On the Sexual Harassment Survey Report

To the University Community

As part of the University’s continuing effort to evaluate and improve the quality of campus life, the Committee to Survey Harass-
ment—co-chaired by Dr. John de Cani, Professor of Statistics (Wharton), and Dr. Philip Sagi, Professor of Sociology (School of Arts
and Sciences)—recently completed a comprehensive Sexual Harassment Survey of Penn’s students, faculty. and staff. The survey
expanded upon studies conducted earlier at Harvard and other institutions of higher education.

Following submission of the Committee’s Report to Dr. Barry Cooperman, Vice Provost for Research. who established the Com-
mittee at the request of the University Council, we sent the Report to our colleagues on the University Council Steering Committee.
Because of the importance of the survey and its value to the University in formulating policies, in planning programs. and in improv-
ing University resources and procedures, the full Report is being published in Almanac. Next month, the Report will be discussed at a
University Council meeting, and we are sure that it will receive the attention of other University groups.

The University is dedicated to achieving an environment free of sexual misconduct. In the last five years we have taken significant
policy steps towards that goal. These include:

— The University's policy statement on sexual harassment was adopted. defining standards of conduct and penalties as well as specify-
ing the Ombudsman, the Penn Women's Center, the Office of Student Life. and other resources to which possible victims could turn.

— The statement on conduct and misconduct was issued. which includes a presumption of misconduct on the part of the faculty member
in the event of sexual relations between an instructor and student.

— New mechanisms for handling reports of sexual harassment have been established, including a Staff Relations unit. a counseling
service for the faculty and staff, expansion of the Student Counseling Service, and complete revision of the staff grievance procedure.

— Existing mechanisms, including the Penn Women's Center, the Ombudsman, the Judicial Inquiry Office. the Office of Affirmative
Action, Public Safety’s Victim Support Specialist, Student Health Psychiatry, and Gay and Lesbian Peer Counseling. have focused atten-
tion on sexual harassment.

— A two-day workshop on sexual harassment attended by 75 faculty and staff in June 1983 resulted in the formation of a University
Task Force on Conduct and Misconduct, to advise the University on harassment and related matters.

— The Women's Center’s staff and volunteers have provided counseling, advice and referrals to women reporting sexual harassment,
and the Center has worked with faculty, staff and students to increase and improve the resources for educating the community about sexual
harassment and providing support for those who have experienced it.

— Information concerning the policies addressing sexual harassment and resources available to those who have been harassed are regu-
larly published.

— All new students and employees receive a copy of the sexual harassment policy.

— Supervisors are instructed to reiterate the policy to staff.

— All residential staff, both students and professionals, receive training on harassment issues before and throughout the academic year.
Last year the Department of Residential Living held a mandatory workshop for its staff.

— Human Resources staff who deal with sexual harassment issues have received special training.

— College House educational and training programs have addressed the problem of sexual harassment.

— The Office of Student Life coordinates group discussions on the problem of sexual harassment, and films dealing with sexism and
sexual harassment are shown.

— A two-part workshop on sexual and racial harassment was sponsored last year by several student, academic, and administrative
groups.

— Sexual harassment issues are covered in a new five-day training program for non-academic supervisors.

Although the data of the survey and the Committee’s independent analysis confirm the need for the significant policy actions taken
by the University during the last five years in trying to eradicate sexual misconduct. the Report also shows that we still have more to
do. To assist us in further efforts, we ask that you review the full Report of the Committee and send your comments to any of us.

Finally, we underscore that the term **sexual harassment,"" as used in the Report, is substantially broader than the term as defined
in the current University policy (reprinted on the final page of the Report). First, the term in the Report covers a much wider spectrum
of misbehavior than the current University policy, ranging from **(a) unwanted teasing, jokes, remarks, or questions of a sexual
nature,”’ to **(g) actual or attempted rape or sexual assault.”” Second, the term in the Report covers all relationships among peers,
some of which are not covered by the current University policy. In fact, the largest single category of relationships in which misbe-
havior was identified in the Report was among undergraduate peers. We stress this point to ensure that the findings in the Report are
neither dismissed as trivial nor exaggerated. In short, we urge that the Report be read in its entirety and with care.

On behalf of the University, we thank the faculty, staff, and students who were members of the Committee, particulary Drs. de
Cani, Sagi, Michelle Fine, Assistant Professor (Graduate School of Education), Mark J. Stern, Assistant Professor (School of Social
Work), and Ms. Judith Gerstl, Project Coordinator. for the preparation of the Report, and the 2,229 faculty, students and staff who
took the time to complete and return the detailed questionnaires.

S ey, i o TCILE

— S{lefdrm Hackney, President —Lhomas Ehrlich, Provost
besa . I @ A
Wea - hlea
— James J. Bishop, t/:’ e vao.s{ (for Universitv'Life — Barry §. Cooperman, Vice Provost for Research

Notice from the Steering Committee of Council

The Steering Committee of the University Council met on September 18, 1985, and discussed the Report of the Survey on Sexual
Harassment which appears in this issue. All members of the University are urged to give this a careful and thorough reading. It should
be noted that the statistics in the Report are based on a definition of harassment established by the Survey Committee which is broader
than the definition of harassment embodied in the current University policy. The statistics reflect interactions between people in
authority and their subordinates and between peers at all levels. The current University policy dealt with the former class of interac-

tion while the latter has not yet received adequate attention. ﬁ /
‘_/4 -’4 ﬁ- . ’ - “\:u-u.."

— Anthony R. Tomazinis Chair, Steering)Committee, University Council
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Summary of Findings

i. incidence of Harassment

1.
2.
3.

On average, in a given year: 35 percent of undergraduate women experience some form of
sexual harassment: 33 percent from peers and 13 percent from persons in authority. (Table 2)
On average, in a given year: 19 percent of graduate student women experience some form of
sexual harassment: 13 percent from peers and 13 percent from persons in authority. (Table 2)
On average, in a given year: 11 percent of standing and associated female faculty women
experience some form of sexual harassment: 10 percent from peers and 7 percent from per-
sons in authority. (Table 2)

. On average, in a given year: 11 percent of staff women experience some form of sexual ha-

rassment: 9 percent from peers and 7 percent from persons in authority. (Table 2)

. Sexual harassment of females exceeds sexual harassment of males by ratios of approximately

3:1 for harassment involving indirect contact and 10:1 for harassment involving direct phys-
ical contact. (Tables 2 and 4)

Il. Definition of the Problem

6. Women more than men believe that sexual harassment is a problem of the University of Penn-
sylvania community. (Table 13C)
7. Women are more likely than men to perceive forms of unwanted behaviors as sexual harass-
ment though differences are small on similar behaviors. (Table 6)
8. Peer behavior of an unwanted sexual nature is somewhat less likely to be labeled sexual ha-
rassment than a comparable behavior of a person in a position of authority. (Table 6)
9. Most forms of unwanted sexual behavior considered in the survey are identified as sexual
harassment by a major portion of the campus community. (Table 6)
lil. Reactions to Sexual Harassment
10. Of the women who have reported incidents of sexual harassment: no undergraduate women
lodged a formal complaint, less than 6 percent of graduate women, less than 3 percent of
faculty, and no staff women did so. (Table 10)
11. Between 70 and 93 percent of women reporting harassment by a person in authority, reported
a ‘‘non-confrontive’’ response to harassment, including ‘‘ignoring’’ or “*going along with’’
the behavior or ‘‘avoiding™’ the harasser. (Table 7)
12. The most frequently cited reasons for not reporting harassment were possible reprisals, per-
sonal cost, and lack of information. (Table 7)
13. Between 87 and 99 percent of respondents agree that the University should be involved in the
control of sexual harassment. (Table 13)
Definitions of Strata, Types, and Subgroupings of Sexual Harassment
. Stratification of Survey Population
Students:
1: Undergraduates

2: Annenberg, Nursing, Education, Social Work, Veterinary Medicine
3: Graduate Arts and Sciences

4: Dental Medicine, Fine Arts, Law, Medicine

5: Graduate Engineering, Wharton, Graduate and Ph.D.

