May 1, 2018
Dear UA Community –
The results of the University of Alaska’s 2017 Campus Climate Survey are now available for
review on the Title IX compliance website. The report provides current prevalence estimates
projecting the number of university students that experienced sexual misconduct, dating
violence, stalking/harassment or sexual assault. Additionally, whether and to whom the
incidences were reported, the likelihood of students to engage in protective behaviors and
interventions in the future, and students’ assessments of the university’s campus climate. The
report establishes baseline data for future study.
The university has taken significant steps toward addressing sexual assault and misconduct on
its campuses, and has been public about past failings. This survey affirms the progress made to
create a safer campus environment while underscoring that more needs to be done to improve
our culture and meet our standards for recognizing and addressing sex discrimination and
sexual misconduct. This ongoing work will involve each university and community campus using
the climate survey’s findings to inform decisions and take further action.
University leaders and the Board of Regents recognize that a culture shift requires constant
vigilance. UA is dedicated to improving campus safety and working toward a culture that does
not tolerate sexual misconduct. This is demonstrated through the university’s establishment of
policies and procedures preventing sex discrimination and sexual misconduct, implementation
of mandatory student and employee Title IX training, providing extensive prevention outreach
and activities across Alaska, migration to a single system for case management, thorough case
documentation, an internal audit of all Title IX case files, comprehensive process review and
many other systemic changes. Our steadfast commitment to making this cultural shift means
more awareness, improving training for staff, faculty and students and even further dedication
to prevent sexual misconduct, dating violence, stalking and sexual assault.
The survey was conducted by the UAA Justice Center in October 2017. It was emailed to 10,000
degree-seeking undergraduate students. Of those, 710 students self-selected to participate.
The survey is part of the university’s Voluntary Resolution Agreement with the U.S. Department
of Education’s Office for Civil Rights and will be conducted each academic year.
Title IX information can be found at http://www.alaska.edu/stopthesilence/.

UA is an AA/EO employer and educational institution and prohibits illegal discrimination against
any individual: http://www.alaska.edu/titleIXcompliance/nondiscrimination
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Executive Summary
Survey Description
The University of Alaska (UA) Climate Survey was conducted during the Fall 2017 semester.
The survey’s primary objective was to establish university-wide prevalence estimates for four
types of student victimization experiences: (1) sexual misconduct, (2) sexual assault, (3) dating
violence, and (4) stalking/ harassment1. The prevalence of each of these victimization
experiences was measured as the estimated percentage of students who experienced each type of
victimization between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017 semesters. Additional goals included establishing
empirical baselines in these additional domains:




Protective behaviors and interventions;
University policy, procedure, and prevention training; and,
General campus climate.

The survey instrument developed consisted of an online questionnaire modeled after the Campus
Climate Survey Recommendations developed by the White House Task Force to Protect Students
from Sexual Assault2. The instrument was modified to include only the following sections from
the White House Task Force recommendations: the general climate of the school, the prevalence
of sexual violence, the context around the incidents of sexual violence, and behavior questions
related to bystander confidence and readiness to help. In addition, the survey included two other
sections: stalking/harassment victimization prevalence and dating violence victimization
prevalence.
A stratified random sample of 10,000 undergraduate students were invited to participate. Of
those, 710 students participated in the study. The survey’s response rate was 7.1%.
Key findings pertaining to violence victimization are highlighted below. Full descriptions of
these results are provided in the report.
NOTE: Only undergraduate students were sampled for the survey; graduate students were
not included in the survey.

1

A secondary goal was to calculate university-specific prevalence estimates for each type of student victimization, if
there were sufficient numbers of respondents from each of the three university’s in the UA system: the University of
Alaska Anchorage (UAA), the University of Alaska Fairbanks (UAF), and the University of Alaska Southeast
(UAS). Unfortunately, a relatively low response rate (7.1%) resulted in university-specific sample sizes that
precluded reliable estimation of university-specific victimization rates. All of the estimates in this report reflect the
entire University of Alaska undergraduate student population.
2
See: Preventing and addressing campus sexual misconduct: A guide for university and college presidents,
chancellors, and senior administrators (2017). See: Draft instrument for measuring campus climate related to sexual
assault (2016). See: Campus climate survey validation study: Final technical report (2016).
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KEY SURVEY RESULTS
Estimated Prevalence of Sexual Misconduct, Sexual Assault, Dating Violence, and
Stalking/ Harassment Between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017 Semesters.
Prevalence is depicted using the estimated percentage of UA undergraduate students who
experienced each behavior based on extrapolation from the 710 survey responses. The data
presented should be understood as a projected “snapshot” of UA undergraduate students’
experiences with these four behaviors between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017 semesters.





Sexual misconduct victimization – estimated at 9.0% of UA undergraduate students or
approximately 1,558 individuals.
Sexual assault victimization – estimated 3.1% of UA undergraduate students or
approximately 536 individuals.
Dating violence victimization – estimated at 8.1% of UA undergraduate students or
approximately 1,402 individuals.
Stalking/harassment victimization – an estimated 11.7% of UA undergraduate students or
approximately 2,025 individuals.
Estimated percentages of UA undergraduate students who experienced sexual misconduct,
sexual assault, dating violence, or stalking between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017 semester.
95% Confidence Interval
Estimation
Sample Size

Weighted
Estimatea

Lower Bound

Upper Bound

Sexual misconduct

659

9.0%

7.1%

11.4%

Sexual assault

653

3.1

2.0

4.8

Dating violence

651

8.1

6.2

10.5

Stalking

650

11.7

9.5

14.3

Notes
a. Taylor linearization used to compute standard errors for weighted sample estimates.

Worst Form of Victimization Experienced





Of those respondents that indicated a sexual misconduct incident, the most frequent
(31.4%) response was lewd or blatant sexual comments.
Of those respondents that indicated a sexual assault incident, the most frequent (both
34.6%) responses were penetration with a finger or object and sexual intercourse.
Of those respondents that indicated a dating violence incident, the most frequent (44.8%)
response was psychological aggression.
Of those respondents that indicated a stalking/harassment incident, the most frequent
(28.9%) response was phone calls/texts.
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Victim Incapacitation




57.7% of victims were incapacitated due to alcohol/drug intoxication or sleep when the
worst sexual assault incident occurred.
30.0% of victims were incapacitated due to alcohol/drug intoxication or sleep when the
worst sexual misconduct incident occurred.
8.6% of victims were incapacitated due to alcohol/drug intoxication or sleep when the
worst dating violence incident occurred.

Perpetrator Role





The perpetrator role most commonly cited by sexual misconduct victims was a stranger
(27.1%).
The perpetrator roles most commonly cited by sexual assault victims were current/former
intimate partner or spouse (26.9%) and non-romantic friend (26.9%).
The perpetrator role most commonly cited by dating violence victims was a former
romantic dating partner (41.4%).
The perpetrator role most commonly cited by stalking victims was an acquaintance
(34.4%).

University Affiliation of Perpetrators





46.7% of stalking victims reported that the perpetrator of the worst stalking incident they
experienced was affiliated with UA.
44.3% of sexual misconduct victims reported that the perpetrator of the worst sexual
misconduct incident they experienced was affiliated with UA.
34.6% of sexual assault victims reported that the perpetrator of the worst sexual assault
incident they experienced was affiliated with UA.
24.1% of dating violence victims reported that the perpetrator of the worst dating
violence incident they experienced was affiliated with UA.

Incident Locations






For the worst incident they experienced, the location most commonly cited by sexual
misconduct victims was an off-campus residence (18.6%). As a reference, 8.6% cited a
UA residence hall as the location.
For the worst incident they experienced, the location most commonly cited by sexual
assault victims was an off-campus residence (57.7%). As a reference, 7.7% cited a UA
residence hall as the location.
For the worst incident they experienced, the location most commonly cited by dating
violence victims was an off-campus residence (46.6%). As a reference, 3.5% cited a UA
UA residence hall as the location.
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For the worst incident they experienced, the location most commonly cited by stalking
victims was online (30.0%).

Victim Disclosures
Victimization disclosure rates were much higher among UA undergraduate students who
experienced stalking/harassment (81.1%), dating violence (70.7%), or sexual misconduct
(70.0%) than the disclosure rate for students who were sexually assaulted (57.7%).






For all four types of victimization, UA undergraduates were most likely to disclose to a
close friend (other than a roommate):
o Stalking/harassment – 48.9% of victims
o Dating violence – 43.1% of victims
o Sexual misconduct – 54.3% of victims
o Sexual assault – 46.2% of victims
Only rarely did victims disclose their (worst) sexual misconduct, sexual assault, dating
violence or stalking experiences to university representatives (faculty, staff,
administrators, police, medical providers, advocates) (see Tables 15, 21, 27, and 32).
None of the UA undergraduate student respondents who experienced sexual misconduct,
sexual assault, dating violence, or stalking victimization disclosed to university police.

Protective Behaviors and Interventions






Compared to other protective behaviors and interventions (see Table 34), UA undergraduates are less willing to confront friends and family members who make sexist jokes.
o 21.7% of UA undergraduates thought it “not likely” they would challenge a friend
who made a sexist joke
o 22.7% of UA undergraduates thought it “not likely” they would challenge a
family member who made a sexist joke
In general, UA undergraduate students were likely to express a willingness to confront
others when consent for sexual activity/contact was in question. For example:
o 89.2% would be “extremely likely” to confront a friend who was hooking up with
someone who was passed out
o 82.8% would be “extremely likely” to confront a friend who was planning to give
someone alcohol to get sex
o 70.4% would be “extremely likely” to confront a friend if they heard rumors that
the friend forced sex upon someone
UA undergraduates are also likely to monitor and curtail their own behaviors when
consent for sexual activity/contact is unclear.
o 93.1% would be “extremely likely” to stop having sex with their partner if their
partner told them to stop, even if sexual contact started consensually
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o 90.5% would be “extremely likely” to stop sexual activity when asked to, even if
they were already sexually aroused
However, the data also show that UA undergraduate students would be less likely to stop
sexual activities/behaviors in the absence of a verbal withdrawal of consent by their
partner.
o 69.8% would be “extremely likely” to decide not to have sex with a partner if
their partner is drunk
o 59.9% would be “extremely likely” to ask for verbal consent with an intimate
partner, even if they were in a long-term relationship

University Policy, Procedure, and Prevention Training







An estimated 75.4% of UA undergraduates report have received training on university
policies and procedures regarding incidents of sexual misconduct, sexual assault, dating
violence, and stalking.
o 67.9% of those who received this training thought it to be moderately or very
useful
o 8.8% of those who received this training thought it to be not useful at all
An estimated 52.3% of UA undergraduates report having received university training on
the prevention of sexual misconduct, sexual assault, dating violence, and stalking.
o 71.3% of those who received this training thought it to be moderately or very
useful
o 9.3% of those who received this training thought it to be not useful at all
An estimated 75.4% of UA undergraduate students report understanding UA’s formal
procedures to address complaints of sexual, physical, psychological, or stalking incidents
Overall, UA undergraduate students have confidence in the way UA administers its
formal procedures pertaining to address complaints
o 79.9% agree or strongly agree that UA administers sexual assault and/or sexual
misconduct complaints fairly
o 79.2% agree or strongly agree that UA administers stalking complaints fairly
o 78.2% agree or strongly agree that UA administers harassment complaints fairly
o 79.6% agree or strongly agree that UA administers dating violence complaints
fairly

