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FOREWORD

by Professor Julia Buckingham CBE, President, UUK

Universities are places where tolerance, dignity and respect are cherished. The safety and
wellbeing of staff and students in higher education is vital and our members aim to do
their very best to ensure all students and staff are able to live, work and study in a safe
environment. Many have a version of this ambition as a mission statement; others put this
at the heart of what they do. Any form of harassment against students or staff represents
an abuse of power which goes against the values and standards of behaviour expected
across the university community.

As president of UUK, I believe that by working with our students, and students’ unions,
UK universities have a significant opportunity to lead the way in driving culture change
and in tackling harassment and hate crime — not only in our universities, but across the
workplace and society. To support our members in this critical area, UUK established a
taskforce in 2015 to develop a strategic framework, Changing the culture. Going beyond
the sector’s statutory duties, this sets out five key principles to prevent and respond to all
forms of harassment and deliver meaningful and long-term institutional cultural change.

Since the report was published, UUK has continued to support members to embed
the framework in their institutions and has regularly reviewed the sector’s progress to
understand where further support and guidance are required.

It is encouraging to see progress being made across a number of areas; such as addressing
sexual misconduct between students, particularly in terms of preventative initiatives

like raising awareness of expected behaviours by students and the provision of student
support. This is essential in facilitating higher reporting levels and delivering a culture in
which people are actively encouraged and feel confident to come forward. We have seen
an increase in staff training across a range of staff groups, including the appointment of
specialist staff in some institutions, and an increase in senior leadership accountability
which helps to ensure the adoption of a whole-institutional approach.
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There is, however, much more to be done, with progress still variable across the higher
education sector. Sector-wide challenges remain around resourcing and funding. UUK
will continue to work with our members to support them in providing strong leadership
in this area. Our work will include helping university leaders to change institutional
cultures and encouraging members to work collaboratively with each other, schools
and colleges, expert specialist voluntary and community organisations.

The sector also has some way to go in embedding prevention and response strategies
to address hate incidents and hate crimes. UUK’s new advisory group to address racial
harassment and hate incidents, led by Professor David Richardson, Vice-Chancellor of
the University of East Anglia, will be vital in providing guidance in this area, as will the
evidence on the experience of students and staff from the forthcoming Equality and
Human Rights Commission (EHRC) inquiry into racial harassment.

Since the report Changing the culture was published we have seen a dramatic increase in
the level of public awareness of both sexual and racial harassment. I believe the response
by the sector, as illustrated in this report, shows evidence of a commitment to change

at individual and institutional level. We should aspire to lead the way on this issue,

not just for our students and staff, but for the benefit of society as a whole. I hope the
recommendations in this report, along with ongoing programmes of work across

the sector, mean that our students and staff are supported to have the best possible
experience at university.

PROFESSOR JULIA BUCKINGHAM, CBE
President, UUK


https://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/policy-and-analysis/reports/Pages/changing-the-culture-final-report.aspx
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 2015, UUK established a taskforce to consider the
nature and scale of harassment and hate crime across
the higher education sector.

Although significant positive activity was clearly taking place, it found that more could

be done to enhance institutional practice in tackling harassment and hate crime and
improving the student experience. Responding to this, the taskforce established a strategic
framework to support the sector to deliver improvements in tackling all forms

of harassment, although a specific focus was placed on addressing sexual misconduct.

The framework was set out in a report, Changing the culture (UUK, 2016), along with a
series of practical recommendations to support the implementation of the framework.
Alongside this, the taskforce recommended that the framework to support universities

in handling incidents of student misconduct that could also constitute a criminal offence,
known as the Zellick report, should be revised. This resulted in the publication of
Guidance for higher education institutions: How to handle alleged student misconduct
(UUK, Pinsent Masons, 2016).

ABOUT THIS REPORT

As part of the support package for institutions, and as a response to a ministerial request
for a report on progress, UUK agreed to assess the sector’s progress in implementing

the taskforce recommendations and to identify where further guidance and support

are required.

