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ABSTRACT

KEYWORDS

This article is a discourse analysis of a large Northwestern research
university’s official communications regarding sexual violence for
a 15-month time frame. Through close reading of these communications, we found that concurrent with high levels of criticism in
the spring of 2014 over the university’s handling of a high-profile
rape case, the university advanced dissonant discourses of risk
and responsibility in its communications regarding sexual violence. At both the institutional and individual levels, these dissonant discourses work to construct who is at risk of committing
or experiencing sexual violence, and who is responsible for preventing and responding to it. In conclusion, we discuss possible
implications for these dissonant discourses on the future of campus sexual violence prevention and university response.
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Introduction
Title IX of the Education Amendments of 1972 is federal law in the United States
banning discrimination on the basis of sex in federally funded education programs. Under Title IX, college and university campuses, as opposed to the sole
jurisdiction of the criminal justice system, became apparatuses through which
campus sexual violence would be reported, investigated, and adjudicated (Karjane,
Fisher, and Cullen 2005; Lott, Reilly, and Howard 1982). Over the following
decades, survivor and activist narratives, public outcry, and scholarly attention
intensified over campus sexual violence and the perceived lack of appropriate
university response. In 2011, application of Title IX to cases of sexual harassment
and assault became a major focus of the Department of Education’s Office for
Civil Rights (Ali 2011). Then vice president Joe Biden and then US secretary of
education Arne Duncan released guidance for higher education institutions seeking to combat campus sexual violence. This guidance included a “Dear Colleague”
letter from Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights Russlynn Ali that argued campus
sexual violence is a crime that deprives students (particularly women) of equal
access to education, and thus falls under the rubric of Title IX (Ali 2011). In
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addition to the legal requirements of Title IX, higher education institutions must
also comply with the Jeanne Clery Disclosure of Campus Security and Campus
Crime Statistics Act of 1990. The Clery Act provides guidance for university
reporting of sexual violence and other crimes. Higher education institutions that
receive federal financial aid are required to collect and report data on crimes that
happen on or near their campuses.1 As of 2013, the Clery Act stipulates universities must also detail an institution’s programs for preventing and reporting these
crimes as well as any relevant training programs for incoming students and
employees. Additionally, the act specifically requires universities to give timely
notifications of crimes that pose a threat to students. In 2014, the Office for Civil
Rights put pressure on some higher education institutions by publishing an initial
list of 55 universities under investigation for potentially violating aspects of these
federal laws in their responses (or lack of responses) to campus sexual violence.2
Higher education institutions have continued to be an important source of
communication around sexual violence through the provision of educational
materials for students, campus crime reports, and press releases relating to
instances of sexual violence on campus. In light of #MeToo, it is crucial to
investigate the processes through which institutional discourses of sexual
violence are delivered from universities to their students and to theorize
what effects this may have on campus cultures. Such discourses – and the
institutional logics behind them – are the focus of our research.
We initially asked: What themes are present and/or absent from official
university communications regarding sexual violence at large public universities? Through collecting and analyzing these official communications from
a university’s President’s Office (PO), Dean of Students (DOS), University
Police Department (UPD), and required university-provided online trainings
for students (Haven Online Training [HOT]), we further specified our
original research question: What different institutional discourses are circulated at this university and how are they circulated? Furthermore, how do
university communications frame individual and institutional risk and
responsibility in regard to sexual violence? We found that the University of
the Pacific Northwest (UPNW)3 generates dissonant discourses around sexual
violence (see Appendix A for a list of acronyms). UPNW, through multiple
offices with their particular focuses, offers inconsistent and contradictory
language as it engages with statutory goals and legalistic discourse, the
university’s own review panel reports and campus climate surveys, and the
demands of feminist and student activists on campus. At both the institutional and individual levels, these dissonant discourses construct who is at
risk of committing or experiencing sexual violence, and (our main focus
here) who is responsible for preventing and responding to it. In conclusion,
we discuss the policy implications of these dissonant discourses on the future
of campus sexual violence prevention and response.
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Campus context
Since the Dear Colleague Letter, survivors of campus sexual violence have
filed Title IX complaints for “deliberate indifference,” many further arguing
that their institutions have promoted unsafe educational environments,
engaged in gender-based discrimination, and either did not respond to – or
deliberately suppressed – allegations. Universities have primarily responded
with the provision of online programs (such as HOT) and “cooperation
pledges” (The Chronicle of Higher Education 2016).
In the midst of this shifting higher education landscape, on March 9, 2014,
the father of a student at UPNW reported to UPD that three UPNW basketball players had raped his daughter the night before. UPD documented the
alleged incident, but did not immediately report it to the campus community
as it had with similar crimes in compliance with the Clery Act. On March 13,
UPD filed their report and assigned a detective that began an investigation
the following day. UPD did not interview the alleged perpetrators until
nearly a month after the report was first filed. UPD closed the investigation
on April 8 and the DistrictAttorney declined to press charges. Throughout
the investigation, the alleged perpetrators continued to play basketball for
UPNW during the championship season. The UPNW administration and
basketball coach received the formal police report on April 24, and on May 1
the basketball players were dismissed from the team and suspended from
UPNW. It was not until May 5 that the local community became aware of the
rape allegations through a combination of media reports and institutional
communications from UPNW.
In a public statement released on May 7, the county district attorney stated
that the case had been “no-filed” because it did not meet the state’s burden of
proof. The district attorney’s news release details the statements of all involved,
using the term “report” for the alleged perpetrators’ account and “claim” for the
survivor’s account (Gardner 2014). Since there was no dispute that the incident
described by the survivor happened, the case of the district attorney focused
primarily on legal consent. While the statement includes information relevant to
legal consent (impairment, verbalized rescinding of consent, nonverbalized
rescinding of consent, etc.), it also contains irrelevant information including
that the survivor had a sexual encounter with an uninvolved person the
following day and that she remembered her taxi fare (Gardner 2014). Through
media coverage, it was brought to light that one of the alleged perpetrators had
previously been suspended for sexual violence at his former university – an
aspect of the case excluded from the district attorney’s statement or any of
UPNW’s institutional communications (Dietz 2015, 2016).
In January 2015, the survivor, “Jane Doe,” filed a lawsuit against UPNW.
First, the survivor’s suit alleged that UPNW deliberately recruited one of the
alleged perpetrators even though the head basketball coach knew or should
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have known this student had previously been suspended for sexual violence –
a “deliberate indifference” that risked the safety of UPNW students (Jane Doe