General Campus Climate




UA undergraduate students hold a positive view of the university’s overall climate.
o 91.8% agree or strongly agree with the statement: I feel safe on my campus
o 87.6% agree or strongly agree with the statement: I am happy to be at this
university
UA undergraduate students feel valued, respected, and supported.
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o 90.6% agree or strongly agree with the statement: I feel valued in the classroom/
learning environment
o 88.6% agree or strongly agree with the statement: Faculty, staff, and
administrators respect what students think
o 86.3% agree or strongly agree with the statement: I think faculty are genuinely
concerned about my welfare
o 80.2% agree or strongly agree with the statement: There is a good UA support
system for students going through difficult times
UA undergraduate students feel the university is fair in the way it treats students and
responds to incidents.
o 88.9% agree or strongly agree with the statement: The faculty, staff, and
administrators at this school treat students fairly
o 84.4% agree or strongly agree with the statement: UA campus officials handle
incidents in a fair and responsible manner
A substantial percentage of UA undergraduate students feel “disconnected” from their
university
o 33.1% disagree or strongly disagree with the statement: I feel close to people on
this campus and/or in class
o 24.2% disagree or strongly disagree with the statement: I feel like I am part of this
university
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Sample Description
Respondent Demographics
Tables 1-3 present the ages (Table 1), races/ethnicities (Table 2), and gender identities (Table 3)
of those who participated in the 2017 University of Alaska Climate Survey. More than half
(55.4%) of respondents were “traditional age” students between the ages of 18 and 22. An
additional 20.7% were between 23 and 29 years of age. Students 30 to 39 years of age
constituted 13.4% of the sample, and students 40 years of age and older comprised 10% of the
sample. A total of 4 respondents (0.6% of the sample) did not report their age.
Table 1.
Distribution of student (self-reported) age, by age category.
2017 UA Climate Survey Sample
Student Age

Number

Percentagea

18 to 22 yearsb

393

55.4%

23 to 29 years

147

20.7

30 to 39 years

95

13.4

40 to 49 years

45

6.3

50 years and older

26

3.7

4

0.6

710

100.1

Missing
TOTALS

Notes
a. Totals may not sum to 100% due to rounding error.
b. Used as an indicator of “traditional age” students, defined by the National Center for Education Statistics as undergraduates
between 18 and 22.

Table 2 presents the distribution of students according to self-reported race/ethnicity.
Respondents could select multiple racial/ethnic identities. The percentages shown in Table 2
reflect the percentage of respondents who selected a race/ethnicity alone, or in combination with
one or more racial/ethnic categories. For example, 14.1% of respondents self-identified as
Alaska Native/American Indian alone, or in combination with one or more additional
racial/ethnic groups.
Overall, more than three-quarters (77.9%) of respondents self-identified as White/Caucasian
alone, or in combination with one or more racial/ethnic groups (Table 2). The second-largest
racial/ethnic group was Alaska Native/American Indian. A total of 100 (14.1%) students selfidentified as Alaska Native/American Indian alone, or in combination with one or more
racial/ethnic groups. Students who self-identified as Asian comprised 11.1% of the sample.
Slightly fewer than 4% of respondents self-identified as Black/African American (3.8%), and an
additional 3% of students self-identified as Native Hawaiian or other Pacific Islander. Fifty-five
students (7.8%) reported belonging to some other race/ethnicity. Overall, 15.1% of the sample
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(n=107) reported to belonging to two or more racial/ethnic groups. Fourteen respondents did not
report a racial/ethnic identity.
Table 2 also shows the percentage of students who reported Hispanic/Latino/a origin or
background, which was measured independently of racial/ethnic identity. Approximately 9% of
respondents (8.9%; n=63) indicated Hispanic/Latino/a background or origin.
Table 2.
Distribution of student (self-reported) race/ethnicity and Hispanic/Latino/a origin.
2017 UA Climate Survey Sample
Student Race/Ethnicity
Alaska Native/American Indian (any)

Numbera
100

Percentageb
14.1%

Asian (any)

79

11.1

Black/African American (any)

27

3.8

Native Hawaiian/Pacific Islander (any)

21

3.0

553

77.9

Some other race/ethnicity

55

7.8

Missing

14

2.0

107

15.1

63

8.9

White/Caucasian (any)

Two or more races/ethnicitiesc

Hispanic/Latino/ad

Notes
a. Count totals do not sum to 710 because respondents could belong to one response category, multiple response categories,
none of the response categories provided, or could have refused to answer (i.e., “missing”).
b. Percentages will not sum to 100% because respondents could belong to one response category, multiple response categories,
none of the response categories provided, or could have refused to answer (i.e., “missing”).
c. Respondents provided affirmative response to two or more of the response categories provided including “some other
race/ethnicity.”
d. Hispanic/Latino/a origin or background measured separately from race/ethnicity.

Respondents’ self-reported gender identities are presented in Table 3. Nearly 97% (96.9%;
n=688) of respondents identified as either female (68.7%) or male (28.2%). A total of 17
respondents self-identified as something other than female or male: genderqueer/gender
nonconforming (n=8; 1.1% of sample), questioning (n=3; 0.4%), transgender male (n=1; 0.1%),
or other (n=5; 0.7%). Five respondents did not report a gender identity.
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Table 3.
Distribution of student (self-reported) gender identity.
2017 UA Climate Survey Sample
Gender Identity
Female
Male
Transgender male
Transgender female
Genderqueer/gender nonconforming
Questioning
Other
Missing
TOTALS

Number

Percentagea

488
200
1

68.7%
28.2
0.1

0
8
3
5
5

0.0
1.1
0.4
0.7
0.7

710

99.9

Notes
a. Totals may not sum to 100% due to rounding error.

In addition to gender identity, survey respondents were also asked to report their sexual identity.
Results are presented in Table 4. In excess of 8 out of every 10 respondents (80.9%) identified
themselves as heterosexual. The largest share of students who did not identify as heterosexual
(n=136) reported their sexual identity as bisexual (n=66) or asexual (n=17). A total of 17
respondents identified as gay (n=9) or lesbian (n=8), and an additional 14 respondents reported
their sexual identity as questioning. Fifteen respondents indicated that their sexual identity was
something other than heterosexual, gay, lesbian, bisexual, asexual, or questioning. Seven
students did not report their sexual identity.
Table 4.
Distribution of student (self-reported) sexual identity.
2017 UA Climate Survey Sample
Number

Percentagea

Heterosexual
Gay

574
9

80.9%
1.3

Lesbian
Bisexual
Asexual
Questioning
Other
Missing

8
66
17
14
15
7

1.1
9.3
2.4
2.0
2.1
1.0

710

100.1

Sexual Identity

TOTALS
Notes
a. Totals may not sum to 100% due to rounding error.

Table 5 presents a crosstabulation of respondents’ self-reported sexual and gender identities.
Sexual identity categories are depicted on the left side of the table (rows); gender identity
categories are presented in the table columns. Of the 136 respondents who did not identify as
heterosexual, 92 (67.6%) also identified as female while only 22 (16.2%) also identified as male.
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Within these two gender identity categories (female, male), the 92 females who did not identify
as heterosexual comprised 18.9% of all females in the sample. In contrast, the 22 males who did
not identify as heterosexual comprised only 11% of all males in the sample.
Table 5.
Crosstabulation of respondent sexual identity, by respondent gender identity.
Gender Identitya
Sexual Identity

F

M

TF

TM

GQ

Q

O

MIS

TOT

396

178

0

0

0

0

0

0

574

Gay

2

7

0

0

0

0

0

0

9

Lesbian

7

0

0

0

0

1

0

0

8

Bisexual

54

9

0

0

2

1

0

0

66

Asexual

8

3

0

0

4

1

1

0

17

12

1

0

1

0

0

0

0

14

Other

8

1

0

0

2

0

4

0

15

Missing

1

1

0

0

0

0

0

5

7

488

200

0

1

8

3

5

5

710

Heterosexual

Questioning

TOTAL

Notes
a. F=female; M=male; TF=transgender, female; TM=transgender, male; GQ=genderqueer/gender nonconforming;
Q=questioning; O=Other; MIS=missing; TOT=total.

Additional Respondent Characteristics
University and Student Class Standing. Table 6 presents two additional pieces of information
on survey respondents: their primary university of attendance/enrollment, and their student level
(i.e., freshman, sophomore, junior, senior) when the survey was taken.
Overall, 184 respondents (25.9%) were freshmen in the Fall 2017 semester, 144 (20.3%)
respondents were sophomores, 143 respondents (20.1%) were juniors, and 220 respondents
(31.0%) were seniors. Nineteen students (2.7%) did not report their level.
Slightly more than 60% (n=432; 60.9%) of respondents reported UAA as their primary
university of attendance, followed by 26.6% (n=189) who were UAF students, and finally 11.7%
(n=83) who were UAS students. Six students (0.9%) did not report their primary university of
attendance.
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Table 6.
Distribution of student level and primary university of attendance.
University of Attendance/Enrollment
Student Level

UAA

UAF

UAS

Missing

TOTAL

Freshman

117

43

24

0

184

Sophomore

93

34

17

0

144

Junior

83

36

24

0

143

Senior

134

69

17

0

220

Missing

5

7

1

6

19

TOTAL

432

189

83

6

710

Notes

Housing. Finally, respondents were asked to report on their current housing status. Results are
provided in Table 7. Nearly two-thirds of sample members (n=468; 65.9%) reported living offcampus, in housing within driving distance to the university. An additional 7.8% reported living
in an off-campus residence within walking distance to campus. Fifty-three students (7.5%)
reported living in a residence that was not within driving or walking distance to a UA campus.
Approximately 16% of respondents (n=114; 16.1%) indicated that they lived in on-campus
housing. One student reported living in a fraternity/sorority house, and 13 students (1.8%)
indicated living in some other form of housing. Six respondents did not provide an answer to this
item.
Table 7.
Distribution of respondents’ current housing/residence.
2017 UA Climate Survey Sample
Housing/Residence