A two-stage process was adopted, starting with an independent qualitative research study
with 20 universities conducted between November 2017 and January 2018, the outcomes
of which were published in an independent report produced by Advance HE, Changing
the culture: One Year On (UUK, 2018).

This study demonstrated that significant, although variable, progress had been made in
tackling student sexual misconduct. Elements of good practice obtained from the study
were used to inform a set of recommendations to support other institutions in developing
their own approaches. Universities were also encouraged to afford greater priority to
addressing incidents of hate crime and online harassment, which tended to have a lower
profile and status. Recommendations were also made to UUK and sector bodies for further
guidance and for promoting and sharing ‘what works’ across the sector.

Building on the results of the qualitative study, in 2018, two years after the framework was
published, UUK conducted a survey with all its members. This report presents a summary
of the survey findings. The survey received a high response rate of 95 institutions across
all parts of the UK, covering a diverse range of institutions in terms of type and size.

The evidence reveals that progress continues to be made across many institutions in

the sector. Universities provided evidence of a wide range of actions they have taken to
prevent and respond to harassment, examples of which are referenced throughout this
report. The findings demonstrate that the framework developed by the UUK taskforce and
supported by Catalyst funding from the Office for Students (OfS), has been instrumental
in acting as a stimulus to deliver improvements in higher education at an individual,
community and institutional level.


https://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/policy-and-analysis/reports/Pages/changing-the-culture-final-report.aspx
https://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/policy-and-analysis/reports/Documents/2016/guidance-for-higher-education-institutions.pdf
https://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/policy-and-analysis/reports/Pages/changing-the-culture-final-report.aspx
https://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/policy-and-analysis/reports/Pages/changing-the-culture-final-report.aspx
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KEY FINDINGS

Prevention and awareness-raising

Progress is most apparent within the area of prevention. Universities are putting in place
or improving infrastructure to address harassment and hate incidents using a variety of
different approaches. The work to address sexual misconduct and gender-based violence
(GBV) is becoming embedded as part of ‘business as usual’ within some universities.
Critically, initiatives are targeting students and a range of university staff. A focus on
training programmes, designed to change attitudes and behaviours, is also evident.

Bystander training remains the most common initiative being rolled out across the
sector. Regular (sometimes mandatory) training for staff and students is highlighted as
a mechanism to raise awareness of what constitutes harassment and hate incidents and
to ensure that students understand expected behaviours and potential sanctions where
these are breached. Partnerships with external organisations such as community, faith
and cultural groups has also proved valuable in supporting training especially in hate
incidents/crime.

Notably, a small number of universities are starting to target students throughout

their student journey, including before they enter university by integrating student
wellbeing and safety into communications for prospective students. This helps establish
an institutional culture that embraces zero tolerance from the outset and can build

on developments already taking place in schools and colleges. This also provides an
opportunity for more partnership working with schools and colleges to support a
joined-up approach and to cultivate engagement from students so that they are ‘agents
of change’ in developing a shared understanding of the issues, as well as developing
strategies and interventions.

Student engagement and experience

The positive impact of student involvement was reported by many institutions in UUK’s
survey and reflects a key finding of those participating in projects funded by the OfS’
Catalyst fund. This evidence demonstrates that harnessing the commitment and creativity
of students can make a real difference to the sector’s progress in tackling this agenda.

This includes engaging with reporting and responding students, as well as bystanders.
Engaging with students can support the delivery of student-centred approaches, such as
peer-led activities. It also enables institutions to draw on peer advice to improve students’
experiences and encourages more students to report and seek support by instilling
confidence that the institution will take it seriously.

Prioritisation afforded to tackling sexual misconduct and
gender-based violence

Most institutional practice continues to be focused on tackling student-to-student sexual
harassment and misconduct, and gender-based violence. Evidence that other forms of
harassment (including hate incidents) are being addressed is emerging, although this
remains relatively underdeveloped.