v. University 2015). Second, the suit charged that UPNW administration had
violated the Family Educational Rights and Privacy Act (FERPA) when it
ordered Doe’s UPNW Health Center counseling and medical records be
released to the university’s attorneys (Jane Doe v. University 2015).4
While UPNW’s interim president made a public statement that UPNW
would support Doe, UPNW was drawing up a countersuit against her –
revealing to the campus community elements of dissonant discourses. UPNW
countersued the survivor for their outside attorney fees, claiming her suit was
“frivolous, unreasonable, and without foundation” and alleged that Doe – not
UPNW – was the one creating an unsafe environment on campus (Jane Doe
v. University 2015). UPNW’s counterclaim alleged that Doe – because she
had publicly charged UPNW with illegally pulling her records – would
discourage future survivors from reporting rapes for fear of their counseling
and medical records also being released (Jane Doe v. University 2015).
Ultimately, the survivor settled with UPNW outside of court and continued to attend UPNW. While the alleged perpetrators were expelled for
student conduct code violations, none of the students had sexual misconduct
markers placed on their transcripts. The alleged perpetrators later sued
UPNW unsuccessfully over the university’s handling of the case. Two of
the three alleged perpetrators went on to practice with or play for other
universities, and one now plays in the NBA (Dietz 2015, 2016).
Commissioned in the wake of the Jane Doe case, the UPNW’s President’s
Review Panel Report (2014) issued on December 9, called for an institutional
response that would be “fully coordinated and centrally led,” through
a “comprehensive plan to prevent and respond to incidents of sexual misconduct.” This plan would include several elements requested by various
constituencies including a new bystander intervention program to be implemented by fall 2015: increased prevention education programming, funding
to expand the Sexual Wellness Awareness Team, a biannual sexual violence
campus climate survey, two full-time staff members to the Office of the Dean
of Students, and required participation in a peer-to-peer prevention program
with the student government.
The institution in which the survivor would continue their attendance sent
a final letter from the president stating that these litigation efforts and
“underlying incident” had “fueled mistrust and divided our community”
and reiterated that none of the “coaches, administrators, or other university
personnel acted wrongfully” or “failed to live up to the high moral standards
that we value” (PO 2015). In the letter that appears to be a formal communication at the end of the legal case, the off-key note struck is that UPNW did
nothing wrong, students should no longer discuss it or “debate the incident,”
and the survivor caused division – between the institution and its students.
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The handling of this case exemplifies a campus context of competing
institutional logics where the institution is simultaneously attempting to
attend to protecting itself legally and protecting survivors. In fact, the reasoning given for the counterlawsuit was to protect future survivors from being
fearful of reporting, by offering evidence that no legal wrongdoing occurred.
These competing institutional logics, within and across university offices, are
the frameworks that produce dissonant discourses. Discourses of policy and
the challenges of navigating a publicized case impact institutional communication through competing institutional logics of adhering to legal requirements and attending to students’ concerns through use of survivor-centered
discourses. The campus context of a publicized case and the legal context of
Title IX requirements help to shape institutional logics that create dissonant
discourses across and within university offices. We define dissonant discourses as those that provide a contradictory or confounding account of the
causes of sexual violence, thus likely precluding effective approaches to
preventing and responding to it. Institution here is defined as the formal
organizational and administrative rules and norms that inform, guide, and
constrain interactions in a shared space. Policy frameworks lay out the set of
procedures or goals to be used in decision-making or to guide implementation of institutional policies. The policy framework discourse around sexual
violence at UPNW is dissonant: among other inconsistencies discussed
below, while the university charges itself with creating a cohesive plan to
address sexual violence, it also diffuses that responsibility to a wider campus
public it refers to as “all of us.”
In this article, we argue that dissonant discourses of sexual violence at
institutions like UPNW are produced by and through incoherent information distribution and policies on sexual violence in a process that then
reproduces those same incoherencies. Contributing to this incoherence is
the fact that various university offices communicate to different constituencies for different purposes, and thus use different terms to mean the same or
similar things. We conclude by offering suggestions for large public universities seeking to prevent and respond to incidents of sexual violence.
Discourses of sexual violence
We situate this work in literatures on the creation and perpetuation of rape
myths and rape culture (Berger et al. 1986; Burt 1980; Deming et al. 2013;
Fonow, Richardson, and Wemmerus 1992, McMahon 2010), survivorcentered feminist approaches to sexual violence (Alcoff and Gray 1993;
Bedera and Nordmeyer 2015; Butler 2004; Gilson 2016; Hollander and
Rodgers 2014; Mardorossian 2002; Naples 2003), institutional betrayal
(Freyd 2014; Smith and Freyd 2014), and institutional logics (Edelman
2017; Vaughan 1998). Scholars in these fields highlight the potency and
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endurance of myths, misconceptions, and reluctance of institutions to
address sexual violence. Taken together, each of these literatures has helped
to shape the study of who is at risk of being sexually assaulted, who is
responsible for addressing sexual violence and how, and the impacts of
these discourses more broadly.
Policies, practices, and discourses around sexual violence have been of
particular interest to feminist scholars researching how institutions foster
environments where sexual violence is normalized, insufficiently addressed,
and/or actively punished. In this article, we define discourses not as mere
means of communication, but as practices and events based on institutional
logics that shape values and goals. Patterns of behavior and the identification
of cultural values through organizational communications create belief systems, define words’ and actions’ meanings, and enable actors to legitimate
social structures and relations of power (Bourdieu 1991; Schall 1983). These
institutional logics are the result of the overlap between legal fields – legal
actors and institutions that produce rules and laws to organize a society –
and the ways in which educational institutions are themselves organized,
managed, and oriented toward particular goals and objectives. Institutional
logics may be primarily legal, feminist-focused, intersectional, and so forth.
According to law endogeneity theory (Edelman 2017), laws and regulations
are produced by legal actors and institutions, but informed and influenced
by other organizations such as universities. In this sense, Title IX was
created to regulate universities’ behavior, and educational institutions
respond by creating programs and policies to symbolize the observance of
the law. In other words, institutional logics regarding sexual violence seek to
ensure the existence and implementation of programs stipulated by Title IX,
paying little attention to the effectiveness of these policies. This overlapping
space between legal and organizational fields is precisely the space where
dissonant discourses are most clearly fostered, as actors, offices, or programs
within and across institutions follow different and contradictory institutional logics. At UPNW, we found that despite the expectation of
a primary logic being used to frame a particular office (for example, the
expectation that UPD is framed through legal logics and thus uses legal
discourses), the language coming from each office includes an array of
discourses, ultimately dissonant ones, that attempt to attend to students’
concern for more survivor-centered approaches and also their legal concerns. Thus, our findings reveal that dissonant discourses are deployed both
between and within offices.
Rape myths