Number

On-campus housing

Percentagea

114

16.1%

Off-campus: Within walking distance

55

7.8

Off-campus: Within driving distance

468

65.9

1

0.1

Distance student: Not within walking or driving distance

53

7.5

Other housing/residence situation

13

1.8

6

0.9

710

100.1

Fraternity/sorority house

Missing
TOTALS
Notes
a. Totals may not sum to 100% due to rounding error.
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Prevalence Estimates: Sexual Misconduct, Sexual Assault,
Dating Violence, and Stalking Experiences
This section is limited to the presentation of point prevalence estimates for four behaviors
experienced by UA undergraduate students: sexual misconduct, sexual assault, dating violence,
and stalking. Prevalence is depicted using two metrics: (1) the estimated percentage of UA
undergraduate students who experienced each behavior (Table 8), and (2) the estimated number
of UA undergraduate students who experienced each behavior (Table 9). The reference period
for these student experiences was between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017 semesters. The data presented
in Tables 8 and 9 should be understood as a “snapshot” of UA undergraduate students’
experiences with these four behaviors for this specific time period.
More detailed information pertaining to students’ experiences with sexual misconduct, sexual
assault, dating violence, and stalking is presented in subsequent sections of the report.
Table 8 presents the estimated percentages of UA undergraduate students who experienced
sexual misconduct, sexual assault, dating violence, or stalking over a period of approximately
one year – between Fall 2016 semester and Fall 2017 semester. In addition to the estimated
percentage of students who experienced each of these four behaviors, Table 8 also provides
information on the sample size used for each estimation, and the 95% confidence interval for
each estimate.
Table 8.
Estimated percentages of UA undergraduate students who experienced sexual misconduct, sexual
assault, dating violence, or stalking between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017 semester.
95% Confidence Interval
Estimation
Sample Size

Weighted
Estimatea

LB

UB

Sexual misconduct

659

9.0%

7.1%

11.4%

Sexual assault

653

3.1

2.0

4.8

Dating violence

651

8.1

6.2

10.5

Stalking

650

11.7

9.5

14.3

Notes
a. Taylor linearization used to compute standard errors for weighted sample estimates.
b. LB=lower bound of 95% confidence interval; UB=upper bound of 95% confidence interval.

Table 9 presents the estimated number of UA undergraduate students who experienced each
behavior: sexual misconduct, sexual assault, dating violence, and stalking. As was done in the
previous table, Table 9 also includes the 95% confidence intervals for the estimated numbers of
students who experienced each behavior.
In order to transform percentages to counts of students, each point prevalence estimate was
multiplied with the overall UA undergraduate student population in Fall 2017. For example, with
a total UA undergraduate student population of 17,312 in the Fall 2017 semester, the total
13

number of undergraduate students who experienced at least one sexual misconduct incident
between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017 is estimated to be 1,558 (9.0% x 17,312). The 95% confidence
interval is also presented, which shows that this estimate could be as low as 1,229 (7.1% x
17,312) students, or as high as 1,973 (11.4% x 17,312) students. The same procedure was
followed for each of the other three behaviors examined.
The estimated number of students who experienced each behavior are presented in Table 9 as a
means to communicate the human impact of these students’ experiences. Our estimates show that
in the period of approximately one year (between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017 semesters), hundreds
of UA undergraduate students experienced at least one sexual assault incident, and thousands of
students experienced at least one instance of sexual misconduct, dating violence, or stalking.
Table 9.
Estimated number of UA undergraduate students who experienced sexual misconduct, sexual assault,
dating violence, or stalking between Fall 2016 semester and Fall 2017 semester.
95% Confidence Intervalc
Weighted
Estimatea

Estimated
Number of
Studentsb

LB

UB

1,558

1,229

1,973

Sexual misconduct

9.0%

Sexual assault

3.1

536

346

830

Dating violence

8.1

1,402

1,073

1,817

11.7

2,025

1,644

2,475

Stalking

Notes
a. Taylor linearization used to compute standard errors for weighted sample estimates.
b. UA undergraduate students may have experienced none, one, or multiple forms of victimization. The estimated numbers of
students who experienced a specific form of victimization should not be summed to arrive at a total number of students who
experienced one or more victimizations.
c. LB=lower bound of 95% confidence interval; UB=upper bound of 95% confidence interval.

Sexual misconduct. For the purposes of this survey, sexual misconduct was defined as
“unwanted, uninvited commentary or coerced touching of a sexual nature,” including:






Lewd or blatant sexual comments that made respondent feel uncomfortable, uneasy, or
unsafe;
Kissing without permission or forced kissing;
Touching of respondent’s body or private parts in a sexual way without permission;
Grabbing, fondling, or rubbing up against respondent in a sexual way, even if over
clothes; and,
Taking a sexual experience further than respondent wanted, even if respondent gave
consent for minor sexual contact, such as kissing or touching, without it leading to
intercourse.

Respondents were presented with these examples of sexual misconduct and then asked, “Since
the Fall of 2016 while you were enrolled as a student at UA, has someone attempted or
14

succeeded in having unwanted, uninvited commentary or coerced touching of a sexual nature
with you under any circumstances, or do you suspect someone did?”
An estimated 9.0% of UA undergraduate students – approximately 1,558 individuals –
experienced at least one sexual misconduct incident between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017.
Sexual assault. For the purposes of this survey, sexual assault was defined as “nonconsensual
or unwanted sexual contact,” with penetration, including:





Sexual penetration with a finger or object (someone putting their finger or an object like a
bottle or candle in respondent’s anus or vagina);
Oral sex (someone’s mouth or tongue making contact with respondent’s genitals, or
respondent’s mouth or tongue making contact with someone else’s genitals);
Anal sex (someone’s penis being put in an anus); and,
Sexual intercourse (someone’s penis being put into a vagina).

Respondents were presented with these examples of sexual assault and then asked, “Since the
Fall of 2016 while you were enrolled as a student at UA, has someone attempted or succeeded in
having nonconsensual or unwanted sexual contact with you under any circumstances, or do you
suspect someone did?”
An estimated 3.1% of UA undergraduate students – approximately 536 individuals –
experienced at least one sexual assault incident between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017.
Dating violence. For the purposes of this survey, dating violence was defined as “physical
violence, psychological aggression, or attempts to control behavior” by an intimate or dating
partner, including:





Physical violence (includes behaviors ranging in severity from slapping pushing or
shoving to severe acts such as being bitten, burned or choked);
Psychological aggression (includes behaviors ranging from respondent being told they
are a loser, a failure or not good enough, to being called names such as ugly, crazy, stupid
or fat, to being made fun of, insulted or humiliated, or being told no one else would want
them); and,
Attempts to control behavior (includes behaviors ranging from keeping respondent from
seeing or talking to friends or family, keeping track of respondent movements,
threatening to hurt someone respondent loves, keeping respondent from having their own
money, or destroying something that was important to respondent).

The survey defined an “intimate or dating partner” to include current or former romantic partners
with whom the respondent shared intimate experiences such as boy/girlfriends, spouses, or
domestic partners. A romantic/intimate partner could include an individual the respondent went
on a date with once, or a person the respondent was currently married to.
Respondents were provided this definition of “intimate or dating partner” and presented with
these examples of dating violence and then asked, “Since the Fall of 2016 while you were
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enrolled as a student at UA, has an intimate or dating partner attempted or succeeded in
engaging in physical violence, psychological aggression, or attempts to control your behavior
under any circumstances?”
An estimated 8.1% of UA undergraduate students – approximately 1,402 individuals –
experienced at least one dating violence incident between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017.
Stalking. For the purposes of this survey, stalking was defined as unwanted contact, following,
or harassment by romantic or sexual partners, people otherwise known to the respondent, or
strangers. Respondents were specifically asked to recall incidents that did not include bill
collectors, telephone solicitors, or other sales people, and which:




They did not want to occur; or,
They had asked contacts to stop; or,
Induced fear.

Specific stalking measures included:







Someone making unwanted phone calls or sending unwanted text messages to
respondent;
Someone sending unwanted emails or messages;
Someone sending or posting messages, pictures or videos on social networking sites;
Someone showing up somewhere or waiting for respondent when the respondent did not
want them to be there;
Someone spying on, watching, or following the respondent, either in person or using a
device or software; and,
Someone leaving unwanted objects or gifts for the respondent to find.

Respondents were presented with these examples of stalking behaviors and then asked, “Since
the Fall of 2016 while you were enrolled as a student at UA, has someone attempted or
succeeded in having contacted, followed, or harassed you under any circumstances?”
An estimated 11.7% of UA undergraduate students – approximately 2,025 individuals –
experienced at least one stalking incident between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017.
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Sexual Misconduct
An estimated 9.0% of UA undergraduate students – approximately 1,558 individuals –
experienced at least one sexual misconduct incident between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017.

In addition to being asked whether or not they had experienced one or more incidents of sexual
misconduct between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017, students were also asked a series of follow-up
questions about the nature of and circumstances surrounding what they understood to be the
“worst” incident they experienced (if they experienced multiple sexual misconduct incidents).
Respondents who reported experiencing sexual misconduct between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017
were asked about the “worst experience of unwanted, uninvited, commentary or coerced
touching of a sexual nature you experienced.” The distribution of respondents’ answers to this
question is presented in Table 10.
Table 10.
Distribution of respondents’ self-reported “worst” sexual misconduct incidents
Sexual Misconduct Victims
“Worst” Form of Misconduct Experienced

Number

Lewd or blatant sexual comments

Percentagea

22

31.4%

4

5.7

Touching of body/private parts in a sexual way without
permission

13

18.6

Grabbing/fondling/rubbing against in a sexual way, even if
over clothing

16

22.9

Taking a sexual experience further than wanted

6

8.6

Missing

9

12.9

70

100.1

Kissing without permission/forced kissing

TOTALS
Notes
a. Totals may not sum to 100% due to rounding error.

Among the 70 survey respondents who experienced sexual misconduct between Fall 2016
and Fall 2017, lewd or blatant sexual commentary was most frequently identified as the
“worst” of all forms of sexual misconduct they experienced (n=22; 31.4%). This was
followed by grabbing/ fondling (n=16; 22.9%), touching of body/private parts (n=13; 18.6%),
taking a sexual experience further than the respondent wanted (n=6; 8.6%), and then forced
kissing (n=4; 5.7%). Nine respondents did not provide an answer to this survey item.
Table 11 presents additional information pertaining to students’ “worst” sexual misconduct
experiences. Each respondent who indicated experiencing sexual misconduct between Fall 2016
and Fall 2017 was asked if the “worst” incident involved the use of physical force or threats to
physically harm them. More than 15% of students who experienced sexual misconduct (n=11;
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Table 11.
Frequency of force and incapacitation in sexual misconduct incidents, “worst” sexual misconduct
incidents
Sexual Misconduct Victims
Use of Force/Incapacitation

Number

Incident involve physical force or threats to physically harm
Incident occur while respondent was

incapacitateda

Percentage

11

15.7%

21

30.0

Notes
a. Incapacitated operationally defined as unable to provide consent due to alcohol or drug intoxication, or sleeping.