Faculry/Staff:

6: Standing and Associated Faculty

7: Staff — Al and A3

(a)
(b)
©
(d)
(e)
(3]
(®

A:
B:
C:

Types of Sexual Harassment
Unwanted teasing, jokes, remarks or questions of a sexual nature
Unwanted pressure for dates
Unwanted letters or phone calls of a sexual nature
Unwanted sexually suggestive looks or gestures
Unwanted deliberate touching, leaning over, cornering or pinching
Unwanted pressure for sexual favors
Actual or attempted rape or sexual assault

Subgroups of Types of Sexual Harassment Used in Tables
(a) Unwanted teasing, jokes, remarks or questions of a sexual nature, or (d) unwanted sex-
ually suggestive looks or gestures
(b) Unwanted pressure for dates, (c) unwanted letters or phone calls of a sexual nature or (f)
unwanted pressure for sexual favors
(e) Unwanted deliberate touching, leaning over, cornering or pinching or (g) actual or at-
tempted rape or sexual assault

Reactions to Harassment by Persons in Authority

NONCON (Nonconfrontive): Reactions to harassment include ‘‘ignore’’ and/or *‘go along with’’

and/or “*avoid’’ offending person

INSTL (Institutional): Reaction to harassment that seeks some institutional assistance by talking to

officials formally and/or informally

CONFT (Confronting): Confronting the offending person

REPRL (Reprisal): Concerns about grades, evaluations, attitudes, conditions at work

PCOST (Personal Costs): Time, effort, embarrassment, worsening situations

INFO (Information): Lack of knowledge about definition of harassment, where to go, receptive-

ness of University, and what could be done

n
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Report of the Committee to Survey
Harassment at the University of Pennsylvania

l. Introduction: Background and History

In September 1984 the Task Force on Conduct and Misconduct rec-
ommended that the University of Pennsylvania sponsor a campus-wide
survey to measure the extent of harassment on campus among faculty,
students and staff. In its interim document the Task Force reported an
unspecified number of incidents of harassment and discrimination
based on gender, race, sexual orientation and religion. They further in-
dicated that victims tended not to report these incidents to officials
within the Penn community. The Task Force therefore determined that
an anonymous survey of a random sample of Penn faculty, staff and
students would best measure the extent of these problems. On the rec-
ommendation of University Council and under the auspices of Dr.
Barry Cooperman, the University Vice Provost for Research, a commit-
tee was formed in January 1985 and a survey distributed campus-wide
in March 1985.

Sexual Harassment and Academe: A Brief History

Research on academic sexual harassment began in 1979, when the
Division of Psychotherapy, American Psychological Association, re-
vealed that 25% of its surveyed members who had graduated in the
prior seven years had engaged in sexually intimate relations with a pro-
fessor. Universities including Michigan State, Rhode Island, Florida
and Berkeley surveyed their campuses. Berkeley’s major finding indi-
cated that the experience of sexual harassment strongly diminished
women students’ self confidence, as it increased their disillusionment
with male faculty. In 1980, Arizona State’s study revealed that male
faculty and staff were the most cited perpetrators of sexual harassment,
with female faculty and staff, as well as female students, the most often
victimized. In 1982, researchers at the University of California at Davis
documented disproportionately high rates of harassment in its medical
school, and were able to distinguish the male view of harassment as a
problem of sexuality, from the female view of harassment as a problem
of unequal power relations. In that same year, psychologists Jensen and
Gutek found that males were more likely than females to see a woman
who has been harassed as responsible for her harassment.

More recently and best publicized have been the results from the Har-
vard survey. In 1983 these data indicated sexual harassment to be a
problem affecting 29% of the women and 6% of the men on that
campus. As with the Davis study, males at Harvard considered harass-
ment to be a sexual issue, whereas females framed the problem in terms
of power. For men and women both the experience and the analyses of
sexual harassment diverge.

The Legal Guidelines

In 1980 the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC)
published legal guidelines which recognize sexual harassment as sex
discrimination under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. The
EEOC defines sexual harassment as:

“Unwelcome sexual advances, requests for sexual favors and other

verbal and physical conduct of a sexual nature . . . when:

a. 1. submission to such conduct is made either explicitly or impli-
citly a term or condition of an individual's employment;

2. submission to or rejection of such conduct by an individual is
used as the basis for employment decision affecting such indi-
vidual, or

3. such conduct has the purpose or effect of unreasonably interfer-
ing with an individual's work performance or creating an intimi-
dating, hostile or offensive work environment.’
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Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 applies to all employees of a
university including student workers. Employees may also bring civil
lawsuits for breach of contract or tort lawsuits, have access to Workers’
Compensation laws, the Occupational Safety and Health Act provi-
sions, and when available, to union grievance procedures.

For students, the experience of sexual harassment and its remedies,
are often more complex. The National Advisory Council on Women'’s
Educational Programs (1980) defines sexual harassment of students as:

**The use of authority to emphasize the sexuality or sexual identity of a
student in a manner which prevents or impairs that student’s full enjoy-
ment of educational benefits, climate or opportunities. "’
Title IX of the 1972 Educational Amendments, Office of Civil Rights,
prohibits sex discrimination against students, including verbal or phys-
ical conduct of a sexual nature.

Formal and Informal Grievances

Despite the proliferation of laws which make sexual harassment il-
legal and which provide procedures for grievance, the number of formal
complaints filed on university campuses remains only a fraction of the
incidence of harassing experiences. The National Advisory Council on
Women's Educational Programs reports that women who have been
harassed are reluctant to report their experiences officially for fear of
being viewed as responsible for the sexual relations, or fear they will
not be believed. Many feel shameful; others worry that reporting the
incident will call attention to their gender and away from their work,
and some expect that no action will be taken on their behalf. Finally,
many fear reprisals. To corroborate this 1980 finding, the University of
California at Los Angeles 1985 survey documents that, ‘‘only 5% of
faculty, 6% of staff and 2% of student victims reported officially com-
plaining to a department chair/supervisor or filing a grievance at any
level.””

Reviewing the language of the laws, the language of the surveys and
the language offered in the personal accounts of harassed employees
and students, one notices wide variation among definitions and experi-
ences of sexual harassment. Most definitions address the misuse of au-
thority and power. Most cases involve the misuse of such power by a
male over a female. In the present survey, information about definitions
was gathered in two ways. First, respondents’ personal definitions of
sexual harassment were solicited, and then respondents were asked to
respond to a predetermined set of behaviors commonly considered sex-
ual harassment. These behaviors, drawn from the Harvard survey and
used in most campus studies of harassment, include: unwanted jokes,
teasing or comments of a sexual nature; unwanted sexually suggestive
looks or gestures; unwanted letters or telephone calls of a sexual nature;
unwanted deliberate touching, leaning over, cornering or pinching;
unwanted pressure for dates; unwanted pressure for sexual favors; ac-
tual or attempted sexual assault.

Below we present the quantitative and qualitative results. The quanti-
tative analyses specify the incidence, extent and severity of sexual ha-
rassment at Penn, with estimates of respondents’ experiences of harass-
ment based on race, sexual orientation, religion and disability. The
qualitative data inform readers about the professional and personal im-
pact of such harassment on members of the Penn community. Some
methodological issues are discussed in the concluding two sections.



ll. Incidence of Sexual Harassment

A. Types of sexual harassment and their subgroups
Much of the questionnaire deals with the respondent’s experiences of
various forms of sexual harassment, both from persons in authority and
from peers. Some questions deal with a specific instance of sexual ha-
rassment, others deal with experiences of sexual harassment at Penn go-
ing back in time no more than five years and others deal with experi-
ences of sexual harassment at Penn since September, 1984. (The survey
was taken in March, 1985.) Specifically, the respondent was asked
about experiences of the types shown below.
Types of Sexual Harassment

(a) Unwanted teasing, jokes, remarks or questions of a sexual nature

(b) Unwanted pressure for dates

(c) Unwanted letters or phone calls of a sexual nature

(d) Unwanted sexually suggestive looks or gestures

(e) Unwanted deliberate touching, leaning over, cornering or pinching

(f) Unwanted pressure for sexual favors

(g) Actual or attempted rape or sexual assault

Tabulations based on these seven types of sexual harassment pro-

duced rather unwieldy arrays, with some small frequency counts, par-
ticularly of incidents of sexual harassment of types (f), unwanted pres-
sure for sexual favors, and (g), actual or attempted rape or sexual
assault. The seven types of sexual harassment were grouped into three
subgroups of type of sexual harassment involving increasing degrees of
personal contact between the harassed and the harasser. These

subgroups are shown below.
Subgroups of Types of Sexual Harassment Used in Tables
A: (a) Unwanted teasing, jokes, remarks or questions of a sexual na-
ture, or (d) unwanted sexually suggestive looks and gestures
B: (b) Unwanted pressure for dates, (c) unwanted letters or phone
calls of a sexual nature or (f) unwanted pressure for sexual favors
C: (e) Unwanted deliberate touching, leaning over, cornering or
pinching or (g) actual or attempted rape or sexual assault
The ordering of the subgroups does not imply that the Committee
feels that the types of sexual harassment in subgroup A are necessarily
less serious than those in subgroups B or C. It is true, however, that the
types of harassment in subgroup A typically involve less direct personal
contact between harasser and harassed than do the types of harassment
in subgroups B and C. In the types of harassment in subgroup A the
harasser need not directly address the person being harassed. In the
types of harassment in subgroup B the harasser must directly address
the person being harassed. The types of harassment in subgroup C in-
volve physical contact between harasser and harassed. These subgroups
produce tabulations of incidence rates for the corresponding types of
sexual harassment that are meaningful, easy to interpret and descriptive
of the experiences of the victims of sexual harassment.