Discourses, as well as discursive silences, both reflect and shape ways of
knowing, identities, and social relations – which in turn shape discourse
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(Jørgensen and Phillips 2002). Important discourses regarding sexual violence include the perpetuation of rape myths, which have been critiqued by
feminists whose opposition to such myths has helped to inform a survivorcentered approach to sexual violence. Rape myths can be defined as “prejudicial, stereotyped, or false beliefs about rape, rape victims, and rapists”
that “create a climate hostile to rape victims” (Burt 1980, 217). Rape myths
work to frame conversations about who is at risk of experiencing and
perpetrating sexual violence and often place the onus on victims for preventing sexual violence. Common rape myths suggest, for example, that sexual
violence occurs outdoors or in public spaces, that the perpetrator is
a stranger to the survivor, and that individual behavior such as drinking
alcohol or wearing certain clothing legitimates sexual violence. For example,
Alabama A&M University responded to reports of a professor’s sexual misconduct in 2016 with the closing of university gates, increased lighting,
visitor check-ins, and provision of HOT – none of which addressed the
particular sexual misconduct (Hugine 2016).
These myths contradict the reality that most rapes are perpetrated by
attackers known to the survivor (such as faculty, coworkers, fraternity and
sorority siblings, or other students) and that while alcohol may be used as
a tool to control victims, it is not the potential victim’s responsibility to
refrain from everyday social activities (National Sexual Violence Resource
Center 2017). Rape myths are reproduced at both the individual and institutional levels and create an environment where rape victims/survivors are less
likely to view their experiences of sexual violence as a rape, where disclosure
or reporting is forestalled, and sexual violence on campus is normalized
(Deming et al. 2013). This underreporting (connected with the myth that
victims lie about sexual violence) contributes to underestimations of the
frequency of sexual violence (Smith and Freyd 2014). On campuses, individuals and institutions draw from rape myths to negotiate definitions of rape,
to attribute responsibility, and to strategize responses to ambiguous rape
scenarios.
Risk, responsibility, and consent