Addressing hate crime is likely to require further support, time and resources to achieve the
same level of prominence as has been achieved with sexual misconduct. Therefore, UUK
has established an advisory group, led by Professor David Richardson, Vice-Chancellor of
the University of East Anglia, to develop practical guidance to address racial harassment
and race-based hate incidents and crimes experienced by both students and staff, drawing
on the Changing the culture framework. Reference will also be made to real-life case
studies.
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This will complement chapter 5 of Changing the culture (UUK, 2016), which provided
specific guidance on responding to incidents of sexual harassment and violence. Evidence
obtained from the EHRC inquiry and the evaluation of the impact of the Catalyst funded
projects to address hate incidents/crime will also inform this process.

Resourcing and sustainability

Survey responses indicate that sector-wide challenges remain in terms of resourcing and
funding. This appears to have impacted the ability of some universities to deliver
improvements in responding to all forms of harassment. Where resources and funding
were secured, the impact on progress was evident. The support the OfS Catalyst fund
provided was often highlighted by English universities as a significant contributor in
supporting the development of interventions and new initiatives, academic research,
employing permanent specialist staff and scaling up training for staff and students.
Notwithstanding this, concerns remain regarding the continuation of activities once

the OfS Catalyst funding has ended:

‘ The Catalyst fund was brilliant for helping to kickstart
our work; however, a year wasn’t long enough to create
institutional change, which means the project has nearly ended
and senior managers haven’t given any additional resources
or funding to the work.

It is also clear that inadequate resourcing and funding more widely remain a critical
challenge for the sector to sustain and drive forward further improvements, and to move
to a position where this activity is considered ‘core’ business:

‘ The challenge is sustainability and to build best practice
into universities’ business-as-usual provision.

Embedding change

The survey found that universities are increasingly ensuring changes are embedded in
institutional governance systems. Updating policies, regulations and procedures, setting
up cross-institutional working groups and revising internal communications to clarify
operational responsibility were common examples of effective practice adopted by
universities.

Reporting to governing bodies

It is, however, evident that more can be done by universities to improve reporting to the
governing body. Those that already did this noted that it represented good practice in
governance and was beneficial in raising awareness among governing bodies and senior
leaders of the need to tackle harassment, and to consider the resourcing that may be
required in terms of staff and funding to change institutional culture.


https://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/policy-and-analysis/reports/Pages/changing-the-culture-final-report.aspx
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Risk management

Understanding risk was identified as a significant challenge for the sector. This reflects
the findings from UUK’s earlier research, which showed that although a risk assessment
approach was commonly used, the interpretation of what this meant in practice varied. In
this survey, developing a risk-based approach was seen as important due to the increase
in the volume of reports now received by institutions and the subsequent increase in
investigations and disciplinary hearings. Many universities reported the implementation
of a risk assessment framework or risk process to handle student cases. This was largely
supported by drawing on the guidelines (UUK, Pinsent Masons, 2016) that recommended
that universities should take a more risk-based approach when providing

an equal duty of care to the reporting and responding student.

To improve institutional practice further, over a third of universities suggested that
guidance on managing the different types of risk would be helpful. Responding to this,
LimeCulture Community Interest Company (CIC), a specialist organisation working with
UUK and sector representatives, is due to publish a risk assessment tool tailored for use
by the higher education sector in December 2019.

Survey responses indicate that a variety of approaches have been adopted to implement
the UUK, Pinsent Masons framework including a case management approach. This was
considered helpful in providing a consistent, structured approach to responding

to complex cases of misconduct, which could also constitute a criminal offence.

A case management approach is taken, recognising that

‘ each case is different and involves different aspects for
consideration and differing risks. Risk management is
thus a vital part of the process and where appropriate the
concerns are discussed with senior staff so that a measured
and objective approach can be taken and to try to ensure
consistency when dealing with cases which have similarities.