B. Incidence rates of various types of sexual harassment
Incidence rates for female respondents are presented in Tables 1 and
2. Tables 3 and 4 give similar rates for male respondents. These latter
tables are shown only for purposes of comparison; the discussion will
deal almost exclusively with the experiences of female respondents. In
the discussion the terms**A’’ or “‘type A’ will be used in place of

Table 1
Percent of Female Respondents Reporting Given Types of Harassment
Going Back in Time No More Than Five Years
Source of Harassment
From Persons From Peers From Persons
In Authority In Authority or Peers

Undergraduates
Types of % of Standard % of Standard % of Standard
Harassment® Respondents Error(%) Respondents Error(%) Respondents Emor{%)
A(a) or (d) 239 16 65.2 1.7 69.0 1.7
B:(b). (c) or {f) 89 10 54.3 18 56.2 18
Ci(e) or (g) 78 1.0 441 18 46.4 18

BorC 126 12 625 18 64.7 17

ABorC 264 16 7.3 17 75.7 16
Graduate and Professional Students
Types of % of Standard % ol Standard % of Standard
H: *  Respondh Error(%) Respondents Error(%) Respondents Error{%)
A:(a) or (d) 285 36 286 as 419 39
Bi(b). (c) or (f) 76 19 15.8 28 196 29
C:le) or(g) 105 25 109 23 176 29

BorC 142 27 19.2 30 273 34

ABorC 300 36 305 35 450 40
Standing and Associated Faculty
Types of % of Standard % of Standard % of Standard
H Respondents Emor(%) Respondents Error(%) Respondents Error(%)
A:(a) or (d) 395 0.2 259 0.2 455 03
B:(b). (c) or (f) 116 02 57 0.1 14.0 0.2
C:(e) or (g) 215 0.2 119 0.2 255 02

BorC 240 02 145 02 285 02

ABorC 416 03 290 0.2 477 03
Staft A-1 and A-3
Types of % of Standard % of Standard % of Standard
L Respondents Ermor(":) Respondents Error(%) Respondents Error(%)
A(a) or (d) 319 35 230 32 378 36
B:(b). (c) or (f) 9.2 22 8.1 21 122 24
C:(e) or (g) 17.2 28 94 22 201 a0

BorC 190 29 13.1 25 232 31

ABorC 331 35 255 33 396 36
* See definitions on Page II.

Table 2
Percentage Rates Per Person Year at Penn for Given Types of Harassment,
Female Respondents
Source of Harassment
From Persons From Peers From Persons
In Authority In Authority or Peers

Undergraduates

Types of % of Standard % of Standard % of Standard
Harassment' Respondents Ermor(%) Respondents Error(%) Respondents Error(%)
A(a) or (d) 1.4 07 30.7 08 324 08
B:(b). (c) or (f) 43 05 253 09 262 09
C:(e) or (g) 37 05 205 09 216 09

BorC 6.0 06 292 08 302 08

ABorC 125 08 333 08 353 07
Graduate and Professional Students
Types of % of Standard % of Standard %ol Standard
Harassment® Respondents Error(%) Respondents Ermor(%) Respondents Error(%)
A:(a) or (d) 120 08 123 08 17.8 09
B:(b). (c) or (f) 33 04 6.8 06 BS 07
C:(e) or (g) 45 06 47 05 76 07

BorC 6.1 06 83 07 18 08

ABorC 127 08 131 08 19.2 09
Standing and Associated Faculty
Types of % of Standard % of Standard % of Standard
Harassment® Respondents Emor(%) Respondents Emor(%) Respondents Error(%)
A{a) or (d) 92 0.1 59 01 106 0.1
B:(b), (c) or (f) 26 0.0 14 0.0 32 0.0
C:(e) or (g) 49 0.1 27 00 58 0.1

BorC 55 0.1 34 00 6.5 0.1

ABorC 97 0.1 6.7 0.1 1.1 0.1
Staff A-1 and A-3
Types of % of Standard % of Standard % of Standard
Harassment® Respondents Emor(%) Respondents Error(%) Respondents Error(%)
A:(a) or (d) 9.0 10 6.6 09 106 10
B:(b). (c) or (f) 26 06 23 086 35 07
C:(e) or (g) 49 08 2T 06 57 08

BorC 54 08 38 07 6.6 09

ABorC 93 10 73 09 1.1 1.0

* See definitions on Page II.

v

ALMANAC SUPPLEMENT September 24, 1985



‘“‘types of harassment in subgroup A’ in order to avoid repeating this
rather cumbersome expression. Similarly with the terms “*B,"" **C,”"
‘“‘type B’’ and ‘‘type C."”’

Table 1 shows the percentage of female respondents reporting var-
ious types of harassment experienced during a time period going back
in time no longer than five years. This table shows, for example, that
23.9% of female undergraduate respondents reported experiencing one
or more incidents of harassment of type A by persons in authority either
since coming to the University or during the last five years, whichever
time period is shorter. In reading Table 1 (and Table 3) it is important to
remember that a respondent could report more than one incident of
more than one type. Respondents reporting incidents of type A might
also report incidents of type B or C. Also, the rates in Tables 1 and 3 are
partially determined by exposure time; i.e., time at the University.

Table 1 shows some interesting patterns. Undergraduates are the
group at greatest risk, primarily from harassment by peers. Incidence
rates for the remaining three groups are smaller than the rates for under-
graduates and similar to each other. Type A is the most frequently re-
ported type of harassment. Harassment of type B by peers is reported
more frequently by students than by faculty and staff. Harassment of
type B consists primarily of unwanted letters or phone calls and
unwanted pressure for dates. Harassment of type C of graduate and pro-
fessional students, faculty and staff by persons in authority is more fre-
quent than harassment of type B of these groups by persons in author-
ity. The patterns of peer harassment of faculty and staff are similar to
the patterns of harassment by persons in authority. These patterns will
become clearer when individual incidents of harassment are examined.

The rates shown in Table 1 are partially a function of time at the Uni-
versity. A senior has had more exposure to the risk of harassment at the
University than has a freshman. The effect of time can be eliminated by
calculating rates per person year at the University. The rates shown in
Table 2 were computed by dividing the rates in Table 1 by the average
number of years at the University of the respondents in the group.
These averages were computed by taking account of the fact that the
rates in Table 1 go back in time no more than five years. Table 2 shows,
for example, that, over a period of one year at the University, on the
average, approximately eleven out of a group of 100 undergraduate fe-
males will experience harassment of type A by persons in authority.
The patterns in Table 2 are much the same as the patterns in Table 1,
although the rates are reduced. Faculty and staff rates are reduced by
more than the rates for students, reflecting their greater average time at
the University.

While annual rates provide a more accurate index of the risk of ha-
rassment, other universities have generally reported aggregate rates.
For example, the Harvard survey of 1983 reported the following rates
of harassment of women by persons in authority: 34% for undergrad-
uates, 41% for graduates, 49% for untenured faculty, and 32% for
tenured faculty. The comparable rates from the Penn survey are: 26%
for undergraduates, 30% for graduates, 42% for standing and associ-
ated faculty, and 33% for staff. For peer harassment of women, Har-
vard reported the following percentages: 73% for undergraduates, 41%
for graduates, 30% for untenured faculty, and 37% for tenured faculty.
The analogous data for Penn are: 71% for undergraduates, 31% for
graduates, 29% for faculty, and 26% for staff.