One key aspect of survivor-centered discourses is the construction of vulnerability. Survivor-centered feminist research takes the concept of feminized
vulnerability as a central framework for understanding sexual violence
(Butler 2004; Gilson 2016). The construction of vulnerable subjects is often
based in hegemonic conceptions of gender and sexuality, which means that
survivors are simultaneously cast as powerless, weak, immature, and lacking
agency as well as wholly responsible for their behavior and the behavior of
others. For example, Bedera and Nordmeyer (2015) argue that prevention
tips aimed at survivors ultimately tell women that they are always vulnerable
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to attack and, paradoxically, are expected to prevent sexual violence. This
characterization of vulnerable subjects allows institutions to elide the ways in
which they create vulnerabilities and promote the privatization of responsibilities (Gilson 2016). According to Gilson, “Rhetoric surrounding sexual
violence prevention often individualizes prevention, orienting it toward
achieving a valorized invulnerability, and lacks a substantive social component” (Gilson 2016, 77). Similarly, Hollander and Rodgers (2014) show that
media reports, which rarely present any evidence that women resist sexual
violence, “reinforce a conventional narrative that assumes women’s vulnerability to assault and their inability to respond to it effectively” (358).
Furthermore, institutional policies may appear to be gender-neutral, but in
fact have gendered consequences that facilitate sexual violence (Armstrong,
Hamilton, and Sweeny 2006).
Importantly, Vaughan (1998) argues that institutions do not necessarily
engage in organizational misconduct through calculated attempts to mitigate
costs and do engage in this misconduct despite anticipated legal penalties or
harmful consequences. She suggests that analysis of institutional decisionmaking must consider cultural contexts, political battles, external contingencies, and so forth, rather than the decontextualized rational choice model.
This may help to elucidate the approach taken by UPNW to respond to
a lawsuit with a counterlawsuit. Taking into consideration campus concerns
that students would not be able to trust the Counseling Office for fear of
confidentiality being broken, and growing visibility over the lawsuit and the
alleged mishandling of student information, UPNW chose to deploy a timely
response by countersuing the survivor and simultaneously attempting to
regain trust from the campus community by making the case that there
were no legal grounds for the student’s lawsuit.
Per Title IX, institutions must make decisions about how to respond to
instances of sexual assault that protect students within the bounds of a legal
framework. Importantly, Collins (2016) points out that because Title IX is
a civil rather than a criminal law, institutions, in fact, have the unique
opportunity to implement strategies for prevention and protection that
extend beyond a criminal justice approach. However, Collins argues that
this opportunity has been overshadowed by institutions that privilege
a criminalized approach of compliance that promotes police involvement
and punishment.
Scholarly discussions around sexual consent are multifaceted, further
highlighting the complexities of the ways institutions and individuals understand, enact, and determine consent (Muehlenhard et al. 2016). Muehlenhard
et al. discuss those “characteristics of college life that increase women’s risk of
sexual assault” (2016, 460). These characteristics include limited student
knowledge, gendered sexual expectations of students, party culture, and use
of alcohol. Bedera (2017) argues that college men who have taken university-
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mandated trainings on sexual consent claim to obtain verbal consent in their
sexual interactions with women, while simultaneously citing other nonverbal
cues as evidence of sexual consent in specific past sexual encounters. Using
hegemonic masculinity (Connell 1987) as a framework, Bedera theorizes that
college men’s deployment of feminist-informed discourses of sexual consent
is a strategy to appear more sexually desirable to women, while still allowing
them to enact sexual aggression in private. Thus, trainings on consent and
students’ ability to parrot back definitions of consent may be inadequate for
changing institutional and broader cultures that encourage men’s sexual
aggression.
Feminist literature regarding campus sexual violence identifies the importance of education in diminishing the frequency of sexual violence as well as
the role of educational institutions themselves in reproducing a culture of
violence. Importantly, few researchers have addressed the way the institution
of a college campus itself constructs consent and therefore encourages and/or
discourages sexual violence. In their study of college students who have
experienced sexual violence, Smith and Freyd (2014) suggest that institutions
actually have the power to cause further harm to sexual violence survivors in
a concept they call “institutional betrayal,” which “refers to wrongdoings
perpetrated by an institution upon individuals dependent on that institution,
including failure to prevent or respond supportively to wrongdoings by
individuals (e.g. sexual assault) committed within the context of the institution” (Freyd 2018, 1). Smith and Freyd have developed a robust trauma
theory that outlines the process by which institutions take on the pathology
of individual perpetrators. This process involves institutional denial of the
behavior of perpetrators, attacks on the survivor/confronter/reporter, and
attempts to reverse the roles of survivor and perpetrator in the narrative
(Fitzgerald and Freyd 2017; Freyd 2018). This is a particular response to
sexual violence known as Deny, Attack, and Reverse Victim and Offender
(DARVO). Furthermore, Holland, Cortina, and Freyd (2018) have illuminated the problem of institutional-level “conflicting directives” in their
investigation of university reporting procedures at 150 universities. They
show that dissonant directives around policies of “compelled disclosure” or
mandatory reporting of sexual violence (with or without the survivor’s
consent) negatively impact survivors, university employees, and the institutions themselves. University policies around reporting may violate survivor
consent (betrayal), silence or disempower future survivors, and ultimately
lead universities to rely on discourses of legal liability over proper concern
and support for survivors (Holland, Cortina, and Freyd 2018).
Combating durable rape myths in institutional and public discourses is
difficult work, but scholars and university activists have developed survivorcentered feminist approaches to understanding and attending to the realities
of sexual violence. The implication for universities, however, is that
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universities must actually implement programs for educating the campus
community about the power of rape myths and focus on the empowerment
of survivors through ensuring that survivors always have control of each step
of any reporting process. Alcoff and Gray argue that this approach works best
“to reposition the problem from the individual psyche to the social sphere
where it rightfully belongs, and to empower victims to act constructively on
own [sic] behalf and thus make the transition from passive victim to active
survivor” (1993, 261–262). Understanding sexual violence as a social problem
involves attending to issues of consent, risk, rape culture, and gendered
expectations. These issues cannot be fully understood without examining
the institutions involved in constructing them.
In sum, a feminist survivor-centered approach to campus sexual violence
highlights the role that higher education institutions play in shaping the ways
that students, faculty, staff, and administrators understand sexual consent
and conceptualize, prevent, and respond to sexual violence. Despite the
growing prevalence of feminist, survivor-centered discourses, competing
rape myth discourses remain durable influences on institutional constructions of victims, perpetrators, survivors, risk, and responsibility. In this
article, we focus on institutional discourses that relay information to students
and campus community members regarding who is at risk of experiencing
sexual violence and who is responsible for addressing it.
Methods
Institutional discourses on sexual violence are communicated to students
most frequently through university-wide e-mails, mandatory programming
and trainings, and other formal statements from representatives of the
institution to the student body. Our analysis highlights patterns of institutional language and programming that are internally inconsistent or in
conflict with the stated goals of the discourse or institution itself. We
collected only official university communications available online. These
e-mails, websites, and online activities are either distributed or are available
to all students. Pamphlets, signs, speakers, and other physical documents are
not necessarily available to all students. Our goal was to construct a data
archive that would closely mirror what the average student might see. We
identified university offices from which to collect data by searching the
university website using eight search terms.5 We chose terms of three
types: (a) terms a survivor would potentially search following an experience
of sexual violence; (b) terms a student would potentially recall from mandatory orientation; and (c) terms a student would potentially recall from
university crime alerts. Four university offices appeared most frequently in
the search results for these eight terms: the President’s Office, Around the
U (a blog published through the President’s Office), Dean of Students
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Office, and University Police Department. Along with the reports from
these offices, we completed and collected data from the two required trainings for incoming students under 21 years of age: AlcoholEdu and Haven
Online Training, which are designed to inform students about responsible
alcohol behavior and “consent in sexual relationships” (HOT 2014). These
programs are both administered through the office of the Dean of Students.
We originally defined our data collection period as January 2014 to
December 2014, but extended the period through March 2015 to include
communications regarding the Jane Doe case.6 Between January 2014 and
March 2015, we collected a total of 438 pages of documents (58 from the
President’s Office, 35 from Around the U, 44 from the Dean of Students
Office, 70 from the University Police Department, and 231 from the Haven
and Alcohol EDU online trainings). Data include a combination of texts and
images that do not allow for interreliability tests such as kappa statistics.
Instead, we carried out a discourse analysis on three levels: text, context, and
interpretation. The first focused on the textual form of the discourse; that is,
the level of words, sentences, and grammatical structures that shape, characterize, and endow discourses with content. For this level of analysis, we utilized
ATLAS.ti to arrange, assemble, and inductively code data. We discussed and
coded the documents in collaboration, shared a list of code definitions,
checked in frequently to ensure we were in agreement about the meanings
of all codes, and discussed the relationships between the central search words
and phrases and relevant empty signifiers (those words and phrases up for
debate). From this process, the data produced 192 separate codes. “Risk” and
“Responsibility” emerged as overarching themes in the data.
In the second level, we focused on the context. We aimed to understand
discourses as produced by different offices with their own discursive logics,
and within the same institution – inserted in a specific college culture,
space, and time. Therefore, we framed our research in the period surrounding and after Jane Doe’s case and the implementation of the HOT
program.
Third and finally, we established connections between the discourses
analyzed and the institutional role in addressing sexual violence, and the
positioning of responsibility toward victims and perpetrators. As a group, we
then collectively reread and analyzed all documents containing these codes.
The findings for this article are the results of our focused analysis of these
communications.
Findings
First, we show that the language in UPNW’s official communications regarding sexual violence uses inconsistent or contradictory terminology and definitions. These contradictory discourses reflect the deployment of multiple

JOURNAL OF WOMEN, POLITICS & POLICY

155

and at times contradictory institutional logics of a criminal justice framework, which sometimes involves rape myths and a survivor-centered
framework. Second, we discuss institutional-level discourses regarding the
institution’s role in addressing sexual violence as well as individual-level
discourses regarding survivors and perpetrators of sexual violence. While
we understand institutions and individuals as intrinsically linked, we separate
them in our analysis to highlight the way that responsibility is clearly
delineated by the university in certain moments and muddied in others.
Naming sexual violence: Incoherent discourses