15.7%) reported that the “worst” incident involved the use or threat of physical force. Nearly
twice as many students (n=21; 30.0%) reported that they were incapacitated and unable to
consent when the “worst” sexual misconduct incident occurred.
Table 12.
Role of sexual misconduct perpetrators, “worst” sexual misconduct incidents
Sexual Misconduct Victims
Sexual Misconduct Perpetrator Role

Number

Acquaintance

Percentagea

12

17.1%

Casual or first date

4

5.7

UA faculty (professor or instructor)

1

1.4

UA staff or administrator

1

1.4

Coworker

1

1.4

11

15.7

Supervisor

0

0.0

Family member

0

0.0

Non-romantic friend

6

8.6

19

27.1

Other

7

10.0

Missing

8

11.4

70

99.8

Current or former romantic partner

Stranger

TOTALS
Notes
a. Totals may not sum to 100% due to rounding error.

Respondents were also asked about the role/identity of the person who committed sexual
misconduct against them, in the “worst” sexual misconduct incident. Results are shown in Table
12. The most common perpetrator role was that of a stranger. Among the 70 students who
reported experiencing sexual misconduct between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017, 19 (27.1%) indicated
that the perpetrator in the “worst” incident was someone they did not know previously. The
second most common perpetrator role was that of acquaintance (n=12; 17.1%). Third most
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common was a current or former romantic partner (n=11; 15.7%). Seven respondents (10.0%)
reported that the perpetrators in the “worst” sexual misconduct incidents occupied a role not
listed in Table 12. Less frequently cited perpetrator roles were non-romantic friends (n=6; 8.6%),
casual/first dates (n=4; 5.7%), UA faculty (n=1; 1.4%), and UA staff or administrators (n=1;
1.4%). Eight respondents (11.4%) did not provide an answer to this survey item.
Table 13.
University affiliation of sexual misconduct perpetrators, “worst” sexual misconduct incidents
Sexual Misconduct Victims
University Affiliation

Number

Percentagea

Yes

31

44.3%

No

25

35.7

Don’t know

9

12.9

Missing

5

7.1

70

100.0

TOTALS
Notes
a. Totals may not sum to 100% due to rounding error.

Respondents were also asked to indicate, to the best of their knowledge, whether or not the
perpetrator of the “worst” sexual misconduct incident was affiliated with the university (e.g,
fellow student, faculty, staff, administrator, university coworker), irrespective of the roles listed
in Table 12. More than 4 out of every 10 respondents who experienced sexual misconduct
between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017 indicated that the perpetrator of the “worst” incident was
affiliated with UA in some way (see Table 13).
With respect to the locations of those sexual misconduct incidents that respondents identified as
the “worst” that they experienced, most students reported that they occurred at an off-campus
location (see Table 14). Respondents reported that incidents were most likely to have occurred at
an off-campus residence (n=13; 18.6%). Other off-campus locations included gatherings or
parties (n=9; 12.9%), a pub, bar or club (n=5; 7.1%), an off-campus location where the student
was serving as a UA representative (n=1; 1.4%), and other unspecified off-campus locations
(n=5; 7.1%). Altogether, these off-campus locations were identified by 47.1% of respondents.
On-campus locations cited by respondents included residence halls (n=6; 8.6%), classrooms
(n=4; 5.7%), and other unspecified on-campus locations (n=10; 14.3%). In total, these oncampus locations were identified by 28.6% of respondents. Nine students (12.9%) reported that
the “worst” sexual misconduct incident they experienced between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017
semesters occurred at a location not listed in Table 14. Three students (4.3%) did not know the
location; five students (7.1%) did not provide a response to this survey item.
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Table 14.
Location of “worst” sexual misconduct incidents
Sexual Misconduct Victims
Location

Number

Percentagea

Gathering or party

9

12.9%

Pub, bar, or club

5

7.1

On-campus UA residence hall

6

8.6

13

18.6

4

5.7

10

14.3

Off-campus location, acting as UA representative (e.g.,
internship site)

1

1.4

Other off-campus location

5

7.1

Other location

9

12.9

Don’t know

3

4.3

Missing

5

7.1

70

99.8

Off-campus residence
UA classroom
Somewhere else on UA campus

TOTALS
Notes
a. Totals may not sum to 100% due to rounding error.

Table 15 shows the people to whom respondents disclosed their “worst” sexual misconduct
experiences. Fully 70% of those who experienced at least one sexual misconduct incident
between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017 disclosed to someone. Only rarely, however, did students share
their experiences with university representatives. Only three students (4.3%) disclosed to UA
faculty, staff, or administration; even fewer disclosed to a UA campus advocate (n=2; 2.9%), a
UA medical professional (n=2; 2.9%), UA housing staff (n=1; 1.4%), or university police (none).
It was also uncommon for respondents to disclose these experiences through other “official”
channels – such as counselors, advocates, medical professionals, and (non-campus) police. Most
often, students disclosed to those with whom they shared close, personal bonds: friends (n=38;
54.3%), romantic partners (n=18; 25.7%), roommates (n=10; 14.3%), parents (n=7; 10.0%), or
other family members (n=7; 10.0%). Notably, nearly a third of respondents (n=21; 30.0%) had
not disclosed their “worst” sexual misconduct experience to anyone prior to this survey.
Another set of survey items also evidences students’ reluctance to engage formal university
processes and procedures when it comes to sexual misconduct. While 41 of the 70 students
(58.6%) who experienced sexual misconduct between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017 reported that they
were aware of university reporting processes and procedures (22 students indicated they were not
aware; 7 students did not provide a response), only two (2.9%) made use of these processes/
procedures. (Data not shown.) (Note: One of these two students did report that engaging formal
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campus procedures helped them “a little.” The other student reported that they were “unsure”
if/how the university’s formal procedures helped them.)
Table 15.
Disclosure of “worst” sexual misconduct incidents
Sexual Misconduct Victims
Party To Whom Respondent Disclosed

Number

Percentagea

No one

21

30.0%

Roommate

10

14.3

Close friend (other than roommate)

38

54.3

Parent or guardian

7

10.0

Other family member

7

10.0

Counselor

4

5.7

UA faculty, staff, administration

3

4.3

UA housing staff

1

1.4

UA police

0

0.0

Other police

4

5.7

18

25.7

UA campus advocate

2

2.9

Other advocate

2

2.9

UA medical professional

2

2.9

Other medical professional

2

2.9

Not listed/Other

3

4.3

Romantic partner

Notes
a. Totals may not sum to 100% because respondent could select any combination of items, or none at all.
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Sexual Assault
An estimated 3.1% of UA undergraduate students – approximately 536 individuals –
experienced at least one sexual assault incident between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017.

In addition to being asked whether or not they had experienced one or more sexual assault
victimizations between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017, students were also asked a series of follow-up
questions about the nature of and circumstances surrounding what they understood to be the
“worst” incident they experienced (if they experienced multiple sexual assaults). Respondents
who reported experiencing a sexual assault between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017 were asked about
the “worst experience of nonconsensual or unwanted sexual contact” they experienced. The
distribution of respondents’ answers to this question is presented in Table 16.
Table 16.
Distribution of respondents’ self-reported “worst” sexual assault incidents
Sexual Assault Victims
“Worst” Form of Sexual Assault Experienced

Number

Percentagea

Penetration with finger or object

9

34.6%

Oral sex

4

15.4

Anal sex

2

7.7

Sexual intercourse

9

34.6

Missing

2

7.7

26

100.0

TOTALS
Notes
a. Totals may not sum to 100% due to rounding error.

Among the 26 survey respondents who reported they were sexually assaulted between Fall
2016 and Fall 2017, two forms were most frequently identified as the “worst” of all forms
of sexual assault they experienced: sexual intercourse (insertion of a penis into a vagina;
n=9; 34.6%), and penetration of the anus or vagina with a finger or object (n=9; 34.6%).
Four students identified oral sex (15.4%) and two students identified anal sex (7.7%) as the
“worst” forms of sexual assault they experienced.
Table 17 presents additional information pertaining to students’ “worst” sexual assault
experiences. Each respondent who indicated being sexually assaulted between Fall 2016 and Fall
2017 was asked if the “worst” incident involved the use of physical force or threats to physically
harm them. More than a third of sexual assault victims (n=9; 34.6%) reported that the incident
involved the use or threat of physical force. Respondents were also asked if the assault occurred
while they were incapacitated due to alcohol and/or drug intoxication or because they were
sleeping. More than half of those who were sexually assaulted (n=15; 57.7%) reported that they
were incapacitated and unable to consent when the “worst” sexual assault incident occurred.
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Table 17.
Frequency of force and incapacitation in sexual assault incidents, “worst” sexual assault incidents
Sexual Assault Victims
Use of Force/Incapacitation

Number

Incident involved physical force or threats to physically
harm
Incident occur while respondent was incapacitatedb

Percentagea

9

34.6%

15

57.7

Notes
a. Totals may not sum to 100% due to rounding error.
b. Incapacitated operationally defined as unable to provide consent due to alcohol or drug intoxication, or sleeping.

Victims were also asked about the role/identity of the person who sexually assaulted them in the
“worst” incident. Results are shown in Table 18. Consistent with the body of research literature
on sexual assault victimization, students were most likely to be sexually assaulted by someone
they knew. The two most common perpetrator roles were those of current or former romantic
partner (n=7; 26.9%) and non-romantic friend (n=7; 26.9%). Next were acquaintances (n=3;
11.5%) and casual or first dates (n=3; 11.5%), followed by coworkers (n=2; 7.7%), some other
identity/role (n=2; 7.7%), and strangers (n=2; 7.7%).
Table 18.
Role of sexual assault perpetrators, “worst” sexual assault incidents
Sexual Assault Victims
Sexual Assault Perpetrator Role

Number

Percentagea

Acquaintance

3

11.5%

Casual or first date

3

11.5

UA faculty (professor or instructor)

0

0.0

UA staff or administrator

0

0.0

Coworker

2

7.7

Current or former romantic partner

7

26.9

Supervisor

0

0.0

Family member

0

0.0

Non-romantic friend

7

26.9

Stranger

2

7.7

Other

2

7.7

Missing

0

0.0

26

99.9

TOTALS
Notes
a. Totals may not sum to 100% due to rounding error.
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Respondents were also asked to indicate, to the best of their knowledge, whether or not the
perpetrator of the “worst” sexual assault incident was affiliated with the university (e.g, fellow
student, faculty, staff, administrator, university coworker), irrespective of the roles listed in
Table 18. Approximately a third (n=9; 34.6%) of UA respondents who were sexually assaulted
between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017 indicated that the perpetrator of the “worst” incident was
affiliated with UA in some way (see Table 19).
Table 19.
University affiliation of sexual assault perpetrators, “worst” sexual assault incidents
Sexual Assault Victims
University Affiliation

Number

Percentagea

Yes

9

34.6%

No

14

53.9

Don’t know

3

11.5

Missing

0

0.0

26

100.0

TOTALS
Notes
a. Totals may not sum to 100% due to rounding error.