Table 3

Percent of Male Respondents Reporting Given Types of Harassment
Going Back in Time No More Than Five Years

Source of Harassment
From Persons From Peers From Persons
In Authority In Authority or Peers
Undergraduates
Types of % of Standard % of Standard % of Standard
H t* Respondents Error{%) Respondents Error(%) Respondents Error(%)
A:(a) or (d) B.4 18 251 28 293 29
B:(b). (c) or {f) 27 10 17.7 25 19.1 25
C:(e) or (g) 27 1.0 B6 18 10.2 19
BorC 44 13 200 26 213 26
ABorC 10.2 19 292 29 - 338 a0

Graduate and Professional Students

Types of % of Standard % of Standard % of
H t* Respondents Error{%) Respondents Error(%) Respondents Error(%)

A:(a) or (d) 6.3 30 122 4.1 153 45
B:(b). (c) or {f) 09 12 49 27 57 29
C:(e) or (g) 14 15 54 28 6.7 31
BorC 23 18 73 33 95 37
ABorC 72 3.2 14.6 45 18.2 48
Standing and Associated Faculty

Types of % of Standard % of Standard % of
k t* Respond Error(%) Respondents Error(%) Respondents Error(%)

A:{a) or (d) 58 15 9.0 19 132 22
B:(b). (c) or (f) 16 08 27 11 4.2 13
C:(e) or (g) 16 08 ar 12 53 15
BorC 26 10 48 14 74 gy
ABorC 68 16 10.1 20 15.3 23
Staff A-1 and A-3
Types of % of Standard % of Standard % of Standard
I *  Respond Error(%) Respondents Ermor(%) Respondents Error(%)
A:{a) or (d) 84 20 18 24 148 26
B:(b). (c) or (f) 26 1.2 26 12 46 15
C:(e) or (g) 20 10 26 12 39 14
BorC 39 14 33 13 65 18
ABorC 9.0 21 125 24 16.1 27

* See definitions on Page II.

Table 4
Percentage Rates Per Person Year at Penn For Given Types of Harassment,
Male Respondents
Source of Harassment
From Persons From Peers From Persons
In Authority In Authority or Peers

Undergraduates

Types of % of Standard % of Standard % of Standard
I t*  Respond Error(®%) Respondents Error{%) Respondents Ermor(%)
A{a) or (d) 37 08 109 12 128 13
B:(b). (c) or {f) 12 05 7.7 1.1 83 11
C:(e) or (g) 12 05 38 o8 45 08

BorC 19 06 87 11 93 11

ABorC 45 08 127 13 147 13
Graduate and Professional Students
Types of % of Standard % of Standard % of Standard
Harassment® Respondents Ermor(%) Respondents Error(%) Respondents Ermor(%)
A:(a) or (d) 26 07 49 09 63 10
B:(b), (c} or (f) 0.4 03 21 06 24 06
C:(e) or (g) 06 03 23 06 28 07

BorC 10 0.4 31 07 40 08

ABorC 30 07 6.0 10 75 1.1
Standing and Associated Faculty
Types of % of Standard % of Standard % of Standard
Harassmen!® Respondents Ermor(%) Respondents Error(%) Respondents Error(%)
A:(a) or (d) 13 04 20 04 30 05
B:(b), (c) or () 0.4 02 06 03 10 03
C:{e) or (g) 04 02 09 03 13 04

BorC 06 03 1.1 03 18 04

ABorC 15 04 23 05 as 06
Staff A-1 and A-3
Types of % of Standard % of Standard % ol Standard
Harassment® Respondents Emor{%) Respondents Ermor(%) Respondents Error{%)
A:(a) or (d) 23 05 33 08 4.0 07
B:(b). (c) or (f) 07 03 0.7 03 12 04
C:(e) or (g) 05 03 07 03 11 04

BorC 11 04 09 04 18 05

ABorC 25 06 34 0.7 44 07
* See definitions on Page II.
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C. Types of sexual harassment occurring
in the same incident

Respondents who had experienced harassment by either peers or per-
sons in authority were asked in a sequence of questions to describe one
incident in detail. Among other things, they were asked which types of
harassment had occurred in the incident. Table 5 shows the patterns of
types of harassment occurring in the same incident. Unlike the types of
harassment in Tables 1 through 4, which may include more than one
type of harassment and more than one incident, the types of harassment
in Table 5 are unique. Thus, 48.5% of the undergraduate female re-
spondents who described an incident of harassment by a person in au-
thority reported that the incident consisted only of harassment type A.

The patterns suggested in Table 1 become very clear in Table 5.
Specifically:

1. Except for peer harassment of undergraduates, the most frequent type
of harassment consists of Type A alone. It accounts for more than 40% of
incidents of harassment of students and faculty by persons in authority and
peer harassment of faculty and staff.

2. Harassment of Type B alone is most frequent in peer harassment of
students.

3. Harassment of Type C alone is most frequent in harassment of faculty
and staff by persons in authority.

4. Harassment of Types A and B but not C is most frequent in peer ha-
rassment of students, although it accounts for 11% of incidents involving
harassment of undergraduates by persons in authority.

5. Harassment of Types A and C but not B occurs frequently in incidents
involving harassment by persons in authority.

lll. Extent of Campus Agreement
on Definitions of Sexual
Harassment

Definitions of what constitutes sexual harassment vary across
campus (see Table 6). Behaviors by persons in authority are more
likely than identical behaviors by peers to be labeled sexual harassment.
For example, whereas only 45% of undergraduate women consider
unwanted pressure from a peer for dates to be harassment, 84% of these
same women consider such pressure from a person in authority to be
harassment.

There is virtual consensus that certain behaviors, no matter by whom
constitute sexual harassment. As one example, ‘‘unwanted touching"’
by persons in authority is overwhelmingly seen as sexual harassment -
(98% of undergraduates; 97% of faculty). Similarly **unwanted touch-
ing’’ from peers is judged to be harassment by 96% of undergraduates
and 92% of faculty.

Among all strata, women who reported having been harassed are
more likely to consider a given behavior harassment. However, the ef-
fect on proportions is quite small. (Table 6)

Where data allow, contrasts across sex show considerable agreement
between male and female assessments of sexual harassment although,
by small differentials, males are less likely to judge a given behavior as
sexual harassment.

6. Harassment of Types B and C but not A are relatively infrequent, oc-
curring in less than five percent of the incidents reported except in the case Proportion Reporting R
of peer harassment of faculty. Person in Authority.
7. Types A, B and C occur together more frequently than C occurs alone
or A occurs with B but not with C. Wotitix F"'m“““"" @
NON N
Table 5 e
Types of Harassment in the Same Incident Reported by Table 6 SE'::J ;ﬁ
Female Respondents (Resp.) Proportion Agreeing that a Form of Behavior Constitutes Sexual PCOST &
Source of Harassment Harassment by Stratum, Sex and Peer or Non-Peer Harassment INFO 8
A Person in Authority A Peer Peer Form of Unwanted Behavior Graduate 2 :Josr:lf_:ow 11{
Undergradusies Strata (Women) & b c d e f g h CONFT Ko
Types ool Standard % of Standard REPRL pr
M- Resp. Error (%) Resp. Error (%) Undergraduates .29 A2 56 90 82 45 96 95 PCOST a3t
Graduate 2 37 59 77 83 88 70 84 97 INFO P
Only A 485 37 19.5 18 Graduate 3 4 57 689 80 9 8 94 @
Only B 6.0 18 130 15 Graduate 4 44 52 83 91 88 55 9 97 Graduate 3 NONCON |
Only C 6.0 18 4.4 09 Graduate 5 32 48 57 983 8 51 93 9 INSTL 1
Aand B, not C 12 24 17.7 17 Faculty 42 5 61 94 8 66 82 o0 CONFT 1
Aand C, not B 142 26 138 1.5 Statf 44 65 71 80 83 66 90 90 REPRL L]
Band C. not A 15 09 a7 08 PCOST 5
A BandC 127 25 279 20 Strata (Men) INFO 6
Graduate and Professional Students Undergraduates .17 32 38 8 73 39 95 92 Graduate4 NONCON 8
s wol St v swws [ | S % s w9 @ 2 ox . o
Harassment® Resp. Error (%) Resp. Error (%) ; ; : : : : : :
Graduate 4 10 28 5 91 B4 47 8B 86 REPRL 4
Only A 537 a7 381 34 Graduate 5 2 38 49 8 72 54 88 93 PCOST 3
Only B 49 15 88 18 Faculty 28 4 53 8 78 69 89 87 INFO 4
Only C 59 19 52 15 Staff 38 49 62 B89 79 66 90 a3
Aand B, not 46 17 158 25 Non-P Graduate :’If’s';'fo” 4
Aand C notB 179 29 1.1 22 CONFT c
Band C. not A 36 14 47 15 Strata (Women) REPRL i
A BandC 93 20 16.4 25 PCOST a
Undergraduates .49 a7 .88 98 93 .84 98 99 2 y
Standing and Associated Facuity Graduate 2 0 78 8 9 S 8 9 9 INFO €
Types of % of Standard % of Standard Graduate 3 60 81 85 99 96 97 8 88 Faculty NONCON £
Harassment* Resp. Error (%) Resp. Error (%) Graduate 4 65 80 87 .99 94 .90 99 99 INSTL £
Graduate 5 51 78 87 100 91 89 99 100 CONFT i
gg S 43-‘3 g—: “3? g—-‘: Faculty 66 79 8 100 96 94 97 100 REPRL .a
; : . . Staff 58 7 ; o7 1 ] : ; PCOST £
Only C 124 03 8.3 03 @ 6 8 ° 9 o it 2 INFO '
Aand B, not C 45 02 50 02 Strata (Men)
Aand C, not B 202 03 18.3 04 Staft NONCON
Band C. not A 34 0.1 83 03 Undergraduates .39 62 69 a7 B6 82 96 .98 INSTL .
A BandC 124 03 100 03 Graduate 2 42 79 .88 100 100 a3 100 100 CONFT
Graduate 3 52 83 79 88 83 BT 98 88 REPRL .
Staff A-1 and A-3 Graduate 4 a3 60 a 98 80 81 97 97 PCOST !
Types of % of Standard % of Standard Graduate 5 42 6 70 98 @8 88 94 100 INFO !
Faculty A4 66 71 98 88 92 96 .98
HHnt—_— R, ki Resp. Error (%) Staft 58 73 79 o7 8 8 95 9 Men
Only A 385 64 457 69
Qm; B 39 25 22 20 * a) Unwanted sex-stereotyped jokes, references, examples, or depictions Undergtad, :;%?EON
Only C 96 39 65 34 b) Unwanted teasing jokes, remarks or questions of a sexual nature CONFT
Aand B, not C 58 30 109 43 ¢) Unwanted sexually suggestive looks or gestures REPRL
Aand C, not B 231 55 13.0 47 d) Unwanted letters or phone calls of a sexual nature PCOST
Band C, not A 19 18 44 28 €) Unwanted leaning over or cornering INFO
A.BandC 173 49 17.4 53 f) Unwanted pressure for dates
. ) . g) Unwanted touching * Base frequencies given in
See definitions on Page Il h) Unwanted pressure for sexual acitivity ** For base frequencies less
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IV. Reactions to Harassment
A. Reactions to sexual harassment