The use of myriad terms for sexual-violence-related issues produces dissonance in UPNW’s communications regarding sexual violence. Some terms,
such as “sex crime,” “complainant,” and “the accused,” are plainly legal
terms, used primarily by the UPD in their communications to students
about crimes that have occurred on campus. Others, such as “sexual misconduct,” are more quasi-legal in nature, reflecting the University’s Student
Code of Conduct. Still others, such as “perpetrator” and “survivor,” reflect
UPNW’s intermittent engagement with feminist or survivor-centered discourses of sexual violence. The incoherency of terms used reflects competing
institutional logics on campus that provide students with what we argue are
dissonant discursive frameworks for understanding risk, responsibility, and
consent in regard to sexual violence. Terms for perpetrators of sexual violence that appear in our data include: abuser, accused, assailant, participant,
and perpetrator. Terms for survivors of sexual violence include: survivor,
victim, accuser, complainant, and reporter. Terms for acts relating to sexual
violence include: assault, aggravated assault, prohibited discrimination, rape,
sex crime, sex offense, sexual assault, sexual harassment, physical harassment,
sexual misconduct, and sexual violence. Furthermore, many euphemistic
terms are used to imply sexual violence, such as “unwanted behavior”
(President’s Review Panel Report 2014), “unwanted sexual behavior” (HOT
2014; PO 2014), a lack of “consent in sexual relationships” (HOT 2014),
being “taken advantage of, hurt, or worse” (HOT 2014), “the pressures of
intimacy” (President’s Review Panel Report 2014), and “unacceptable behaviors” (President’s Review Panel Report 2014).
In one set of UPD’s “Safety Tips,” the legal definition of the situation
allows UPD to make an important note about consent into a question of
whether or not a perpetrator would want to see themselves as a lawbreaker:
“Don’t touch people against their will, or without their consent (and incapacitated or unconscious people are not able to legally consent); this is
a crime. Do not attempt to impair someone through intoxication or other
means. Do not ‘spike’ food or beverage in an attempt to impair someone; this
is illegal” (UPD 2014). And even more intense legal language appears later in
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another iteration of “Safety Tips” when UPD changes the end of this phrase
to “this is a felony” (UPD 2014). There is also one notable occurrence in
which the University Police Department released a “Campus Crime Alert”
about a “burglary” in which a man broke into a university student’s offcampus apartment and committed an act of sexual violence (touching her in
her bed without consent) before committing the aforementioned burglary
and fleeing the scene. UPD later released the following apology:
Some readers have expressed concern about the use of the phrase “burglary” in the
Campus Crime Alert. … An explanation and apology: The word was used not to
characterize the crime, but as a descriptor, synonymous with “break-in” to generally set the stage for the detail of the incident that was provided. A person broke
into a resident [sic], and then committed other crimes that are described. In the
online version, the word has been replaced by “incident.” There was absolutely no
intent to minimize the very disturbing situation, which involved the violation of
a person’s personal space and touching without consent, in addition to stealing
money. … As [the city police]’s news release details, legal probable cause exists
for the crimes of Physical Harassment, Burglary in the First Degree, and Theft in
the Second Degree. We sincerely apologize to anyone who felt that the wording of
the notice overlooked the seriousness of the survivor’s experience. (emphasis
added; UPD 2014a)

The plurality of competing terms and struggles over terminology reveal the
extent to which legal and quasi-legal discourses of sex crimes and sexual
misconduct render feminist conceptualizations of and responses to sexual
violence illegible in official university communications. Survivor-centered
discourses are largely (though not wholly) at odds with legal and quasilegal language precisely because the latter helps shift from a focus on education, consent, and survivor support to issues of legality. Because UPD and
UPNW writ large adhere to the strictures of quasi-legal terminology regarding acts of sexual violence, structural issues of responsibility and risk become
difficult to address. Indeed, in UPD’s apology, we see the police department
referring to the “violation of a person’s” space and body in passive voice;
here, both gender as a predictive factor for risk of victimization and the
agency of the perpetrator in assaulting the survivor disappear into the quasilegal terminology employed by UPD. Thus, feminist framings of sexual
violence, which emphasize the gendered nature of violence and focus on
survivors’ experiences, are rendered invisible in official university communications from UPD.
Because the discourses that an institution employs are often context
specific and thus may vary based on the intended audience for any particular
communication, one might claim the use of competing terms within official
university communications regarding sexual violence is justified. However,
campus-based research and activism, Title IX guidance, and the UPNW’s
President’s Review Panel Report each call specifically for coordinated and
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comprehensive strategies to prevent and respond to sexual violence. In fact, it
is precisely Title IX’s civil versus criminal focus that allows universities the
opportunity to develop strategies aimed at prevention outside of a criminal
justice approach. By recognizing this unique context, we argue that institutions have the ability to deploy a coherent institutional logic that can both
attend to federal mandates and establish survivor-centered practices.
Institutional-level discourses

Research indicates that institutions, as socializing agents that produce and
reproduce norms around sexual violence, are implicated in facilitating rape
myths through discourses and practices (Edwards et al. 2011; Katz and
Moore 2013). Thus, it is crucial to study the ways the university as institution
discursively constructs its own role in the prevention of sexual violence. In
official communications, UPNW claims a willingness to produce effective,
survivor-centered policies. However, responsibility for the prevention of
sexual violence is frequently assigned to potential victims, bystanderstudents, and the campus community rather than to the institution as an
actor with considerable power to influence campus culture.
On September 19, 2014, the Barack Obama administration launched “It’s
On Us,” an awareness campaign that asks individuals:
to recognize that non-consensual sex is sexual assault, to identify situations in
which sexual assault may occur, to intervene in situations where consent has not or
cannot be given, and to create an environment in which sexual assault is unacceptable and survivors are supported. (ItsOnUs.org 2014)

Though UPNW adopted the It’s On Us campaign in its own prevention
materials, through various outlets of official communication UPNW assigns
responsibility for preventing sexual violence unevenly (that is, it’s on some of
“us” more than others) and obscures institutional causes for sexual violence.
For instance, according to the interim president’s testimony to the state
legislature, posted on the President’s Office website:
It [sexual violence] doesn’t start when students enter college and doesn’t end when
they leave. However, research shows us that the unique circumstances in college –
in which young adults are gaining their independence, testing their boundaries and
having some of their first experiences with sex and alcohol – make them particularly vulnerable. This places a great responsibility on and opportunity for universities to make a difference in the lives of their students. (PO 2014)