With respect to the locations of the sexual assaults respondents identified as the “worst” that they
experienced, most students reported that they occurred at an off-campus location (see Table 20).
Respondents reported that incidents were most likely to have occurred at an off-campus
residence (n=15; 57.7%). Other off-campus locations included gatherings or parties (n=4;
15.4%), a pub, bar or club (n=1; 3.9%), and an off-campus location where the student was
serving as a UA representative (n=1; 3.9%). Altogether, these off-campus locations were
identified by 80.9% of respondents.
Table 20.
Location of “worst” sexual assault incidents
Sexual Assault Victims
Location

Number

Percentagea

Gathering or party

4

15.4%

Pub, bar, or club

1

3.9

On-campus UA residence hall

2

7.7

15

57.7

UA classroom

1

3.9

Somewhere else on UA campus

0

0.0

Off-campus location, acting as UA representative (e.g.,
internship site)

1

3.9

Other off-campus location

0

0.0

Off-campus residence
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Other location

1

3.9

Don’t know

1

3.9

Missing

0

0.0

26

100.3

TOTALS
Notes
a. Totals may not sum to 100% due to rounding error.

On-campus locations cited by respondents included residence halls (n=2; 7.7%) and classrooms
(n=1; 3.9%). In total, these on-campus locations were identified by 11.6% of student respondent
who were sexual assaulted. One sexual assault victim reported that the “worst” sexual assault
incident they experienced occurred at a location not listed in Table 20. Another did not know the
location.
Table 21 shows the people to whom respondents disclosed their “worst” sexual misconduct
experiences. In contrast to sexual misconduct victims, 70% of whom disclosed their experiences
to someone, only a slight majority (57.7%) of sexual assault victims shared their experiences
with at least one other person. Among those who did disclose being sexual assaulted, close
friends were the most commonly cited (n=12; 46.2%). Other intimates that victims disclosed to
included parents (n=1; 3.9%), other family members (n=2; 7.7%), romantic partners (n=2; 7.7%),
and roommates (n=3; 11.5%). Disclosures to persons in more formal roles included counselors
(n=2; 7.7%), campus advocate (n=1; 3.9%), other advocate (n=1; 3.9%), university medical
professional (n=1; 3.9%), other medical professional (n=1; 3.9%), and non-university police
(n=3; 11.5%). None of those who were sexually assaulted reported to university police, to
university housing staff, or to university faculty, staff, or administration.
Table 21.
Disclosure of “worst” sexual assault incidents
Sexual Assault Victims
Party To Whom Respondent Disclosed
No one

Number

Percentagea

11

42.3%

3

11.5

12

46.2

Parent or guardian

1

3.9

Other family member

2

7.7

Counselor

2

7.7

UA faculty, staff, administration

0

0.0

UA housing staff

0

0.0

UA police

0

0.0

Other police

3

11.5

Romantic partner

2

7.7

Roommate
Close friend (other than roommate)
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UA campus advocate

1

3.9

Other advocate

1

3.9

UA medical professional

1

3.9

Other medical professional

1

3.9

Not listed/Other

0

0.0

Notes
a. Totals may not sum to 100% because respondent could select any combination of items, or none at all.

As was the case among sexual misconduct victims, a majority (n=20; 76.9%) of UA
undergraduate students who were sexually assaulted between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017 semesters
reported that they were aware of formal campus procedures for reporting sexual assault
incidents. However, only one student who suffered a sexual assault reported using/accessing
those procedures/services. (This student did report that these formal processes/procedures helped
them “a little.”)
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Dating Violence
An estimated 8.1% of UA undergraduate students – approximately 1,402 individuals –
experienced at least one dating violence incident between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017.

In addition to being asked whether or not they had experienced one or more dating violence
incidents between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017, students were also asked a series of follow-up
questions about the nature of and circumstances surrounding what they understood to be the
“worst” incident (if they experienced multiple sexual assaults). Respondents who reported
experiencing one or more dating violence incidents between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017 were asked
about the “worst experience of physical violence, psychological aggression, or attempts to
control your behavior” by a current or former romantic partner. The distribution of respondents’
answers to this question is presented in Table 22.
Table 22.
Distribution of respondents’ self-reported “worst” dating violence incidents
Dating Violence Victims
“Worst” Form of Dating Violence Experienced

Number

Physical violence

Percentagea

9

15.5%

Psychological aggression

26

44.8

Attempts to control behavior

21

36.2

2

3.5

58

100.0

Missing
TOTALS
Notes
a. Totals may not sum to 100% due to rounding error.

Among the 58 survey respondents who experienced dating violence between Fall 2016 and
Fall 2017, psychological aggression was most frequently identified as the “worst” of all
forms of dating violence that they experienced (n=26; 44.8%) which includes things like
being told they were a “loser,” being called names such as “ugly,” “crazy,” “stupid,” or
“fat,” and being subject to insults and other forms of humiliation. The second most common
form of dating violence experienced by respondents was controlling behaviors such as attempts
to keep them from seeing or talking to friends, demanding to know where they are going, and
controlling access to money. Physical violence, ranging from slapping, pushing or shoving, to
severe acts such as being beaten, burned or choked, was the worst form of violence experienced
for approximately 15% of dating violence victims (n=9; 15.5%).
Table 23 presents additional information pertaining to students’ “worst” sexual assault
experiences. Each respondent who indicated experiencing dating violence between Fall 2016 and
Fall 2017 was asked if the “worst” incident involved the use of physical force or threats to
physically harm them. Nearly a third (n=19; 32.8%) reported that the worst dating violence
incident they experienced involved the use or threat of physical force. Respondents were also
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asked if the assault occurred while they were incapacitated due to alcohol and/or drug
intoxication or because they were sleeping. Roughly 1 out of every 12 respondents who
experienced dating violence (n=5; 8.6%) reported that they were incapacitated due to alcohol or
drug intoxication or asleep when the incident occurred.
Table 23.
Frequency of force and incapacitation in dating violence incidents, “worst” dating violence incidents
Dating Violence Victims
Use of Force/Incapacitation

Number

Incident involve physical force or threats to physically harm
Incident occur while respondent was incapacitatedb

Percentagea

19

32.8%

5

8.6

Notes
a. Totals may not sum to 100% due to rounding error.
b. Incapacitated operationally defined as unable to provide consent due to alcohol or drug intoxication, or sleeping.

Table 24 shows the various perpetrator roles in the “worst” dating violence incidents experienced
by respondents. The most common perpetrator role was that of a former romantic dating partner
(n=24; 41.4%), which was cited nearly twice as often as a current romantic dating partner (n=13;
22.4%). Spouses were identified as perpetrators by approximately 10% (n=6; 10.3%) of dating
violence victims, and former spouses were cited by two respondents (3.5%). Casual or first dates
were reported as perpetrators by slightly more than 5% of dating violence victims (n=3; 5.2%).
Perpetrators not fitting any of these pre-defined roles were identified as dating violence
perpetrators by 13.8% (n=8) of dating violence victims. Two respondents who experienced
dating violence between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017 semesters did not provide a response.
Table 24.
Role of dating violence perpetrators, “worst” dating violence incidents
Dating Violence Victims
Dating Violence Perpetrator Role

Number

Casual or first date

3

Percentagea
5.2%

Current romantic dating partner

13

22.4

Former romantic dating partner

24

41.4

Current spouse

6

10.3

Former spouse

2

3.5

Other

8

13.8

Missing

2

3.5

58

100.1

TOTALS
Notes
a. Totals may not sum to 100% due to rounding error.

Table 25 shows the percentage of perpetrators who were affiliated with the university according
to dating violence victims. Roughly 1 in 4 dating violence perpetrators were affiliated with the
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university in some manner. This was a smaller percentage when compared to the university
affiliation of sexual misconduct and sexual assault perpetrators (44.3% and 34.6%, respectively).
Table 25.
University affiliation of dating violence perpetrators, “worst” dating violence incidents
Dating Violence Victims
University Affiliation

Number

Percentagea

Yes

14

24.1%

No

38

65.5

Don’t know

5

8.6

Missing

1

1.7

58

99.9

TOTALS
Notes
a. Totals may not sum to 100% due to rounding error.

The locations of students’ worst data violence incidents are presented in Table 26. By far, the
most frequently cited dating violence location was at an off-campus residence (n=27; 46.6%).
Additional off-campus locations included at a pub, bar or club (n=3; 5.2%) and other nonspecified off-campus locations (n=4; 6.9%). In total, only 5 (8.6%) dating violence victims
indicated that the worst incident occurred at an on-campus location. Two respondents (3.5%)
reported that the worst dating violence incident they experienced between Fall 2016 and Fall
2017 occurred in a residence hall; three students (5.2%) indicated that the worst dating violence
incident occurred at some other (unspecified) on-campus location. One student reported that the
worst dating violence incident occurred in an online environment. Finally, a substantial
percentage of dating violence victims (n=14; 24.1%) reported that the worst dating violence
incident they experienced occurred at a location other than those listed in Table 26. Three
students reported that they did not know the location, and one student who experienced dating
violence did not provide an answer to this survey item.
Table 27 shows the distribution of people to whom victims disclosed the worst of their dating
violence incidents. Overall, the rate of dating violence disclosures (70.7%) was very similar to
the rate of sexual misconduct disclosures (70.0%; see Table 15), and much higher than the rate of
sexual assault disclosures (57.7%; see Table 21).
Students who experienced dating violence most frequently disclosed to a close friend (n=25;
43.1%), or to other intimates with whom they shared close interpersonal bonds: parent or
guardian (n=8; 13.8%), a romantic partner (n=8; 13.8%), some other family member (n=8;
13.8%), and roommates (n=6; 10.3%). More formal disclosures were made as well. For example,
approximately 15% (n=9; 15.5%) of dating violence victims shared their experiences with
counselors, five students (8.6%) disclosed to a non-university medical professional, and three
students (5.2%) contacted non-university police. Only one student reported contacting a
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university official (UA housing staff). Finally, three students reported disclosing dating violence
victimization to an individual or agency not listed in Table 27.
Table 26.
Location of “worst” dating violence incidents
Dating Violence Victims
Location

Number

Percentagea

Gathering or party

0

0.0%

Pub, bar, or club

3

5.2

On-campus UA residence hall

2

3.5

27

46.6

Online

1

1.7

UA classroom

0

0.0

Somewhere else on UA campus

3

5.2

Off-campus location, acting as UA representative (e.g.,
internship site)

0

0.0

Other off-campus location

4

6.9

14

24.1

Don’t know

3

5.2

Missing

1

1.7

58

100.1

Off-campus residence

Other location

TOTALS
Notes
a. Totals may not sum to 100% due to rounding error.

