn't think of it
or call it that at the time

13. Are you principally a...

t,

15.

/Manager or official.

Professional staff person

Technician .

Office or clerical ker

- Where do you principally work?

College of A. b Env. Sci.
(incuding field stations)

College of Engineering

College of Letters & Science

School of Administration

School of Law ,

School of Medicine

UCDmC (hospital & clinics) th

School of Veterinary
Medicine

Graduate .Division (Optional:
specify dept./group

Where are you pr.imarily located?

Main Campus

Medical Center (Ucramento)

Female16. What is your sex?

;4

No Not sure A

Crafts worker, operative,
laborer

Service worker

Other (please specify)

4

27.28

29.30

Shields Library or branch

Campus administration
.(business & finance,
planning & budget, academic
affairs, Chancellor's office,
dev opment)

Stu11ent Affairs (including
Cott 11 Hospital)

Physical Plant, Construction
and Maintenance

Organized Research Unit (ORU)

`University Extension

Other (please specify)

31 32

33.34

353E

Elsewhere N(please specify) 37

Male

If you have been sexually harassed) please continpe with the
questioiTTIWIre.

If yoTti have not been sekually.harassed or arc not sure, you
need not answer any more questions.° Please.return the question-
naire in the enclosed envelope, either through campus mail or
U.S. mail. Thank You for your help and participation in this
survey.

?. 41.** )11V4

311
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PART Il

Becaui sexual harassment is a sen$4tive and personal subject, it may be
difficult to describe or explain.. It important, thous*, that adminis-
trators, faculty memberSt program directors, and student leaders know what
sexually 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 and with respect. Do not write your name
or anyone elses.name on the -quesITTinnaire.

If you've been sexually harassed by more than one person,
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
each behavior by circling the appropriate number in the right-hand
column.

I+

Behavior

Unwanted display of pornographic
pictures, posteks, cartoons or
other materials

Unwanted sexual jokes or comments
about your gender

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

Unwanted sexually suggestive looks
or gestures_

Unwanted letters, phone calls
visits .

Or

Frequency

0=never, 1=once, 2=several times,
3=many times, 4=all the time

0 1

Unwanted presiurefor dates
cocktails

Unwanted direct indirect ,pressure
for sexualactivityWith'yoU

Unwanted'anedeliberateA lteXua-'-
todching

1

2 3

3

3

3

.4

4

A:

A3

44

4 45

4 46

4 47

_AttemptiiidAexual re104Onsor
attempted sexpail ASsaUlt

,

sexual 'assault

3 4

3 4 4

4

T.

c,

5i;

t.1

4 .

i.

c-----,'k--t-.--r, :.4 4tr'V.)*:!'..,i
`4 ' "f '''' ' , si'':.' ' % 4' ', .'..A' ik,' ' ' ' '''. '.

' '
1
,. 77,'-'' ..--T"''''''.'",", ..:'-'7.--..k- -.:,--.L.,-,,,,,CL'' ':-..- , .7*4-4,-.: ,..-
',:. e.k-9i- ...'

. 4'1 . ';...""7 , .

.



Ji 18. Which of the following statem.Ints describe the general effect of the
sexual, attention you received? (Mark all that apply.)

It created an intimidatig, hostile or offensive University 54

environment.

It unreasonably interfered with my performance.

.My reaction -.to this. attention was used in evaluating my.
academic' or work perforance.

My job, instructj,on, opportunities,. or other University
activity depended, in see way, on whether I tolerated or
rejected this attention

Other effect (please describe)

19. Was the person harassing you a man or a woman? Man Woman

20. When did this harassment occur?

Now occurring 1979-80

In the current academic year . 1978-39

1980 -81 j 1977 -78 or earlier

21. Did the harassment occur as one incident or a series of incidents over
time?

One incident A series Hof incidents .

22. At the'time yoU were being harassed.,.

a. what was your primary
University status?

Freshman/sbphomore student

Junior/seniordent
Graduate student

Professional school student

Teaching or research assistant

Intern (A- resident

Full or'associate professor or lecturer
with employment security

lr
what was the primary
University status of th,_,

person harassin(g you?

Assistant professor or instructor.

Professional researcher or specialist

Postgraduate researcher

Librarian

Manager or official

Pioftional staff persOn

Technician

Office or clerical worker.

4-rafts-w(14..or, ppera.tive, laborer'

S:A.Vi;,!C WOrkejs,

Other (please-specify below)

1

b4

0



22. At the time you Were being harassed., (continued)

c, in what college or unit were
you primarily working or
studying?

,
d, in what college or unfit was

this person primarily
working or studying?