Tables 7 and 8 show that most persons reporting sexual harassment,
regardless of type, handle it by ignoring or going along with it or by
avoiding contact with the offender (over 70% across strata). These have
been labeled non-confrontive reactions (NONCON), although they of-
ten occur in concert with other behaviors. Confronting (CONFT) the
offender is a relatively rare behavior and rarer still if the offender is'a
person in authority. Talking to a faculty member, tutor, dean or other
University authority formally or informally is a reaction that seeks a so-
lution through the institution (INSTL). Relatively few seek this avenue
to a solution.

Why would victims not confront the accused in a case of sexual ha-
rassment? These respondents reported a combination of concerns: (1)
grades, recommendations, evaluations, attitudes, conditions at work or
in class, which represent forms of reprisal (REPRL) whether properly
appraised or not; (2) personal costs (PCOST) measured in terms of time
and effort, embarrassment, chances of making the situation worse, and
fear of complaining; and (3) the lack of information (INFO) on whether
anything could be done, and/or whether the behavior constituted harass-
ment, and/or fear the University would be unreceptive, and/or not
knowing to whom to go. (This reporting of concerns applies only to
harrassment by a person in authority, Table 7). Among faculty women
who officially reported sexual harassment, 92% said their action made
**no difference.””

B. Reactions to some stereotyped depictions,
references or jokes

Question 3 dealt with the frequency with which respondents had ex-
perienced stereotyped references, depictions or jokes in a Penn class-
room or work situation and the extent to which they were bothered by
such experiences. The frequency was recorded as Never, Once, Several
Times and Frequently. The extent to which the respondent was both-
ered was recorded on a scale of 1 (Not at all bothered) to 4 (Very both-
ered). Five types of references, depictions or jokes were considered:
sex stereotyped, racially stereotyped, religiously stereotyped, sexual
orientation and disability. The responses are summarized in Table 9. In
reading Table 9 it is important to remember that responses to these
questions are influenced by both the frequency with which such
references, depictions or jokes actually occur in a Penn classroom or
work situation and the sensitivity of the respondent to these events. A
respondent may report never having had the experience either because it
never occurred when the respondent was present or because the re-
spondent was not sensitive to such stereotyped references.

The following general conclusions may be drawn from Table 9:

1. Sex stereotyped references are reported more frequently than other
types of references.

2. References to disability are reported less often than other references.
Of the remainder, racially stereotyped references are reported less fre-
quently than the others. ’

3. There appears to be no consistent pattern of differences between men
and women in the frequency with which they reported these experiences.

4. Men who reported these experiences reported being bothered by them
17 less frequently than did women who reported the same experiences.
110 Sexual Harassment, by a 5. Respondents who reported these experiences reported being bothered
+of Harassment and Sex by references to disability more frequently than they reported being both-
Harassment Types ered by other references. Again, of the remainder, respondents
()orc)or(n  (e)or(g) reported being bothered more frequently by racially stereotyped
87(38) 80(42) references than by the others.
1 2 Table 8
o o Proportions Reporting Reactions to Sexual Harassment,
's8 50 by a Peer, by Type of Harassment* and Sex
83 70 Reaction Harassment Types
Women Forms (a) or (d) (b) or {c) or (f) (e) or (g)
Undergrad. NONCON  60(299) 53(235) 52(187)
INSTL 06 10 04
N=1 N=6 CONFT 40 47 48 Table 9
Graduate2 NONCON  .50(18) Reactions to Stereotyped Depictions, References or Jokes
INSTL n N=5 N=4
.70(10) B4(19) CONFT 50 Type ol Reference % Reporting % of Those
10 M
0 B Graduate3 NONCON  50(30) 1021) 36(14) and Group apwien Jeborieg
‘%0 84 INSTL 10 10 21 o m"’""‘.,'“
B0 79 CONFT .50 90 .64 Bothered (a)
&0 63 Graduate 4 NONCON  59(52) 39(28) 50(26)
INSTL 13 14 12 Sex Stereotyped ‘Women Men Women Men
CONFT 41 61 .50
Undergraduates 57.5 493 788 422
Graduate5 NONCON  48(29) 36(14) Grad./Prof. Students 59.7 513 898 546
N=5 N=9 INSTL 07 07 N<8 Standing and Assoc. Fac. 730 538 845 515
CONFT 52 64 Staff A-1 and A-3 56.4 617 743 56.8
Faculty NONCON  62(45) J36(11) AB(23) Racial
INSTL 20 27 26 A ons
CONFT .38 64 52 Undergraduates 354 382 86.4 835
Grad./Prot. Students 331 450 921 731
N=6 N=9 Stafl :‘(QE'ON -g‘:’ﬁ’ 'g‘ 12) -‘2?“5‘ Strandin; s Aswc Fac. 487 438 925 76.9
. ] ] k 3 -
CONFT P = s Staft A-1and A-3 481 59.1 844 764
88(17) 92(39) Men Religiously Stereotyped
12 08 Undergraduates 503 475 789 637
Undergrad. NONCON  67(43] 70127 64011 9
24 10 4 INSTL _05{ ) ;2'2 ) 33( ’ Grad./Prof. Students 373 508 855 62.2
65 46 CONFT 33 30 36 Standing and Assoc. Fac. 474 513 736 65.5
-76 64 ’ ’ Statf A-1and A-3 457 617 748 630
88 54 Graduate 2 NONCON e
INSTL N=4 =1 =1 xual Orientation
73(M) 74(23) CONFT
.18 09 Undergraduales 410 434 783 469
36 35 Graduate 3 NONCON Grad./Prof. Students 39.4 436 838 611
36 as INSTL N=5 N=1 N=1 Standing and Assoc. Fac. 496 508 831 579
45 48 CONFT Staff A-1and A-3 44.4 599 80.4 593
45 43 Graduate 4 NONCON
INSTL N=5 N=2 N=3 Disability
CONFT Undergraduates 142 124 894 823
Graduate 5 NONCON Grad./Prof. Students 142 132 923 894
INSTL N=8 N=6 N=5 Standing and Assoc. Fac. 16.8 172 923 814
N3 Hia CONFT Staff A-1and A-3 24.1 266 950 729
Faculty NONCON  .75(12) {a) Bothered means respondent recorded a 2 or more in reply to the questig
INSTL A7 N=4 N=6 ‘To what extent were you bothered?”
CONFT 25
foportions are given. * Reported for a single incident of harassment.
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V. Counts of Formal and
Informal Reporting

Question 10 of the Survey asked respondents to indicate the kind of
unwanted sexual attention they had been subjected to, from someone in
a position of authority.

For all who responded in the affirmative, we looked at the responses
to, **Did you talk to any University official informally [e.g., tutor, fac-
ulty member, dean]?’" and **Did you report the situation to any Univer-
sity official formally?"’

Few respondents reported formal complaints of any kind (see Table
10). Regardless of the type of sexual harassment, the undergraduates in
our sample did not report the experience formally. Even those 3 respon-
dents reporting assault did not make a formal report.