As was the case among sexual misconduct and sexual assault victims, a majority (n=42; 72.4%)
of UA undergraduate students who experienced dating violence between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017
semesters reported that they were aware of formal campus reporting procedures. (Data not
shown.) However, only one student who experienced dating violence reported using/accessing
those procedures/services. (This student did report that these formal processes/procedures helped
them “a little.”)
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Table 27.
Disclosure of “worst” dating violence incidents
Dating Violence Victims
Party To Whom Respondent Disclosed
No one

Number

Percentagea

17

29.3%

6

10.3

25

43.1

Parent or guardian

8

13.8

Other family member

8

13.8

Counselor

9

15.5

UA faculty, staff, administration

0

0.0

UA housing staff

1

1.7

UA police

0

0.0

Other police

3

5.2

Romantic partner

8

13.8

UA campus advocate

0

0.0

Other advocate

0

0.0

UA medical professional

0

0.0

Other medical professional

5

8.6

Not listed/Other

3

5.2

Roommate
Close friend (other than roommate)

Notes
a. Totals may not sum to 100% because respondent could select any combination of items, or none at all.

31

Stalking
An estimated 11.7% of UA undergraduate students – approximately 2,025 individuals –
experienced at least one stalking incident between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017.

Of the four types of victimization experiences examined in the survey, stalking was by far the
one most frequently experienced by UA undergraduate students with an estimated 11.7%
reporting at least one stalking incident between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017. Students who
experienced stalking were asked, “Which of the following was the worst experience of being
contacted, followed, or harassed since being enrolled as a student at UA (since the Fall of
2016)?” Results are presented in Table 28. For each perpetrator behavior listed in Table 28,
respondents were asked to include incidents they did not want to occur, incidents that occurred
despite their request(s) to for them stop, or incidents that made them fearful.
Table 28.
Distribution of respondents’ self-reported “worst” stalking incidents
Stalking Victims
“Worst” Form of Stalking Experienced

Number

Percentagea

Phone calls/texts

26

28.9%

Emails/messages

14

15.6

8

8.9

Showed up somewhere/waiting for respondent

23

25.6

Spied on/watched/followed respondent

15

16.7

Left unwanted gifts for respondent to discover

2

2.2

Missing

2

2.2

90

100.1

Sent/posted messages/pictures/videos on social
networking sites

TOTALS
Notes
a. Totals may not sum to 100% due to rounding error.

Among the 90 UA undergraduate students who indicated they experienced stalking, phone
calls or text messages were most frequently identified (n=26; 28.9%). The second most
common form of stalking experience was a perpetrator showing up somewhere or waiting for the
respondent when the respondent did not want them to be there (n=23; 25.6%). Nearly equal
percentages of stalking victims reported that their worst stalking experience involved someone
spying on, watching, or following the respondent either in person or using a device or software
(n=15; 16.7%) and someone sending the respondent unwanted emails or messages (n=14;
15.6%). Eight respondents (8.9%) reported that the worst stalking incident they experienced
between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017 involved someone sending or posting messages, pictures, or
videos on social networking sites. Finally, two students (2.2%) reported that perpetrators left
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unwanted gifts for them to discover. Two students who experienced stalking between Fall 2016
and Fall 2017 semesters did not answer this survey item.
Table 29.
Role of stalking perpetrators, “worst” stalking incidents
Stalking Victims
Stalking Perpetrator Role

Number

Acquaintance

Percentagea

31

34.4%

Casual or first date

8

8.9

UA faculty (professor or instructor)

1

1.1

UA staff or administrator

1

1.1

Coworker

2

2.2

18

20.0

Supervisor

1

1.1

Non-romantic friend

5

5.6

17

18.9

Other

4

4.4

Missing

2

2.2

90

99.9

Current/former romantic partner

Stranger

TOTALS
Notes
a. Totals may not sum to 100% due to rounding error.

Perpetrator roles in stalking incidents are presented in Table 29. More than a third (n=31; 34.4%)
of respondents who experienced stalking reported that the perpetrator in the worst incident they
experienced was someone they knew but did not know well. A fifth (n=18; 20.0%) of
respondents identified current or former romantic partners as perpetrators. Casual or first dates
were identified by less than 10% of respondents (n=8; 8.9%). Five respondents (5.6%) identified
non-romantic friends as perpetrators. Coworkers and supervisors were identified as stalking
perpetrators by three (3.3%) students; UA faculty, staff, or administrators were cited as stalking
perpetrators by two (2.2%) students. Nearly a fifth of UA undergraduate students who
experienced stalking indicated that the perpetrators were strangers. Finally, four respondents
(4.4%) indicated that the perpetrator in the worst stalking incident they experienced did not fall
into any of the roles listed in Table 29. Two students did not report perpetrator role.
While only a small percentage of respondents who experienced stalking between Fall 2016 and
Fall 2017 semesters reported that the perpetrator was UA faculty, staff, or administration, nearly
half (n=42;46.7%) indicated that the perpetrator was affiliated with the university (data not
shown).
Table 31 presents the locations of the worst stalking incidents UA undergraduate students
experienced. By far, the “location” most frequently cited by stalking victims was online. Of the
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90 UA undergraduate students who experienced stalking, 27 (30.0%) reported that the worst
incident occurred online. The second and third most common stalking sites were unspecified offcampus (n=15; 16.7%) and on-campus (n=13; 14.4%) locations. Much less common locations
included off-campus residences (n=7; 7.8%), on-campus residence halls (n=6; 6.7%), UA
classrooms (n=5; 5.6%), gathering/party (n=2; 2.2%), and in a pub, bar, or club (n=1; 1.1%).
Eleven students (12.2%) reported that their worst stalking incident occurred at a location not
listed in Table 31. Three respondents indicated that they did not know the stalking incident
location.
Table 31.
Location of “worst” stalking incidents
Stalking Victims
Location

Number

Percentagea

Gathering or party

2

2.2%

Pub, bar, or club

1

1.1

On-campus UA residence hall

6

6.7

Off-campus residence

7

7.8

27

30.0

5

5.6

13

14.4

0

0.0

Other off-campus location

15

16.7

Other location

11

12.2

Don’t know

3

3.3

Missing

0

0.0

90

100.0

Online
UA classroom
Somewhere else on UA campus
Off-campus location, acting as UA representative (e.g.,
internship site)

TOTALS
Notes
a. Totals may not sum to 100% due to rounding error.

Table 32 presents the persons to whom stalking victims disclosed the worst stalking incident they
experienced between Fall 2016 and Fall 2017 semesters. In general, UA undergraduates were
more likely to disclose their stalking experiences to others than they were to disclose their sexual
misconduct, sexual assault, and dating violence experiences. More than 8 out 10 undergraduates
(n=73; 81.1%) who experienced one or more stalking incidents told someone about it. The
percentages of disclosures for sexual misconduct, sexual assault, and dating violence were
70.0%, 57.7%, and 70.7%, respectively.
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Table 32.
Disclosure of “worst” stalking incidents
Stalking Victims
Party To Whom Respondent Disclosed

Number

Percentagea

No one

17

18.9%

Roommate

11

12.2

Close friend (other than roommate)

44

48.9

Parent or guardian

16

17.8

Other family member

18

20.0

Counselor

2

2.2

UA faculty, staff, administration

7

7.8

UA housing staff

1

1.1

UA police

0

0.0

Other police

5

5.6

23

25.6

UA campus advocate

1

1.1

Other advocate

0

0.0

UA medical professional

0

0.0

Other medical professional

5

8.6

Not listed/Other

2

2.2

Romantic partner

Notes
a. Totals may not sum to 100% because respondent could select any combination of items, or none at all.

Nearly two-thirds (n=59; 65.6%) were aware of formal processes/procedures for reporting
stalking incidents, but only five students who experienced stalking (5.6%) utilized them. One
student reported that engaging those processes helped them “a lot,” one student reported that
engagement “helped, but could have helped more,” two students stated that formal
processes/procedures helped them “a little,” and one student reported that the formal process
“didn’t help at all or made things worse.” (Data not shown.)
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Protective Behaviors and Interventions
After completing the victimization sections of the University of Alaska Climate Survey,
respondents were presented with 14 of Likert-type items measuring likelihood that they would
engage in various protective behaviors and interventions in the future. Results are presented in
Table 34, below.
Table 34.
UA students’ self-reported likelihood of engaging in protective behaviors and interventions (weighted
percentages)
Response Category (%)a,b
Behaviorc

Not likely

Somewhat
likely

Moderately
likely

Extremely
likely

Ask for verbal consent when I am intimate with my partner, even
if we are in a long-term relationship. (n=616)

6.4

10.3

23.5

59.9

Stop sexual activity when asked to, even if I am already sexually
aroused. (n=617)

0.7

1.2

7.5

90.5

Check in with my friend who looks drunk when they go to a room
with someone else at a party. (n=611)

1.8

5.5

21.7

71.0

Say something to my friend who is taking a drunk person back to
their room at a party. (n=611)

1.7

5.0

24.3

69.1

Challenge a friend who made a sexist joke. (n=614)

21.7

19.9

27.2

31.3

Express my concern if a family member makes a sexist joke.
(n=615)

22.7

17.7

28.0

31.6

Challenge a friend who uses insulting words to describe others.
(n=616)

11.8

16.9

32.6

38.7

Confront a friend who plans to give someone alcohol to get sex.
(n=615)

1.2

2.7

13.3

82.8

Refuse to participate in activities where people’s appearances
are ranked or rated. (n=611)

5.5

14.5

24.1

55.9

Confront a friend who is hooking up with someone who is
passed out. (n=609)

1.0

1.8

8.1

89.2

Confront a friend if I hear rumors that they forced sex upon
someone. (n=611)

3.2

5.7

20.7

70.4

Report a friend who committed sexual misconduct or sexual
assault. (n=613)

2.4

7.5

20.4

69.6

Stop having sex with my partner if they say to stop, even if it
started consensually. (n=612)

0.5

1.0

5.4

93.1

6.4

21.7

69.8

Decide not to have sex with a partner if they are drunk. (n=608)
2.2
Notes
a. Taylor linearization used to compute standard errors for weighted sample estimates.
b. Percentages may not total to 100% due to rounding error.
c. “(n=###)” refers to estimation sample size for each measure.