College of Agricultural & EnVironmental
Sciences (4cluding field stations)

College of Engineering

college of Letters and Science

School of Administration

School of Law

School of Medicine

UCDMC (hospital and clinics)

School of Veterinary Medicine

Graduate Division (optional: dept./group

Organized Research Unit (ORU)

University EXtension

Shields Library or branch

Campus administration

Student Affairs

Physical Plant

Other please specify below)

)
e. what was your age?

tee

2/

2

. -what waS thii person `s:
approximate age?

2 . in wha wa were you officially sncii6kliar4IYIss.sooisteawilph this_
person at the time you were being hardSted2ANasAhe person :, for
example, your employer, supervisor, cO,-Worker a senior employee, .etc;?)

He/she was 01

24. 'How did the person involvedexpress sexual interest you?

17.18,

25. Did you make it known to, the p4rson harassing You thdt the sexual
advances or innuendos were unwelcome? Yes No

If yes, how did you-do this? If not, why' not?

9-2:.

26. Did the person perSiSt in thiS behaVior? Yes NO



28.

P0

perSon indirectly or offer you something he or she
thought you would want to have in return for sexual attention from you?

Yes, directly

If yes, what was, offered?

Yes, indirectly No 21

28. 79

Prior to expresiN4 sexual interest in you, had this person already done-
soMething for yOu that he or she seemed to think would make you feel
sexually obligated? Yes No 3f

\ ft 1W

-:i24If..1r04s.,-wbst had !1- or She *Me?

r 6

29, Did,,the person threaten or imply retirsisal"if,irou did'n'ot coop rate?.

-:-0'7" Y .; No

If ie what. was threatened?

. was :there any .,a0tuAlrePrilaa.?".,.

If yes, what form 'did it ta?

.Yes No
_--rt=-A.

31. ,How was ultlerrbetweS OU'fihslly resolved?

°
,

C.

_ .
.1; wp,itt academuc- ,,professit nal, , or work effects_40 ypu experience as a
-----zesuitof-thiSiva-rassm(int?

4 p

. ' 1 e4

r

33. What persoxal or emotional effects.did you experience as'a /esuit
this har,assment? 4

0

33

34 35
h.

39. 40

IS 4/

43.44



34, Including the one experience you just de ribed, how..10ani-Ofteht
men .ithd/or .women at 'VC Davis have sexuall harassed .Y00

-A

Men
(ntim)?er)

Vomen
(number)

.19 it

35. Do you knOW that UC Davis recently 'established:a ''SPed,/a.:P.ro,c.P4tir, t0or
dealing with-cases of sexual harassLitin0

36. This special procedure enables a Victim oli,sexUal'-harato'reCeive.
confidential counseling and to register 41-' informal cir,:formal:.cOmple'it'
with a trained sexual harassment counselor. Would yOu'haVe used tlbjt-
procets if it had been in place when yru were beidg harassed'?

Yes, I would have used it.

Yes, I have. used it.

No, I would not..nse it

Why or why not?

53

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., or wit.h,
dean, counselor, faculty member,'- supervisor, or department r? D;.d

yob 'file a complaint or take ether actiOn?)'. Please be eipeCX,f4 1.1;:**
did not Use, any campus r'esburces, why, was :that?

\

38. Would you have used a campus sexual harassment 4oti-ine
crisis service) had it been available at the., tiMeyou WerefbeingH
harassed? Yes No* Wit sure

, .

Why or why' not ?

\,-

ff. yoU would like to talk 'about your experieriiiitha-- sexual harassment ,-

Counselor in-orderjto:getinformation --,ifilbv ic e , tr a ss iotwrie-e,: "0 7*O7Leri 1g
Center (752-3307) can refer you to the counselor for your college Or of fic.k:,'
or

,
you can contact the counselor directly: '

1

., , P
A *

v
,

If you have additional 'e'cnnments, Ole4se feel free to attach them on:A
separate page.

PleaSe return the questionnaire in the encloeed envelope either through7 the.
campus mail or U.S. marl.

1C./11 FOR YOUR HELP AND PAP T:q1PATION N THIS SURVY
, .