Formal reporting occurs more frequently among graduate women in
our sample, but still at a very low rate. However, not even those report-
ing unwanted pressure for sexual favors or actual or attempted rape or
sexual assault filed a formal complaint. Although there is some infor-
mal reporting to University officials, a large number of the graduate
student respondents did not make formal reports.

The distribution of the female faculty reponses again reflects the lack
of formal reporting of types of sexual harassment involving direct phys-
ical contact. Although there is some informal reporting of unwanted
sexual attention, most experiences are not reported either informally or
formally to University officials.

The women staff respondents’ distribution reflects the same

Table 10
Percent of Respondents Who Allege Sexual Harassment and Informally
and/or Formally Reported Such Non-Peer Harassment by Strata
(WOMEN ONLY)
Type of Harassment
Undergraduates a b c d e 1 g
% informal 10 16 40 10 19 50 100
% formal 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
N 90 32 10 69 42 6 3
Gradustes
% informal 17 21 40 19 21 30
% formal 6 0 0 2 3 0
N % 14 5 58 39 10
Faculty
% informal 18 a4 67 22 26 36 50
% formal 2 0 0 3 3 0 0
N 60 9 3 a2 39 1 2
Stait
% informal 22 25 3 26 13 ] 1]
% formal 0 0 ] 0 0 /] 1]
N 36 8 3 27 23 2 1
* See definitions on Page Il

nonreporting patterns of the other groups. In this group however, no
form of sexual harassment was reported formally to a University Offi-
cial according to the respondents in our sample.

For those respondents who had been subjected to unwanted sexual
attention from someone in a position of authority the solution of this
experience was of interest to this committee. Responses to ‘‘Regardless
of whether or not you made a formal complaint, was your situation re-
solved?’’ and **Were you satisfied with the outcome?’’ are tabulated in
Tables 11 and 12.

For undergraduate women the resolution of these experiences varies.
As can be readily seen in Table 11, the majority indicated the situation
was resolved. A small number indicated they were satisfied with the
outcome (see Table 12). Graduate female respondents indicated the sit-
uation was resolved more frequently than not. Again, the satisfaction of
the resolution of the experience varies, indicating more dissatisfaction
with the outcome for some types of unwanted attention.

The counts of responses by women faculty to these questions show a
pattern similar to graduate and undergraduate respondents. In some in-
stances of unwanted attention, however, respondents in this group indi-
cated that almost as many situations were resolved as remained
unresolved. The degree of satisfaction also varied, and more respon-
dents indicated dissatisfaction with the resolution of types of sexual ha-
rassment involving physical contact.

Most of the women staff respondents in our sample indicated their
situation was resolved, as seen in Table 11. Only in this group did more
respondents indicate satisfaction than dissatisfaction with the resolution
of the experience.

Touching, request for favors, and attempted or actual assault were
reported by 171 of our respondents. Only two respondents, one a gradu-
ate student, the other a faculty member indicated they reported their ex-
perience to a University official. Of the 29 women who describe
unwanted pressure for sexual favors, not one reported the situation offi-
cially. None of the most serious allegations, that of attempted rape or
sexual assault, which 9 respondents indicated in question 10, were re-
ported officially by any of these respondents.

Table 11
Percent of Each Harassment Type Reported as
Resolved by Strata
(WOMEN ONLY)
Type of Harassment
Undergraduates a b c d e 1 ]
% resolved T0 81 80 76 70 — -
N 86 32 10 66 40 5 2
Graduates
% resolved 53 79 — 60 58 50 -
N 87 14 6 52 36 10 3
Faculty
% resolved 65 - — 59 40 55 —
N 54 8 3 29 40 1 2
Statt
% resolved 66 — - 76 90 - -
N 32 7 3 25 2 2 1
* For base frequency less than 10, percent is not given.
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VI. Opinions Regarding Complaints of
Sexual Harassment and University
Responsibility for Controlling it

Approximately a third of women respondents agree that sexual ha-
rassment is an extensive problem at Penn (see Table 13). Virtually all
women agree, (1) that it is the University's responsibility to control it
and (2) that claims of sexual harassment are not an overreaction to *‘ex-
pressions of normal sexual attraction.™’

Men are, on the whole, more likely to down play the extensiveness of
sexual harassment and to see complaints as an overreaction to normal
sexual attraction. While over 88% of the women in each stratum do not
see complaints as overreaction, the male percentages are between 64%
and 72%. Of men expressing an opinion, those who do not see harass-
ment as a problem outnumber those who do by between 2:1 and 13:1.
Among women, undergraduates are less likely to see harassment as a
problem, graduates (with the exception of stratum 3) are evenly split,
and faculty and staff are more likely to see harassment as a problem.

Despite those differences, over 90% of all women and 87% of all
men agree that the University should be involved in controlling sexual
harassment on campus.

Table 12
Counts of Responses to “Were you satisfied with the outcome?” by Type
of Non-Peer Harassment, Strata, and Range of Satisfaction
(WOMEN ONLY)
Type of Harassment

Undergraduates a b c d e 1 g

1 (Not at all) 12 5 1 8 5 2 2

2 16 5 1 1 9 2 1

3 25 n 4 15 10 2 0

4 (Very much) 24 10 3 22 13 0 0
Total Responding ” 3 9 56 7 [ 3
Graduates

1 (Not at all) 18 3 2 1 6 3 1

2 29 2 1 14 8 0 0

3 10 2 1 13 7 2 1

4 (Very much) 18 7 2 6 5 2 0
Total Responding 7 12 6 4 2 7 2
Faculty

1 {Not at all) 10 4 2 8 9 7 1

2 12 1 0 5 5 0 0

3 12 2 0 8 7 2 1

4 (Very much) 15 1 6 7 7 2 0
Tolal Responding 49 8 8 8 28 " 2
Statt

1 (Not at all) 6 1 1 4 2 0 0

2 6 1 1 4 3 0 0

3 9 3 0 " 9 1 1

4 (Very much) 9 3 1 6 8 1 0
Total Responding 30 8 3 25 22 2 1

VIl. Some Tabulations of
Open-Ended Responses

While our main sources of data were the closed-ended items on the
questionnaire, a large proportion of the usable surveys (1065 of 2251)
included some written remarks about either specific incidents of harass-
ment or the general subject of harassment. In order to broaden our un-
derstanding of the phenomenon we undertook a systematic review of
these comments.

These written comments provided valuable information on the status
of the harasser. While the survey included questions on whether the ac-
cused was a peer or a person in authority, it did not allow us to count,
for example, how many of the reported incidents involved faculty or
teaching assistants. Such information comes from the open-ended ques-
tion asking for a description of the experience of being harassed.

One hundred fifty-two questionnaires included indentifying informa-
tion on incidents of peer harassment involving undergraduate women.
(In no cases were names used.) In 38 of these the accused was a mem-
ber of a fraternity, in 28 a fellow dormitory resident, and otherwise
identified as a friend or acquaintance in 24 instances. Among cases in-
volving harassment by persons in authority and undergraduate women,
a third of the cases in which we had information on identity (22/66)
involved faculty, while 15 of 66 involved teaching assistants.

Nearly half of peer harassment of graduate women involved other
graduate students (19/44), while co-workers and friends were involved
in 5/44 and 4/44, respectively. Six cases reported other identities.

Table 13

A. Proportion of Responses to “Sexual harassment is a personal matter:
The University should not be involved in controlling it . . ." by Strata and Sex

N Disagree Agree No Opinion
Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women
Undergraduate 226 566 88 95 08 04 .03 0
Graduate 2 25 10 .B8 93 08 06 04 m
Graduate 3 52 130 98 96 02 02 00 02
Graduate 4 58 126 90 9 09 0 02 00
Graduate 5 72 104 B89 89 10 00 mn m
All Graduates® — — 96 96 03 03 0 0
Faculty 189 234 B7 96 2 03 02 01
Staft 153 164 .88 91 10 08 02 01

B. Proportion of Responses to “Most people who complain of sexual harass-
ment are over-reacting to expressions of normal sexual attraction” by Strata
and Sex.