With respect to protective behaviors and interventions that UA undergraduates said they would
be “not likely” to engage in, two in particular stood out. An estimated 22.7% of UA
undergraduate students thought it unlikely that they would express concern if a family member
made a sexist joke, and an estimated 21.7% thought it unlikely that they would challenge a friend
who made a sexist joke. In addition, 17.7% reported they would be only “somewhat likely” to do
the former, and 19.9% reported they would be only “somewhat likely” to do the latter. In total,
59.6% of UA undergraduate students indicated that they would be moderately or extremely
likely to confront a family member making sexist jokes, and 58.4% indicated that they would be
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moderately or extremely likely to confront a friend who made sexist jokes. In contrast, 71.1%
thought they would be moderately or extremely likely to challenge a friend who uses insulting
words to describe others and 80.0% thought they would be moderately or extremely likely to
refuse to participate in activities where people’s appearances are ranked or rated.
In general, UA undergraduate students were more likely to express a willingness to confront
others when consent for sexual activity was in question. For example, 89.2% would be
“extremely likely” to confront a friend who was hooking up with someone who was passed out,
82.8% would be “extremely likely” to confront a friend who was planning to give someone
alcohol to get sex, 70.4% would be “extremely likely” to confront a friend if they heard rumors
that the friend forced sex upon someone, and 69.1% would be “extremely likely” to say
something to a friend who was taking a drunk person back to their room at a party. And, 71.0%
of UA undergraduate students would be “extremely likely” to check in with a friend who looks
drunk when they go to a room with someone else at a party. Finally, nearly 70% of UA
undergraduate students would be “extremely likely” to report a friend who committed sexual
misconduct or sexual assault.
The survey also shows that UA undergraduates are highly likely to monitor and curtail their own
behaviors when consent for sexual contact is unclear. 93.5% of UA undergraduates would be
“extremely likely” to stop having sex with their partner if they said to stop, even if the sexual
contact started consensually, and 90.5% would be extremely likely to stop sexual activity when
asked to, even if they were already sexually aroused. However, the data also show that UA
undergraduate students would be significantly less likely to stop sexual activities/behaviors in the
absence of a verbal withdrawal of consent by their partner. For example, only 69.8% would be
“extremely likely” to decide not to have sex with a partner if they are drunk, and only 59.9%
would be “extremely likely” to ask for verbal consent with an intimate partner, even if in a longterm relationship.
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University Policy, Procedure, and Prevention Training
Respondents were asked if they had received training on policies and procedures regarding
incidents of sexual assault, sexual misconduct, dating violence, stalking and/or harassment (for
example: defining sexual assault, reporting incidents, confidential resources, and investigative
procedures). Results are presented in Table 35. Overall, an estimated 75.4% of UA
undergraduate students have received training on UA policies and procedures regarding incidents
of sexual assault, sexual misconduct, dating violence, stalking.
Table 35.
Estimated percentage of UA undergraduate students who have received training on university policies
and procedures regarding incidents of sexual misconduct, sexual assault, dating violence, and stalking.
95% Confidence Interval
Estimation
Sample Size
Received training

651

Weighted
Estimatea
75.4%

LB
71.8%

UB
78.7%

Notes
a. Taylor linearization used to compute standard errors for weighted sample estimates.
b. LB=lower bound of 95% confidence interval; UB=upper bound of 95% confidence interval.

Respondents who had not received training were asked if they had attempted, but were unable, to
participate in and/or receive training in the university’s policies and procedures regarding
incidents of sexual assault, sexual misconduct, dating violence, stalking. Among those who had
not received training, only 12.5% had tried but were unable to participate.
Table 36.
Estimated percentage of UA undergraduate students who had not received policies/procedures training
but had attempted to participate.
95% Confidence Interval
Estimation
Sample Size
Attempted to get training,
but unable

163

Weighted
Estimatea
12.5%

LB

UB

8.2%

18.6%

Notes
a. Taylor linearization used to compute standard errors for weighted sample estimates.
b. LB=lower bound of 95% confidence interval; UB=upper bound of 95% confidence interval.

Students who had received training were asked to provide their assessment of its usefulness.
Results are presented in Table 37. Approximately two-thirds of UA undergraduate students
found the university’s policies and procedures training to be moderately (35.9%) or very (32.0%)
useful. Less than 10% found the training “not useful at all.”
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Table 37.
UA undergraduate students’ evaluations of training on university policies and procedures regarding
incidents of sexual misconduct, sexual assault, dating violence, and stalking.
95% Confidence Interval
Response Category

Estimation
Sample Size

Weighted
Estimatea

LB

UB

Very useful

163

32.0%

27.9%

36.4%

Moderately useful

183

35.9

31.5

40.4

Somewhat useful

82

16.4

13.3

20.1

Slightly useful

36

7.0

5.1

9.6

Not useful at all

45

8.8

6.4

12.0

Notes
a. Taylor linearization used to compute standard errors for weighted sample estimates.
b. LB=lower bound of 95% confidence interval; UB=upper bound of 95% confidence interval.

Students were also asked if they had received sexual misconduct, sexual assault, dating violence,
or stalking/harassment prevention training (e.g., Green Dot; Bringing in the Bystander).
Approximately half of UA undergraduate students have received prevention/intervention training
(see Table 38). Only 10% of students who have not received prevention/intervention training
attempted but were unable to participate. (Data not shown.)
Table 38.
Estimated percentage of UA undergraduate students who have received sexual misconduct, sexual
assault, dating violence, or stalking prevention training.
95% Confidence Interval
Estimation
Sample Size
Received training

648

Weighted
Estimatea
52.3%

LB
48.3%

UB
56.3%

Notes
a. Taylor linearization used to compute standard errors for weighted sample estimates.
b. LB=lower bound of 95% confidence interval; UB=upper bound of 95% confidence interval.

As with the university’s policies/procedures training, a majority of UA undergraduate students
find the prevention/intervention training to be very (37.1%) or moderately (34.2%) useful. Only
9.3% of students believe the prevention/intervention training provided by the university to be not
useful at all.
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Table 40.
UA undergraduate students’ evaluations of sexual misconduct, sexual assault, dating violence, and
stalking prevention training.
95% Confidence Interval
Response Category

Estimation
Sample Size

Weighted
Estimatea

LB

UB

Very useful

128

37.1%

31.9%

42.6%

Moderately useful

120

34.2

29.1

39.8

Somewhat useful

50

14.9

11.2

19.5

Slightly useful

18

4.6

2.8

7.3

Not useful at all

26

9.3

6.3

13.5

Notes
a. Taylor linearization used to compute standard errors for weighted sample estimates.
b. LB=lower bound of 95% confidence interval; UB=upper bound of 95% confidence interval.

In the final portion of this section of the survey, students were presented with six Likert-type
items asking them their level of agreement with statements pertaining to their understanding of
UA policies and procedures. Results are presented in Table 41.
Table 41.
UA students’ self-reported understanding of UA policies and procedures, and evaluations of UA
administration’s use of formal procedures (weighted percentages)
Response Category (%)a,b
Evaluative Statementc

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
agree

If a friend or I were the victim of sexual, physical, psychological,
or stalking incidents, I know where to go to get help. (n=637)

4.0

8.4

48.5

39.1

I understand UA’s formal procedures to address complaints of
sexual, physical, psychological, or stalking incidents. (n=638)

5.7

19.0

46.4

29.0

I have confidence that UA administers the formal procedures to
address complaints of sexual assault and/or sexual misconduct
fairly. (n=637)

5.6

14.5

51.8

28.1

I have confidence that UA administers the formal procedures to
address complaints of stalking fairly. (n=635)

5.1

15.6

52.7

26.5

I have confidence that UA administers the formal procedures to
address complaints of harassment fairly. (n=635)

5.4

16.4

52.3

25.9

15.9

51.9

27.7

I have confidence that UA administers the formal procedures to
4.5
address complaints of dating violence fairly. (n=635)
Notes
a. Taylor linearization used to compute standard errors for weighted sample estimates.
b. Percentages may not total to 100% due to rounding error.
c. “(n=###)” refers to estimation sample size for each measure.

Between 75% and 90% of UA undergraduate students agree or strongly agree with all of the
statements shown. An estimated 87.6% of students agree or strongly agree that they would know
where to go to get help if they or a friend were the victim of sexual, physical, psychological or
stalking incidents. In excess of 75% of UA students agree or strongly agree that they understand
UA’s formal procedures to address complaints of sexual, physical, psychological or stalking
incidents. Overall, UA undergraduate students expressed confidence in the way the university
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administers its formal procedures. Approximately 80% agree or strongly agree that the university
administers its sexual assault and/or sexual misconduct complaint procedures fairly (79.9%), that
the university administers its stalking complaint procedures fairly (79.2%), that the university
administers its harassment complaint procedures fairly (78.2%), and that the university
administers its dating violence complaint procedures fairly (79.6%).
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Campus Climate
The final section of the University of Alaska Climate Survey asked students to register their level
of agreement with a series of statements pertaining to general campus climate. Respondents were
presented with a total of 15 statements. Results are presented in Table 42.
Table 42.
UA students’ level of agreement with general campus climate items (weighted percentages)
Response Category (%)a,b
Evaluative Statementc

Strongly
disagree

Disagree

Agree

Strongly
agree

I feel valued in the classroom/learning environment. (n=630)

1.5

7.9

57.7

32.9

Faculty, staff, and administrators respect what students think.
(n=630)

1.7

9.7

55.4

33.2

I think faculty are genuinely concerned about my welfare.
(n=630)

1.5

12.3

55.3

31.0

I think staff/administrators are genuinely concerned about my
welfare. (n=630)

2.9

16.8

51.9

28.4

I feel close to people on this campus and/or in class. (n=630)

7.3

25.8

47.6

19.3

I feel like I am a part of this university. (n=631)

4.8

19.4

54.1

21.7

I am happy to be at this university. (n=628)

3.5

8.9

56.6

31.0

The faculty, staff, and administrators at this school treat students
fairly. (n=631)

2.0

9.1

62.5

26.4

I feel safe on my campus. (n=629)

1.4

6.9

60.4

31.4

University officials (administrators, public safety officers) should
do more to protect students. (n=625)

6.6

42.6

41.0

9.8

If a crisis happened, UA would handle it well. (n=624)

4.2

16.1

62.9

16.8

UA responds too slowly in difficult situations. (n=615)

9.3

62.9

21.6

6.1

UA campus officials handle incidents in a fair and responsible
manner. (n=611)

1.7

13.8

70.0

14.4

18.7

62.8

15.4

16.2

57.4

22.8

UA does enough to protect the safety of students. (n=620)

3.0
There is a good UA support system for students going through
3.5
difficult times. (n=612)
Notes
a. Taylor linearization used to compute standard errors for weighted sample estimates.
b. Percentages may not total to 100% due to rounding error.
c. “(n=###)” refers to estimation sample size for each measure.