.
.
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APPENDIli

RESPONSEllATE AND WEIGHTING OF SAMPLED -GROUPS

FACULTY:
full and AsIociate Profg.siors and

Lecturers with EmPlOYment Security

Assistant PrOteSSors and -InstritctorS-
-

LitcturerS

ProfesSional, fleitarcherS/SpecglistS

Postgriduate Researchers

Librarians

Kedial interns and Residents:

()Vier Faculty
501-totAl

5TAFF.:
Managers and OfficialS

Professional Staff

Technicians,

RESPONDENT/SAMPLE ASSIGNED
POPULATION RESPONDENT PROPORTION WEIGHT

(response rate) (Ntn)

office and Clerical Work'ers

era ftsworkers (lperati ves , Laborers

'71

64

82

.21

79 ,

40

94

51

126

1,263

476

2,174

35

267
4,341

4,039"

Servite Worke'rk
'Sub.:totil
Sub-tOtal excluding crafts and
service-worker, groups

UNDERGRADUATE' `$TUDENTS.; .
Agricultural VitiNfironeienfal

26 .63 2.73

43 .90 1.49

8 .31 10.25

13 .72 1.62

25 .66 3.16

16, .76 2.50

19 .41 4.95
i

7
.39

. 7.29
76-r

25 .. N.81

70 .53

29 .36

T7

1.80. -

.51

.08

108

5.04

18.84

16.41

38.82

Engineering

Sciences"
4.66-

29$ 49 s.) 6.08'
119140 14, 34.12

A .

Letters and Science
Sub-total

GRADUATE /PROFESSIONAL STUDENTS:
Graduate Division .

Law

Yetertnary MediCine

:Sub-1,, tat

TOTAL, WOMEN . '
TOTAL; *PIES, ,txcluding craft and

service worker groups

.MIEN

FACUITe.
STAFF.

0 -1.INDEROADUA
RO $S1ONAL,STODENT§.:

1,005 . '7:.98126 . 4

216 \ '38 .5,68

228 44 ,64 x:,18':_ '-,

211 31
7 r 'le.

1 -, - ... -- 6.81 --,-- ''.."L-er --

12 .50 1.71 t1.)67-

/12p
. IT,

a 82

.0

:

1

4 ..;

12,867. .81
..

4,1,B27 17.6 10.382,26 166 _c__..4.4C1.. 35.22.6,983; 12,7 .49 47..11
.2,681 - 108 .37 "'24,90, . a

13 '625 ' $77 41

TOTAL,: MEN X WOMEN
TOTAL; MEN WOMEN, '-exCl.udirl$C crafts and

service
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APP.ENDIX C

CAMPUS LOCATION OF WOMEN RESPONDENTS
VS. ALL UCO WOMEN

(in percent)

PRINCIPAL COLLEGE/SCHOOL OR

, WORK LOCATION

FAcULTY
Respdnv ,A11

dents Women

.

College of Agricultural A
Environmental Sciences

College of Engineeringr

21%

<1

21%

1

College of Letters 1- Science 31 29

School of,Administration 0 <1

School of Law 3 5

School of Medicine 8 6

pc Davis MedicAlCenter 19 23

School oP Veterinary Medicine . 6 5

Graduate Division 1 0

Shields Library 6 7`

Campus Administration <1 0

Student Affairs 0 0

Physical Plant 0 0

Organized Research Units 2 1

University Extension _2 2

Other . 1 0

Total: 100% 100%

GRADUATE/
PROFESSIONAL

STAFF UNDERGRADUATES STUDENTS

Respon- All Respon- All Respon- All

dents Women dents Women dents Women

11%

<1

11

8

1

5

37%,

4

59

37%

5

59

0%

0

0

0

0

o o o. 0 0 1

2 1 0 0 13 13

6 1 0 0 13 13 so

35 54 0 0 0 0

6 5 0 0 13 14

1 1 0 0 60 60

4 3 0 0 0 n

9 8 0 a 0 0

9 9 0 0 0 0

1 1 0 0 0 0

2 . 2 0 0 .,0 0

.2
kit

1 0 0 0 0

1 0 0 0_ O. 0

100% 100% 100% 100% 100%

CLASS LEVEL OF UNDERGRADUATE RESPONDENTS 1

VS. ALL UNDERGRADUATE STUDENTS f
(in percen4

V

.CLASS
LEVEL

Women

Respondents POP91.Won

SEX

v Mtn

_leTSPOndents Population

Freshmen.

Sophonoral

22% 26% 17% 24%

24 ..23 24 20

28

1005

s



APPENDIX C
(continued)

CAMPUS LOCATION OF MEN RESPONDENTS
VS. ALL UCO MEN
lin percent)

PRINICPAL COLLEGE/SCHOOL OR
WORK LOCATION

GRADUATE/
PROFESSIONAL

FACULTY STAFF UNDERGRADUATES STUDENTS
Respon- All Respon- All Respon- All Respon- All

dents Men dents Men dents Men dents, Men

College of Agricultural A
Environmental Sciences 24% 25% 19% 13% 30% 27% 0

College of Engineering

oh,

1 College of Letters A Science

5

33

7

27

3

1

2

3

20

50

19

'54

1

0 0

.