N Disagree Agree No Opinion
Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women
Undergraduate 224 565 67 B4 28 12 05 04
Graduate 2 25 m 72 &: 1] 20 or 08 02
Graduate 3 52 130 65 85 25 12 10 03
Graduate 4 58 125 64 88 29 10 07 02
Graduate 5 T2 104 65 B85 28 09 o7 o7
All Graduates — - 66 .88 27 09 08 03
Faculty 190 233 64 88 21 o7 15 05
Staft 153 163 87 ar 22 A5 n 08

C. Proportion of Responses to “Sexual Harassment is not an extensive prob-
lem at Penn,” by Strata and Sex.

N Disagree Agree No Opinion
Men Women Men Women Men Women Men Women
Undergraduate 224 561 19 .29 59 41 22 .30
Graduate 2 25 10 .04 a7 52 .19 44 64
Graduate 3 52 129 15 32 38 18 46 50
Graduate 4 58 126 14 25 a3 27 53 48
Graduate 5 72 103 10 18 49 .18 41 64
All Graduates — - 12 23 42 20 46 57
Faculty 189 233 16 39 A8 .18 35 43
Staff 153 163 18 32 a7 21 44 A7

* Weighted estimates.
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Almost two thirds of the cases of harassment of graduate women by
persons in authority included a faculty member (44/68). These included
one dissertation committee member, two program directors, three de-
partment chairs, and one academic advisor. One of the cases involved a
woman faculty member. Teaching assistants (4/68), medical personnel
(6/68), and other university employees (14/68) made up the remainder
of the cases.

Thirty-six cases of harassment of untenured faculty women were re-
ported in the written comments on the questionnaires. The largest single
group of accused mentioned, as with graduate students, was faculty
(17/36) of which 13 were senior faculty. In addition, one dean was
identified as a harasser. Friends and acquaintances (3/36) and students
(3/36) were also reported. Twelve cases had other identifications.

Tenured women reported 20 cases of harassment of which 12 in-
cluded another faculty member and three were identified as‘‘someone
in my department’’ or a ‘‘colleague.’”” Two departmental chairs were
included in these numbers.

Of the 32 cases of harassment of staff women reported, 14 involved
peer harassment and 18 harassment by persons in authority. Among the
latter, four were identified as work supervisors and five as faculty
members.

The other major topics covered by the tabulations were the impacts of
harassment and general comments on the University's climate. The ma-
jority of the cases describing a specific incident were women (763/935),
while about half of the cases offering general comments were male
(62/130). We undertook a content analysis of approximately a third of
these cases (381), which (including multiple reports) included 84 male
reports and 306 female reports.

One hundred-two women reported some psychological or social im-
pact of harassment. Of these 26 reported being *‘scared,’’ 16 reported
being ‘‘uncomfortable,’” and 20 ‘‘angry.”’ Of the 68 reporting some
problem at work or school, 15 noted strained relations, 15 said they
couldn’t study, 4 could not go to work, 5 could not go to class, and 2
could not go to their offices during office hours.

Twenty-five women reported undertaking some formal action in a
harassment case: 6 filed a complaint and 16 spoke to a person in author-
ity. One hundred sixty-eight women reported other actions. Among
these, 61 mentioned speaking to the harasser, while 30 simply avoided
the harasser after the incident and 18 reported actively ignoring the ha-
rassment. Other actions reported, included leaving the scene of harass-
ment, talking to a professor, talking to friends, rejecting the advances,
and fighting off the accused.

Ninety-one reports by women mentioned the outcome of the inci-
dent. The four most frequently mentioned were that the harasser
stopped (33 cases), that there was no further contact (16 cases), that the
situation ‘‘resolved itself”” (13 cases) and that the situation improved
(13 cases). Five reports noted that the harassment continued.

Thirty-one of 84 male cases in our sample reported harassment. Six
reported harassment by a peer or friend, while eight reported harass-
ment by a person in authority. The remainder did not identify the
offender.

Nearly half of the comments by men and a tenth of the comments by
women were of a general character about University policy, the amount
of harassment on campus, and judgments on the survey. Of the 28 com-
ments by women on the survey itself, nine felt the survey was good and
nine said it missed some issues or had some poor questions; none of the
women felt the survey was a waste of time or misleading. The remain-
ing 10 addressed other topics. By contrast, 33 men commented on the
survey, only three thought the survey was good or important; 4 thought
it was a waste of time, 3 thought the questions slanted or biased; 5
thought it missed some issues; and 9 thought it had poor questions.

Viil. Methodology

A: Design and execution of the sampling plan

At the time the survey was taken (March, 1985), the overall study
population contained approximately 25,000 persons at the University of
Pennsylvania. Of these, approximately 18,500 were full-time under-
graduate students, graduate students or students in professional schools.
The remainder, approximately 6,500 persons, were faculty and staff.
This overall population was partitioned into four subpopulations and
each subpopulation was subdivided into the two sexes. The subpopu-
lations are as follows:

Sub-
population
Number Membership
1. Undergraduates
2. Graduate and professional students
3. Standing and associated faculty

4. Staff: Al, A3 and Supporting A2.

The study design was based on the assumption that the subpop-
ulations of primary interest were undergraduates and graduate and pro-
fessional students and that, within these subpopulations, the experi-
ences of female students were more critical than those of male students.
Practical considerations limited the sample size to approximately 4500
persons. In view of the assumed relative priority of the four
subpopulations, two thirds of this number was allocated to students and
the remainder to faculty and staff. It was decided that the student sam-
ple should consist of approximately 2000 female and 1000 male
students.

The subpopulation of graduate and professional students was further
subdivided into four strata so as to minimize the sampling error in esti-
mating the overall relative frequencies of incidents of harassment of fe-
males within this subpopulation. The primary basis of stratification was
the ratio of the number of male students to the number of female stu-
dents, Other considerations entered, however. Because of their large
numbers, all students in the Graduate School of Arts and Sciences com-
prised one stratum. The male/female student ratio in the School of Vet-
erinary Medicine was less than unity (0.77), as were the ratios for
Annenberg (0.67), Education (0.36), Nursing (0.01) and Social Work
(0.28). These schools formed another stratum. The male/female student
ratio among dental students (2.9) was second only to that among stu-
dents in engineering (4.1). Yet grouping dental students in the same
stratum with graduate engineering students seemed less reasonable than
grouping them with medical students (1.7), law students (1.5) and grad-
uate students in fine arts (1.7). Graduate students in engineering were
grouped with graduate students in the Wharton School (2.7). In the
preceeding statistical analyses, the results for graduate and professional
students are based on weighted averages of data from these four strata.
With this stratification of graduate and professional students, the study
population consisted of seven subgroups which, for the sake of conven-
ience, were called strata. Separate sample sizes were determined for
each stratum. The strata are listed below. Independent random samples
were drawn of persons of each sex from each stratum, yielding a total
sample of 1699 males and 2667 females. Complete addresses were not
available for 80 males and 103 females. Hence, the final sample con-
sisted of 1619 males and 2564 females. The distribution of the sample
among the strata and between the sexes is shown in Table 14 below.

Stratification of Survey Population

Students:

1: Undergraduates

2: Annenberg, Nursing, Education, Social Work,

Veterinary Medicine

3: Graduate Arts and Sciences

4: Dental Medicine, Fine Arts, Law Medicine

5: Graduate Engineering, Wharton Graduate and Ph.D.
Faculty and Staff:

6: Standing and Associated Faculty

7. Staff — Al and A3
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An additional stratum, Stratum 8, was also defined. This stratum was
not part of the study population at the time the sample was taken. It
consisted of female students who were at the University in September,
1984, but who were not registered as of March, 1985, and had not
graduated in the interim. The reason for including persons in this stra-
tum was to determine whether or not sexual harassment was a factor in
their leaving the University. Out of a random sample of 147 persons
drawn from this stratum, 22 returned questionnaires. No quantitative
analyses were performed on the data provided by these questionnaires
and Stratum 8 is not included in Table 14.

Under the sampling plan, each person in the sample was mailed a
questionnaire and a post card. A two digit code on the first page of the
questionnaire identified the stratum and sex of the respondent. There
were no other identifying codes on the questionnaire. The respondent
was asked to return separately the completed questionnaire and the post
card. The post card identified the respondent and indicated that the
questionnaire had been returned. Anonymity was assured because it
was not possible to associate a particular respondent with a particular
questionnaire.

The questionnaire used in the survey was adapted from the one used
in a survey of sexual harassment at Harvard in 1983. On March 11
through 14, 4183 questionnaires were mailed to persons in Strata |
through 7, 2564 to females and 1619 to males. A week later, 147 ques-
tionnaires were mailed to persons in Stratum 8. In all, 4330 question-
naires were mailed. By April 22, 2251 usable questionnaires had been
returned, including 22 from Stratum 8. These were keypunched, and
the coded responses were made available to the Committee on floppy
disks for purposes of statistical analysis. The questionnaires themselves
provided source material for qualitative analyses of narrative responses
and comments. An additional 33 usable questionnaires have been re-
turned since April 22. These have not been used in the analyses de-
scribed in this report.