Here, the slippage between discussions of institutional responsibility and
individual-level risks are clear. To start, the president names the college as
an institutional setting where unique circumstances – including those that
facilitate sexual violence – occur. We could interpret this to mean that the
institution as a structure facilitates situations where sexual violence is more
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likely. Instead, the university warns students that they are at a vulnerable
time in their life, locating that vulnerability in the students and their behavior
and naturalizing that behavior as always occurring at a particular time, rather
than recognizing that it is frequently the institution itself that renders
students vulnerable to sexual violence. In the interim president’s framing, it
is not the institution which provides access to fraternities, parties, and dorm
life that creates situations where sexual violence is more likely. Rather, it is
individual students who drink and have sex.
Similarly, according to the President’s Office, the university has “the
opportunity to define and promote positive, healthy behavior that emphasizes the ability of individuals to recognize positive choices, and to make
them” (President’s Review Panel Report 2014). The PO highlights the institution’s responsibility “to make a difference” in the lives of students –
however, this broad articulation of “students” makes it unclear for which
students (perpetrator or survivor) they intend to make a difference.
Furthermore, in this quote, the onus is on individual students to make
“positive choices” that reduce their risk of victimization. In official UPNW
communications, the shadowy institution remains as the setting or background, but is not constructed as an actor responsible for preventing sexual
violence.
Importantly, even in communications where the institution implicates
itself in facilitating sexual violence, we found that it simultaneously charges
individuals – students, faculty, staff, and community members – with the task
of preventing sexual violence through behavioral changes. As an illustration,
the only instance in our sample in which UPNW takes full institutional
responsibility for sexual violence is in its assessment of Fraternity and
Sorority Life (FSL). UPNW’s Senate Task Force Report, which was dispersed
to the university community through the Office of the President, stated of
FSL: “Guys who joined a fraternity then committed three times as many
sexual assaults as those who didn’t join. It is reasonable to conclude that
fraternities turn men into guys more likely to rape” (Senate Task Force
Report 2014). During a period of public comment following the Jane Doe
case, fraternity members agreed that expansion of FSL would likely be
harmful without stronger institutional changes. In this instance, UPNW
clearly identified and communicated the increased probability of participating in an institutionally sanctioned organization (FSL) on perpetuating sexual violence. The university does not correspondingly suggest institutional
changes it should implement as a response to such institutionally situated
vulnerabilities, however, even as the report cites other universities who have
made institutional-level changes to address the high rates of sexual violence
in FSL. Examples of these more institutional-level changes include: Wesleyan
University, which forced fraternities to include women; Amherst College,
which banned fraternities altogether; and several other universities that have
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revoked the special privileges that the Greek system enjoys. Following its
investigation of two fraternities that allegedly drugged women, UPNW put
one fraternity on social probation, and no information was given about
further action taken regarding the other. In 2017 FSL at UPNW was
expanded to include a new sorority, thus indicating that UPNW has not
made plans to shut down or even shrink Greek life as an institutional
response to high rates of sexual violence on campus. In these examples,
although the university states it has a responsibility for preventing sexual
violence, an effective institutional response is already precluded because of
the overly individualistic construction of the problem.
Individual-level discourses: Blurring and blaming

Official university discourses about perpetrators and survivors are often
ambiguous with respect to who, if anyone, is responsible for committing,
preventing, and responding to sexual violence. We found that individuallevel discourses at UPNW construct such responsibility in two primary ways:
on the one hand through blurring the lines between perpetrators and survivors, and on the other hand through alternately blaming survivors, perpetrators, “all of us,” and, sometimes, no one. As shown in the previous section,
the institution rarely constructs itself as responsible as an institution for the
occurrence of sexual violence. Operating concurrently, these dissonant discourses reflect inconsistent institutional logics at UPNW that obscure who is
ultimately responsible for incidents of sexual violence.
Blurring

Some university communications blur distinctions between perpetrators
and survivors of sexual violence, constructing both parties as similarly
impacted by campus sexual violence. In the Dean of Students’ (DOS)
Alcohol EDU training, students are told, “Being impacted by behaviors of
students who misuse and abuse alcohol or are involved in some form of
sexual misconduct can all be significant barriers to academic success” (DOS
2014a). This raises the questions: Who is being impacted, and who is doing
the impacting? It seems as though the message of this statement is that all
parties involved in “sexual misconduct” are negatively impacted by campus
sexual violence, be they perpetrators, survivors, or bystanders of such
“misconduct.” Similarly, the DOS’s HOT presents itself as a training dedicated to teaching students how to obtain consent in “sexual relationships,”
but the program does not discuss what the specific potential harms of being
sexually assaulted might be. Instead, HOT vaguely communicates “negative
consequences” for any involved parties and “barriers to educational access”
for survivors (HOT 2014).
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Themes of risk and responsibility feature prominently throughout individual-level discourses regarding sexual violence at UPNW. Whereas
a discussion of “risk” and sexual violence could be assumed to focus on the
potential for harm via victimization, UPNW’s communications sometimes
flip the discourse of risk to focus on the potential for harm via perpetration;
that is, perpetrators are constructed as being “at risk” for committing sexual
violence. For instance, one of the first interactions with the institution that
a new student encounters is Haven Online Training, a program administered
through DOS that all students under age 21 are required to take. HOT
describes a hypothetical party, at which a male student named “Parker”
provides a female student with alcohol in an attempt to make her amenable
to having sex with him. The training teaches students, “‘Taking her home’
after she has been drinking is a dangerous decision. If Parker intends to have
sex with her, he is risking committing sexual assault” (HOT 2014). Here,
HOT’s concern is directed at Parker: The implication of the training is that
Parker’s decision is dangerous for him as a potential perpetrator of sexual
violence. The hypothetical scenario identifies Parker’s intent as being paramount to whether or not he will be committing what is constituted as
a sexual assault. This is at odds with what DOS has articulated elsewhere
regarding intent; namely, that the “harasser’s intent is irrelevant as to
whether the behavior constitutes harassment” (HOT 2014). Perpetrators are
thus constructed by UNPW as being at risk for committing sexual violence;
in framing risk in this way, UPNW again blurs distinctions between perpetrators and survivors, and thus steers official communications away from
a feminist survivor-centered discourse. Since using alcohol and other drugs
to decrease inhibitions is by definition nonconsent according to information
UPNW has already provided, the softening language of “risking committing
sexual assault” serves to shift blame away from the perpetrator and blurs the
roles that different types of actors – most crucially, perpetrators and the
institution itself – play in facilitating sexual violence.
Similarly, UPD cautions potential perpetrators, “Don’t spike anyone’s food
or drink, or try to get them impaired. That can be a felony” (emphasis added)
(UPD 2014). Here, UPD reinforces the same risk as HOT above. Perpetrators
are at risk only if they are caught, prosecuted, and convicted. UPD does not
articulate that the perpetrator is at risk of harming someone else, or even at
risk of harming themselves through immoral or violent behavior toward
others. UPD focuses solely on the legality of potentially being caught committing a crime. Spiking someone’s food or drink to get them impaired “can”
be a felony, but is not necessarily a felony according to UPD’s communication. UPD strays away from education on consent (where one cannot consent
when impaired) and instead frames the perpetrator in somewhat blurry legal
and criminal terms, where the perpetrator may be committing a crime.
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Blaming