School of Administration 0 <1 0 <1 -0 ' 0 2 1

School of Law 3 2 <1 <1
T

0 0 10 -10
a

4..

School of Medicine 9 8 2 2 ' 0 0 7 9

pc Davis Medal Center ,.

'

14
1.20

17 32 '0 0

School of Veterinary Medicine.. 7 . 11 5. 0 0 14 11

Griduate Division
-

0 1 ,.. 3'.. <1 0 0 66 69

Shields Library 'v 2. 3 2 0 0 0 On

Campus Adminisfration 0 - 0 , 14 11 0 0 0

Student Affairs 0 0 8,. 9 . 0 0- 0 0
,

Physical Plant 0 0 . 10 16. 0 0 0. 0

Organized Research Units <1 -11 6 - 3 0 0 0 0
0

_

UniVersfty-Iltension 0' <1 0 <1 0 . -t .0 0 0

Other 0 0. "2 0 Q 0 0 0

Total: ton Ion 100% 1O0% o% Jon lom Ion

4



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%

80

70

60

50
vir

40
V

30

20 sm.

0

f.!

0-7(

0

.e

0

0

01
10% 20% 30% 40% 60%

Percent of respondents'who thought they had been sexually harassed.

Legend:
o = faculty women
o= staff women
0 = undergraduate women

= graduate/professional
scho91 women

V = faculty men
= staff men
= undergraduate men
= graduate/professional,

school men

The-non-linear_ re1ationship between response rate and percent'
sexually harassed indicates that sampledd-individuaIs who thbuOt
they had been harassed were no more or less likely to respond
than those not harassed.

86
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1

RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN RESPONSE RATE AND PROPORTION OF RESPONDENTS
WHO THOUGHT THEY HAD OBSEIVED OR WERE PERSONALLY AWARE.

OF AN INCLDENT OV SEXUAL HARASSMENT
FOR-20 SAMPLE GROUPS,OF WOMEN AND 4 SAMPLE GROUPS OF MEN

100%,

90.

60

w
0
0 5A
0.0
a)

DC

30

20_

0

0

0

0

'20% . 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%
Percent of respondents who tOlought they had observed or were aware

, of a sexual harassment incident.

Legend:
b. faculty women.
o = staff women
= undergraduate women

4). ex graduate/professional
school women,

v= faculty men
= staff men
= undergraduate men-

..-',,=graduate/professional

-"P school men

The non- linear relationship between response rate, and percent of
respondents who knew of a sexual, .harassment incident indicates that

'sampled individuals,whetheught they. -w 0 such an incident were
no more or less likely to respond than those mlio did not know of AJne.



APPENDIX F

OF REPORTS'OF OBSERVED SEXUAL BEHAVIOR, PERCENT
NOT CONSTITUTING SEXUAL HARASSMENT AND EXCLUDED

FROM FURTHER DATA ANALYSIS

RESPONDENT SEX
RESPONDENT Women Men-
STATUS % (q) % (N)

Faculty
Staff
Undergraduates
Graduate/professional

school students

8% (3) 16% (6

6 (6) 20 (12
43 (29) 89 (28

20 (21) 35. (7)

se

88



A

FOOTNOTES

1. Mary Bularzik, "Sexual Harassment at the Workplace," Radical
America, 12(July/August 1978), 25,

2. Jill Laurie Goodman, "Sexual Harassment," Capital University Law
Review, '10(1981), 445.

3. Goodman, 445-446.

4. Catherine A. Mackingion, Sexual 'Harassment of Working Women (New
Haven: Yale Univ. Press, 1979), 12.

5. Ralph H. Baxter Jr., Sexual Harassment in the Workplace (New York:
Executive Enterprises PublicatfiTriTT-1981), 9.

6. The examples and analysis which follow are adapted from Baxter, pp.
-11-14.

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. Tangri, et al., "Sexual Harassment at- Work," Journal
Social Issues,38(No. 4, 1982), 34, 43.

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.

it
12. See, for example, MacKinnon, or Lin Farley's Sexual Shakedown: The,

Sexual Harassment of Women on the Job (New York: McGraW=TITTT 1978). Voleun
tot JourniT-57-170-51-1WiTls-devoted-tal harassment and

contains ustaITTETWFW7-75-etT7iiiof the topic. The Spring 1981 issue-of
the Capitol University .Law Review contains nine excellent articles on various
aspeTEK77sexual harassmenT7Tauding sexual harassment in education.

33.

13: Margaret Mead, "A Proposal," Redbook Mlagazine,-(April 1978), 31,_

I
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