The data presented in Table 42 suggest that, overall, UA undergraduate students hold a positive
view the university’s overall climate. More than 9 out of 10 agree (60.4%) or strongly agree
(31.4%) with the statement, “I feel safe on my campus,” while only approximately 20% of
disagree or strongly disagree that “UA does enough to protect the safety of students.” In
addition, nearly 80% of UA undergraduates agree (62.9%) or strongly agree (16.8%) that “If a
crisis happened, UA would handle it well,” and more than 70% disagree (62.9%) or strongly
disagree (9.3%) that “UA responds too slowly in difficult situations.”
UA undergraduate students feel valued, respected, and supported. More than 90% agree (57.7%)
or strongly agree (32.9%) report they feel valued in the classroom, 88.6% agree or strongly agree
that “faculty, staff, and administrators respect what students think,” 86.3% agree or strongly
agree that “faculty are genuinely concerned about my welfare,” 80.3% agree or strongly agree
that “staff/administrators are genuinely concerned about my welfare”, and 80.2% agree or
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strongly agree that “There is a good UA support system for students going through difficult
times.”
Students also feel that the university is fair in the way it responds to incidents and treats students:
88.9% of UA undergraduate students agree or strongly agree with the statement, “The faculty,
staff, and administrators at this school treat students fairly”; 84.4% agree or strongly agree that
“UA campus officials handle incidents in a fair and responsible manner.”
Given these findings, it is little wonder then to find that 56.6% agreed and 31.0% strongly agreed
with the statement, “I am happy to be at this university.”
To the extent that there was a concerning finding in the results presented in Table 42, it was to
two items that measured student connectedness. Nearly a quarter of UA undergraduates disagree
(19.4%) or strongly disagree (4.8%) with the statement, “I feel like I am part of this university.”
The results were slightly worse for the second connectedness item. Fully a third of UA
undergraduate students disagree (25.8%) or strongly disagree (7.3%) with the statement, “I feel
close to people on this campus and/or in class.” Thus, while UA undergraduate students feel safe
on their respective campuses, feel respected by UA faculty, staff and administration, believe that
UA faculty, staff and administration are genuinely concerned about their welfare, and that UA
provides a good support system for students who are struggling, a substantial percentage of
students feel “disconnected” from their university.
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APPENDIX A
Sampling Procedure
The University of Alaska Anchorage’s Institutional Review Board (IRB) approved the study in
August of 2017. The survey was administered online and distributed via email. Eligibility for
participation was limited to: (1) undergraduate students (2) 18 years or older (3) currently
enrolled in at least one credit (4) who had a current directory email address on file. All UA
students who met these criteria were eligible for participation, including students enrolled in
courses located on community campuses as well as students enrolled in distance/online courses.
Two-stage sampling. For sampling purposes, students were first partitioned into two strata.
First, the sample was separated by university: UAA, UAF and UAS, respectively. Then, within
each of these strata, they were separated further into MALE and FEMALE sub-groups. Data
provided by UA Statewide was used to make these determinations. This produced a total of 6
strata (UAA, male; UAA, female; UAF, male; UAF, female; UAS, male; UAS, female). Students
were then randomly sampled from those 6 strata.
Weighting Procedures
The sampling frame was partitioned into sample strata according university (UAA, UAF, UAS),
and student sex/gender (male, female). (Note: The sampling frame contained only undergraduate
students.) The resulting stratification produced 6 sampling strata:


UAA, male



UAA, female



UAF, male



UAF, female



UAS, male



UAS, female

Calculation of base weights (design weights). Base weights were computed for each of these 6
strata. Base weights were computed as the reciprocal of the probability of selection for each
student within each stratum. Base weights were then adjusted for non-response.
According to the sampling frame data provided by the university, 17,312 undergraduate students
enrolled at the University of Alaska in Fall Semester 2017. These 17,312 undergraduate students
were unequally distributed across each of the 6 strata. In other words, the total number of
students in the UAA, male stratum differed from the total number of students in the UAF, male
stratum, and so forth. Within each stratum, however, each student had an equal probability of
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selection into the sample, thus the base weight for each sampled student was the reciprocal of
their probability of selection (pi) into the sample according to their stratum:
1

𝑤𝑖 = 𝑝 .
𝑖

For each student, the probability of selection into the sample (pi) was calculated as the total
number of students from a stratum that were sampled (ni) divided by the total number of students
in that same stratum (Ni). As an example, the probability of selection for a member of the UAA,
female stratum was:
𝑛

3,430

𝑝𝑖 = 𝑁𝑖 = 6,446 = .532113.
𝑖

The base weight was then determined by inserting the probability of selection for each student
(pi) back into the formula
1

𝑤𝑖 = .532113 = 1.87930
Thus, the base weight (the reciprocal of the probability of selection) for each UAA, female
student sample (wi) was approximately 1.9. Substantively, this means that each student selected
into the sample represented roughly 1.9 UAA, female students enrolled in Fall Semester 2017.
Table A1 presents the base weights for each of the 6 sample strata.
Table A1.
Base weights of undergraduate student samples.

Stratum

Population N

Sample N

pi

wi

UAA, female

6,446

3430

.532113

1.87930

UAA, male

4,795

2558

.533472

1.87451

UAF, female

2,735

1579

.577331

1.73211

UAF, male

2,134

1231

.576851

1.73355

UAS, female

811

811

1.0000

1.0000

UAS, male

391

391

1.0000

1.0000

17,312

10,000

TOTALS
Notes

Adjustment for non-response. After determining the base weight for each student sampled, a
statistical adjustment was made to correct for unit non-response – that is, the proportion of
sampled students that did not complete the survey. The non-response adjusted weight for each
sampled student was calculated as:
𝑤𝑖 = 𝑤1𝑖 × 𝑤2𝑖 ,
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where w1i is the initial base weight for each student and w2i is the non-response adjustment
weight,
𝑤2 =

𝑛ℎ
𝑟ℎ

,

where nh denotes the number of students sampled, and rh denotes the number of eligible students
that returned a completed questionnaire:
𝑤𝑖 = 1.87930 ×

3430
= 1.87930 × 11.82759 = 22.22759
290

Thus, after adjusting for unit non-response, each sampled student in the survey represented
22.228 UAA, female students enrolled in Fall Semester 2017. Table A2 presents the non-response
adjustments for each of the 6 sample strata.
Table A2.
Non-response adjustment for undergraduate student samples.
Stratum

W 1i

nh

UAA, female

1.87930

3430

UAA, male

1.87451

UAF, female
UAF, male

W 2i

Wi

290

11.82759

22.22759

2558

132

19.37879

36.32574

1.73211

1579

130

12.14615

21.03847

1.73355

1231

53

23.22642

40.26416

UAS, female

1.0000

811

67

12.10448

12.10448

UAS, male

1.0000

391

14

27.92867

27.92867

10,000

686

TOTALS

rh

Notes

Adjustment for non-coverage. Non-coverage bias occurs when sampling procedures fail to
capture all members of a population of interest. For a variety of reasons, surveys may be
designed to provide estimates for the entire population, but some primary sampling units may be
excluded either intentionally or inadvertently. In general, as the number of stages or steps in a
sampling design increase, so too does the potential for non-coverage bias.
One way to compensate for non-coverage in surveys is to make a statistical adjustment of the
weights in such a way as to make the sum of weights match population totals. This procedure,
termed post-stratification, adjusts the weighted sampling distribution for certain variables so that
they conform to known population estimates.
The University of Alaska Climate Survey weights were post-stratified to undergradute population
totals for student level in Fall 2017 semester (freshman, sophomore, junior, senior) for each
university (UAA, UAF, UAS). These population totals were provided by UA Institutional
Research, Planning, and Analysis. These 12 unique counts were then used as population controls
for final post-stratification adjustments to the sample weights.
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Sample weighting adjustments were specified using Stata’s svyset command. Four variables were
used for the post-stratification procedure:
weight

Base weight, adjusted for non-response.

poststrata

Post-stratification strata (University x Student Level). A total of 12
strata were used.

postweight

For each post-stratification stratum, the total number of individuals
in the population.

fpc

Finite population correction for the target population (17,312 adult
undergraduate students).

The following Stata command was used to perform post-stratification procedure:
svyset _n [pweight=weight], poststrata(poststrata) postweight(postweight) fpc(fpc)
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APPENDIX B
Glossary
Confidence interval: an empirical bracketing of the degree of uncertainty associated with a
statistical estimate. A confidence interval is expressed using two numbers, a “lower bound” and
an “upper bound.” Confidence intervals are typically provided along with a probability statement
or “confidence level.” For example, a 95% confidence interval means that the true population
parameter is expected to fall within the confidence interval 95% of the time.
Dating violence: refers to incidents of physical violence, psychological aggression, or attempts
by an intimate or dating partner to control a person’s behavior. Examples of dating violence
include:
 physical violence such as slapping, pushing or shoving, punching or hitting, burning on
purpose, and choking or asphyxiation;
 psychological aggression such as a person being told they are a loser or a failure, that
they are not good enough, being called names such as “ugly,” “crazy,” “stupid” or “fat,”
being made fun of, insulted or humiliated, or being told no one else will want them;
 controlling behaviors such as keeping a person from seeing or talking to friends or
family, demanding to know where a person has been and what they have been doing,
threatening to hurt a loved one, keeping a person from leaving home when they want,
keeping a person from having their own money, and destroying something that is
important to a person.
Margin of error: a numerical expression (e.g., “+/- 5%”) used to denote the uncertainty of a
statistical estimate. More formally, a margin of error represents the “radius” (i.e., half of the full
width) of a confidence interval (see above). For example, a confidence interval that spans 10
percentage points – [12.5%, 22.5%] – would have a margin of error of “+/- 5%.” As with a
confidence interval, a margin of error is typically provided along with a probability statement or
“confidence level.”
Prevalence: refers to the percentage or proportion of a population – for example, the student
populations of University of Alaska (UA), the University of Alaska Anchorage (UAA), the
University of Alaska Fairbanks (UAF), or the University of Alaska Southeast (UAS),
respectively – that experienced dating violence, sexual assault, sexual misconduct or stalking.
Sexual assault: refers to nonconsensual or unwanted sexual contact with penetration, even if
consent was given for minor sexual contact such as kissing or touching. Examples of sexual
assault include:
 penetration with a finger or object (for example, someone putting their finger or an object
in the vagina or anus);
 oral sex (for example, someone’s mouth or tongue making contact with genitals);
 anal sex (for example, a penis being put into an anus); and,
 sexual intercourse (for example, a penis being put into a vagina).
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Sexual misconduct: refers to unwanted, uninvited, or coerced touching of a sexual nature, or
unwanted or uninvited sexual commentary. Examples of sexual misconduct include such things
as:
 lewd or blatant sexual comments that make someone feel uncomfortable, uneasy, or
unsafe;
 kissing without permission or forced kissing;
 touching of body or private parts in a sexual way without permission;
 grabbing, fondling, or rubbing up against someone in a sexual way, even if over clothing;
and,
 taking a sexual experience further than wanted, even if consent was given for minor
sexual contact such as kissing or touching, without it leading to sexual intercourse.
Stalking: refers to instances where one has been contacted, followed, or harassed when a person
did not want these types of contact to occur, when a person asked that contact be stopped, or
when a person felt fearful during the contact. Examples of stalking behaviors include such things
as:
 making unwanted phone calls;
 making unwanted emails, texts, or social media messages;
 posting unwanted messages, pictures/photos, or videos of a person on social networking
sites;
 someone “showing up” or waiting for a person when that person does not want them to
be there;
 spying on, watching, or following someone, either in-person or using a device or
software; and,
 leaving unwanted objects or gifts for someone to find.
Note: Does not include actions taken by bill collectors, telephone solicitors, or other sales
people.
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