B: Survey response rate and nonresponse bias

Statistical inference from a sample survey extrapolates the sample re-
sults to the study population under the assumption that the entire popu-
lation would be surveyed in the same way as was the sample. In the
case of the present survey, the assumption is that the entire population
would be sent questionnaires by mail and would be asked to return them
by mail. Under these circumstances, it is possible that a certain fraction

Table 14
Survey Response Rates by Sex and Strata of Respondents

Women Number of Number of Response Standard

Questi i Questi I Rate Error (a)
Strata* Mailed Returned (%) (%)
Undergraduate 961 567 59.0 14
Graduate 2 205 m 542 33
Graduate 3 261 13 50.2 27
Graduate 4 270 128 474 26
Graduate 5 219 106 48.4 27
Faculty 348 237 68.1 02
Stat 300 166 553 27
Total 2564 1446 56.4 0.8
Men Number of Number of Response Standard

Questionnai Questionnai Rate Error (a)
Strata® Mailed Retumed (%) (%)
Undergraduate 474 226 47.7 22
Graduate 2 50 26 520 68
Graduate 3 124 52 419 43
Graduate 4 160 59 369 36
Graduate 5 161 T2 44.7 38
Faculty 350 192 549 24
Statt 300 156 520 26
Total 1619 783 484 12
(a) Standard errors take account of sampling from a finite population.
* See definitions on Page II.
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of the population might not return the questionnaires, and inferences
cannot be made about this fraction of the population. There is no reason
to assume that the characteristics of respondents are the same as the
characteristics of nonrespondents. The differences between the two
groups cannot be inferred from the sample. If these differences are
marked, inferences from the samples are said to be subject to
nonresponse bias.

The extent of nonresponse bias is partially determined by the re-
sponse rate (the percentage of questionnaires mailed out that were com-
pleted and returned). In this survey response rates varied by both sex
and stratum, males tending to have lower response rates than females
and faculty having higher response rates than the other strata. The sur-
vey response rates and their standard errors are shown in Table 14.

While the nature and extent of the nonresponse bias cannot be in-
ferred form the sample, estimated upper and lower limits can be placed
on incidence rates. The bias arises because the probability that a person
will respond depends on certain characteristics of that person. In this
survey, persons were asked to report whether or not they have had cer-
tain experiences. If a person who has had the relevant experiences is
more likely to respond than one who has not, the group of respondents
will contain a larger fraction of persons who have had the experiences
than will the group of nonrespondents. The sample incidence rate, ob-
tained by dividing the number of respondents reporting an experience
by the total number of respondents, will probably result in an
overstatement of the population incidence rate for that experience. An
estimated lower limit on the incidence rate can be computed by assum-
ing that none of the nonrespondents have had the experience and divid-
ing the number of respondents reporting the experience by the sample
size (number of respondents plus number of nonrespondents). The same
lower limit can be obtained by multiplying the sample incidence rate by
the response rate. On the other hand, if a person who has had the rel-
evant experiences is less likely to respond than one who has not, the
group of respondents will contain a smaller fraction of persons who
have had the experiences than will the group of nonrespondents. The
sample incidence rate will probably understate the incidence rate in the
population. An estimated upper limit on the incidence rate can be com-
puted by assuming that all of the nonrespondents have had the experi-
ence. This upper limit is most easily computed by adding the comple-
ment of the response rate to the lower limit described above. For
example, assume a response rate of 55% and a sample incidence rate of
25%. The estimated lower limit on the incidence rate is 55% of 25%,
or, roughly, 14%. The estimated upper limit is 14% plus the comple-
ment of 55%, or 14% plus 45%, or 59%. These estimated limits, 14% to
59%, are limits on the sample incidence rate assuming a response rate
of 100%; they are the most extreme limits possible consistent with the
sample data.

Some rough tests for the existence of nonresponse bias are possible.
The incidence rates among questionnaires returned early can be com-
pared with incidence rates among questionnaires returned late. Marked
differences between the rates suggest nonresponse bias. The representa-
tions of various groups in the sample can be compared with their repre-
sentations in the population. If the sample and population representa-
tions are different and the groups have different incidence rates,
nonresponse bias may be present. To the extent possible, we have ap-
plied these tests to our data and they do not suggest the presence of
nonresponse bias. Consequently, we believe that there is little such bias
in our data and we are unable to state whether it results in either under-
statement or overstatement of incidence rates.

In the strictest sense, our sample results are estimates of the results
that would be obtained if the entire population were surveyed using the
same questionnaire and the same data collection techniques as were
used in obtaining the sample. Such a survey would not avoid
nonresponse bias. The sample incidence rates are estimates of the rates
that would be reported by those responding to a similar survey of 100%
of the population. Many of the rates reported in the preceeding tables
are accompanied by standard errors. The range obtained from the re-
ported rate plus or minus twice the standard error has approximately a
95% probability of including the rate that would be reported by the re-
spondents to a similar survey of the entire population.

(continued next page)
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OF RECORD

It is the purpose of this statement to reiterate the University’s policy on
sexual harassment and to identify the resources available to individuals
who believe they have been subjected to such coercion. Provost’s Memo-
randum #3-80, issued on May 6, 1980, defines the University’s responsi-
bilities in matters of sexual harassment:

“As an employer, the University seeks to ensure that the workplace is free from

harassment. As an educational institution, the University's commitment to

eradicating sexual harassment goes beyond the Equal Employment Opportun-

ity Commission guidelines.”
Sexual harassment in any context is reprehensible, and is a matter of
particular concern to an academic community in which students, faculty,
and staff are related by strong bonds of intellectual dependence and
trust. Sexual harassment most frequently occurs when one person has
some power and authority over another. For purposes of University
policy, the term “sexual harassment™ refers to any unwanted sexual
attention that: (1) involves a stated or implicit threat to the victim’s
academic or employment status; (2) has the purpose or effect of interfer-
ing with an individual’s academic or work performance; or (3) creates an
intimidating or offensive academic, living, or work environment. The
University regards such behavior as a violation of the standards of
conduct required of all persons associated with the institution. Accord-
ingly. those inflicting such behavior on others within the University
setting are subject to the full range of internal institutional disciplinary
action, including separation from the institution.

Any student, faculty member, or other employee who believes he or
she is a victim of sexual harassment may report the complaint to his or
her advisor or supervisor or to the supervisor of the person who is
behaving objectionably; the individual who receives such a complaint
has the responsibility to pursue the matter and may draw upon Univer-
sity resources. The person receiving the complaint must treat it as
confidential, to be communicated only to the appropriate authorities. In
addition, all persons who believe they are victims of harassment, includ-
ing those who are reluctant to raise the matter with a supervisor, are
encouraged to use the other avenues within the University through
which guidance and counseling can be obtained, formal and informal
complaints can be made, and corrective action, as appropriate, can be
taken.

The following University resources and grievance mechanisms are
available:

University Policy on Sexual Harassment

on a confidential and informal basis, and can assist persons with com-

A. General Resources

1) The Women's Center will aid students, faculty and staff with coun-
seling, advocacy, advice and referral concerning formal and informal
avenues of redress in matters of sexual harassment. The Women’s Center
does not conduct investigations, and will keep all information confi-
dential.

2) The Office of the Ombudsman exists to help resolve grievances of
all members of the University community—students, faculty and staff—

plaints about sexual harassment to decide on the course of action that
they want to take. The office is independent of the University’s formal
administrative structure and grievance mechanisms. The Office of the
Ombudsman may also be requested by the Office of Student Life to
undertake a formal investigation of charges of sexual harassment of
students (see B-1a below).

B. Additional Resources

1) Students: In addition'to the General Resources listed in Section A
above, students may call upon the following resources:

a) The Director of the Office of Student Life is responsible for dealing with
student grievances arising under Title IX of the Education Amendments of
1972, which prohibits sex discrimination in education. Grievances associated
with student employment may also fall within the Director’s purview. Com-
plaints by students of sexual harassment may be made to the Director, who will
supervise, or delegate to the Ombudsman, an investigation into the matter.

b) Student complaints of sexual harassment by faculty may be brought by
the student or an advocate on behalf of the student to the department chair or
dean of the faculty member. The appropriate School Committee on Academic
Freedom and Responsibility may investigate the case, either on its own
initiative or at the request of an academic administrator.

c) Victims of harassment may seek assistance from the University Counsel-
ing Service, Gay and Lesbian Peer Counseling and the psychiatry section of
the Student Health Service. Contacts with these services are strictly confiden-
tial and may be particularly helpful to students desiring assistance in dealing
with their feelings about their experience with sexual harassment.

2) The University Staff and Faculty: In addition to the Generr
Resources listed in Section A above, nonacademic staff may utilize the
formal grievance mechanism described in Personnel Policy #801.
Faculty may utilize the Faculty Grievance Procedure described in the
Handbook for Faculty and Administration.

— Thomas Ehrlich, Provost
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