Who is ultimately responsible for sexual violence? Unlike a strict adherence
to rape myths discourse, which would place blame for sexual violence solely
on women, dissonant discourses at UPNW direct blame on perpetrators,
survivors, everyone, and no one, while avoiding implicating the institution
itself in facilitating sexual violence. This slippage in blame is reflective of
Edelman’s (2017) arguments regarding how institutions navigate compliance
with legal systems as well as their responsibility to serve their constituencies;
in this case, students. UPNW’s methods of complying with Title IX are
mostly consistent with Collins’s (2016) assertion that institutions choose to
criminalize perpetrators and situate prevention against sexual assault within
a legal framework. Students are encouraged not to commit sexual violence to
eliminate the possibility of engaging in criminal behavior and are reminded
what types of action violate UPNW’s student code of conduct and the law
more broadly. When the institution does deploy discourses outside of the
legal framework – attempting to encourage students to treat each other
ethically – it assigns ethical responsibility to students rather than the institution in which they are acting. Thus, though UPNW does show instances of
moving outside of a strictly legal framework, it still fails to identity the
institution as an actor and potential facilitator of sexual violence in itself.
In some instances, communications addressing campus sexual violence do
place agency and blame squarely on perpetrators: “The [Presidential] Task
Force [on Alcohol and Other Drug Use] understands that perpetrators use
alcohol and other drugs as tools to facilitate sexual assault” (Senate Task
Force Report 2014). Similarly, one of the “personal safety tips” distributed by
UPD to students at the end of campus crime reports reads, “Don’t touch
people without their consent; incapacitated or unconscious people can’t give
consent” (UPD 2014). In these cases, the PO and UPD construct perpetrators
as being at fault for committing sexual violence – one of the hallmarks of
feminist survivor-centered discourses of sexual violence. These communications exist alongside other institutional communications, however, which
create discursive dissonance that muddles the issue of responsibility for
sexual violence.
For instance, in one version of its Safety Tips, UPD cautions students to
“be aware of surroundings, and attempt to keep a safe distance from strangers,” and suggests students “encourage friends to travel in pairs with trusted
companions, especially at night or in remote areas.” These Safety Tips, sent
to all UPNW students via e-mail after each “Campus Crime Alert,” may serve
to reinforce rape myth discourses that construct perpetrators as strangers in
dark alleyways who assault women who should not have been out alone at
night. Indeed, these tips do not seem to take into account widely available
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research that shows the majority of sexual violence is perpetrated by people
known and trusted by the victim (RAINN 2018).
UPNW shifts blame away from perpetrators by constructing perpetrators
as ignorant of the meaning of their actions. The DOS states both that “[the]
harasser may be unaware that their behavior is offensive or constitutes sexual
harassment, or they may be unaware that their actions could be unlawful,”
and that “the harasser’s intent is irrelevant as to whether the behavior
constitutes harassment” (DOS 2014b). Taken together, these discourses construct the perpetrator in such a way that sexual harassment can be an outgrowth of ignorance. Perpetrators are allowed some grace in this
construction as blame is shifted away from them. Importantly, blame is not
relocated to survivors as rape myth discourse would assume or to alcohol as
in the previous example from HOT. Instead, blame is not relocated anywhere
specific; it is rendered invisible and no one bears responsibility.
Another way UPNW diverts responsibility away from perpetrators is
through the construction of alcohol as a coconspirator in sexual violence.
HOT highlights alcohol and incapacitation as the main conduits through
which sexual violence is experienced on college campuses. Students learn that
the university “takes its responsibility to ensure your health and safety
seriously” (HOT 2014); however, the responsibility portions of HOT dedicated to assigning responsibility for sexual violence are couched in language
that is often directed at reducing risks for potential perpetrators rather than
supporting potential survivors. DOS information about AlcoholEdu and
HOT adds, “Fact: Alcohol is often used to blame the victim and is simultaneously used to excuse the perpetrator. Research has indicated that more
than 50 percent of sexual assaults involve the use of alcohol by the perpetrator, victim, or both. If a person is drunk, they are incapable of giving
consent” (DOS 2014c). As a program primarily focused on alcohol abuse, this
training correspondingly constructs sexual violence as an outgrowth of
alcohol abuse, framing alcohol as a coconspirator in sexual “behaviors.”
In addition to alternately blaming perpetrators and survivors, official
communications at UPNW sometimes appear to remove blame entirely
from discourses of sexual violence. For instance, the interim president of
UPNW wrote in the president’s campus community blog, Around the
University (ATU):
Each and every one of us has to stand up and take responsibility for this problem that
continues to devastate lives. We need to better educate our faculty and staff, empower
and support our students and encourage bystander intervention. All of these concepts
are embedded in this plan, because it really is on all of us. (ATU 2015)

Here, we see not only a blurring of the lines between perpetrators and
survivors (that is, whose lives are being devastated?), but also responsibility
being placed onto the campus community as a whole (that is, “it really is on
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all of us”). This broad call for support and accountability works to diffuse
institutional and perpetrator responsibility, while implicitly blaming “each
and every one of us,” presumably as individuals, for the continued occurrence of sexual violence. Even if it is true that all parties involved in sexual
violence (whether are perpetrators, victims, bystanders, or survivors) are
impacted negatively by such violence, the university fails to differentiate
between those negative impacts experienced by perpetrators and those
experienced by survivors, as well as to identify the originator of those
negative impacts, and thus it is unclear what may need to be done, and by
whom, to prevent and respond to sexual violence more effectively within the
institution.
Conclusion: Toward survivor-centered responses
Four years and three university presidents later, the message UPNW seeks to
communicate about sexual violence to the campus community remains as
muddy as ever. In June 2017, the newest UPNW president responded to
a breaking story of another basketball player who continued to play for
UPNW during a rape investigation in the 2016–2017 school year –
a startlingly exact copy of the earlier Jane Doe case. When asked if he knew
about these allegations, the president stated, “I don’t have any awareness of
that. [In] any event, I can’t comment on an individual student. What if I was
asked by another reporter about you being obnoxious? Would you want me to
tell them that?” (Jacoby 2017). In this comment, the UPNW president compares an alleged act of sexual violence to a reporter being “obnoxious.” The
UPNW president identifies the individual alleged perpetrator student as the
point of inquiry rather than focusing on the institutional responsibility of
UPNW and himself as the president and a key institutional actor.
Our findings show that UPNW communicates dissonant discourses surrounding sexual violence. UPNW alternately draws on legalistic terminology,
rape myths, and survivor-centered feminist discourses in its official communications, creating a scenario where dissonant discourses make it difficult to
maintain a coherent response to sexual violence. The data collected and
analyzed in this project reveal particularly confounding communications
regarding risk and responsibility. The university has the power to shape
and define these discourses and communicates in such a way as to discursively absolve the institution as an institution from responsibility. The university simultaneously made what appear to be good faith efforts to reduce
sexual violence on campus, followed relevant laws as interpreted by institutional representatives, and responded to feminist activism on campus by
establishing a task force to further investigate the sexual violence on campus
phenomenon. Responding to the widespread calls to end sexual violence in
campus life, UPNW created policy to implement educational programs.
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These programs, however, are aimed at changing individual student behavior rather than addressing meaningful institutional changes such as challenging the Greek system writ large or refusing to implement programs that put
students at further risk to experiencing sexual violence (requiring campus
residence, for instance). For perpetrators and survivors, university communications allude to the power of rape myths, but continue to engage with
them in ways that may be harmful to survivors in terms of recognizing sexual
violence as such. The university communications reveal assumptions that
legally and institutionally “equalize” perpetrators to survivors and at times
seem to absolve the perpetrator of all responsibility for their actions. The
confluence of their communications ultimately constructs a scenario where
frequently no one is to blame, and sexual violence seems to “just happen” in
university communities.To truly take responsibility for reducing sexual violence, we advise that universities intending to communicate about sexual
violence take the following steps to ensure that their communication is
coherent and survivor centered. First, to avoid contradictory information
that may confuse students, universities should periodically undergo an audit
of their communications to ensure that they are relatively similar across
offices and messages. Second, universities should ensure that their communications reflect the current state of scholarly consensus around sexual
violence. UPNW houses scholars at the forefront of campus response to
sexual violence, and in this case should look to its own faculty for instruction
and for what Freyd (2018) calls “institutional courage.” Finally, universities
should ensure that their communications are survivor centered and acknowledge that institutions can foster ideas and environments that allow, encourage, and perpetuate sexual violence. This requires universities take
responsibility for preventing and for responding to sexual violence. Our
research indicates that taking responsibility as an institution is still difficult,
but we believe that it is a necessary step to reduce and eventually eliminate
sexual violence.
These issues must be dealt with to facilitate safe learning environments for
students. In a most immediate example, according to recent scholarship on
sexual harassment and assault on campuses, moving students onto campus
dramatically increases the likelihood that women will experience sexual
harassment and moderately increases the likelihood that women will experience other forms of sexual violence (National Sexual Violence Resource
Center 2017). As universities like UPNW begin requiring students to live
on campus during their first year (or beyond), they must take seriously the
fact that this will likely lead to an increase in experiences of sexual violence –
especially among women, which could be construed as a Title IX violation.
Importantly, our research cannot show that incoherent language facilitates
a culture of sexual violence. Such a claim must be made with different
methods. Nevertheless, our claim is that dissonant discourses regarding
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sexual violence cannot ultimately be survivor centered. Although some “survivor-centered” discourses are present in these communications, the dissonant discourses regarding who is at risk of experiencing sexual violence and
why, and who is responsible for preventing and responding to it, necessarily
preclude a truly feminist, survivor-centered response to campus sexual violence. Future research should examine the role that survivor-centered discourses play within institutions. How is it that universities have become
institutions where some actors work from the perspective of survivorcentered feminism while other actors work from the perspective of legal
compliance, bureaucracy, and institutional protection? Can multiple institutional logics be complementary? We maintain that feminist, survivorcentered approaches to campus violence must acknowledge the role of the
university itself in shaping, facilitating, and preventing sexual violence.
Our findings highlight an example of a more general pattern of institutional resistance to assuming responsibility around issues of sexual violence
(Anderson 2016; Smith and Freyd 2014), which suggests the possibility that
universities may primarily be considering issues of legal liability when issuing
official communications. The challenge for universities, then, is to cease
communication strategies and procedures that protect potential perpetrators
rather than supporting actual survivors (Anderson 2016). A survivorcentered approach would principally attend to the needs of the survivor
and potential survivors – academic, emotional, and practical. The Jane Doe
case was a particularly dramatic moment for UPNW, and for advocates
against sexual violence more broadly. But the case itself is situated in the
daily interactions within the university setting; it is situated in e-mails from
the presidents, required trainings, police broadcasts, and other reports that
students use to construct understandings of sexual violence. The Jane Doe
case and UPNW’s handling of it reflect, and potentially reproduce, dissonant
discourses that further prevent a coherent and effective response to sexual
violence. Universities must take an active role in education and offering
institutional support that coheres with survivor-centered approaches while
taking responsibility for alleviating sexual violence, rather than approaches
focused on limiting their own liability – that is, they must be dedicated to the
students that make their university a university in the first place.
Notes
1. At the particular university investigated here, these reports are entitled “Clery Act:
Annual Campus Security and Fire Safety Report,” which gives no indication that the
reports include information about sexual violence on campuses unless a recipient
already knows what the Clery Act entails.
2. It should be noted that the Office for Civil Rights withdrew the Dear Colleague Letter
guidance on September 22, 2017.
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3. The UPNW acronym is used here to broaden the application of this analysis – not
necessarily to hide the identity of this particular university.
4. Until 2015, UPNW provided free legal counsel only to those accused of committing
sexual violence – not survivors.
5. Terms searched: sexual violence, sexual assault, sexual abuse, rape, date rape, sexual
misconduct, sexual harassment, and prohibited discrimination.
6. While not included in this initial collection and analysis process, several later official
communications from the PO are also mentioned in this article.
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