Through the OfS Catalyst fund, UUK is also working with Coventry University to develop a
case management system which could be used by institutions for all forms of harassment
and hate incidents between students. Given an effective response to a case is likely to
involve many functions within and outside the institution, the system will provide support
for the whole process end to end.

Enhancing communications

The importance of strengthening effective channels of communication so that both
students and staff are aware of the action being taken by an institution and the students’
union was considered critical in creating a culture to encourage more students to come
forward. To support this, just under a third of institutions suggested consideration should
be given to developing a common approach to terminology and language. This would help
to dispel any misconceptions and misunderstandings by students particularly in what
constitutes as ‘everyday’ harassment and hate incidents, either on or offline. Having some
standardisation of the categories of misconduct offences and appropriate sanctions being
used across the sector could also be helpful.


https://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/policy-and-analysis/reports/Documents/2016/guidance-for-higher-education-institutions.pdf
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Having a clearer understanding of the potential implications of legislation relating to
data protection was also highlighted as a key barrier to increasing the transparency of
university processes. Having clarity in terms of what institutions can share would support
information sharing, including sharing the outcomes of a complaint/incident with the
reporting student and would also support accurate record-keeping.

Evaluation and impact

In moving towards change, the UUK taskforce highlighted the importance of evaluating
preventative and responsive strategies and initiatives. Evaluation provides evidence

on the effectiveness of an intervention and supports future planning and resourcing.
Evidence from the survey, mirrored in the evaluation of the OfS Catalyst funded projects,
indicates that only a small number of institutions are currently looking at the impact and
evaluation of interventions. Moreover, over a third of the responding institutions reported
that evaluation remains a key challenge and identified this as an area requiring further
guidance. In response to this, UUK will work with the sector, NUS and the specialist
organisation, Against Violence and Abuse, to develop impact measures. This work will be
informed by lessons learned through the evaluation of the OfS Catalyst funded projects.

Partnership and collaboration

Evidence shows that institutions are clearly benefitting from working collaboratively with
individuals and groups both within and outside the institution by drawing on expertise to
support institutional progress. A range of groups are engaged with this work, such

as the students’ unions, police authorities, NHS support, university partnerships, rape
and sexual abuse centres, residential services, internal planning and risk managers and
academic staff. These groups have supported universities in a number of ways including
delivering training, skilling up frontline staff to broaden capacity and resourcing levels
and providing the necessary platforms to share and learn from each other.

To ensure this learning is disseminated across the sector it is critical that institutions
continue to engage in an open dialogue on ‘what works’ and the areas for improvement.
Supporting the dissemination of learning and good practice across the sector remains a
continued focus for UUK. The Shared Practice Area already established by Anglia Ruskin
University provides a platform to support this.

It would be helpful to receive case studies across all areas of
‘ this work — to learn from, to see if/how we are working on
similar things, or to highlight areas that we hadn’t considered
yet. It will help to keep up momentum in these areas and
ensure that it remains on the radar of senior management.

Role of senior leaders

Overall, the survey highlights a heightened commitment from across the higher education
sector towards driving cultural change. Underpinning this is evidence of the value and
impact of senior leaders taking ownership of the agenda. The survey findings demonstrate
that visible, vocal commitment from senior leaders within an institution has played a key
role in ensuring changes become part of core university activity and are captured in the
wider strategic ambition of the university.


http://ftp.anglia.ac.uk/anet/student_services/unsilenced/campaigns/shared-practice-area.phtml
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It seems that heightened commitment is also a result of clear progress in universities
adopting an institution-wide approach for cultural change. A key priority for UUK in
2020 is to work with leaders to help them recognise the impact they can have in delivering
change across the whole institution.

Recommendations

A series of recommendations, based on the survey findings, are presented below, along

with planned action by UUK.

Responsibility  Recommendations
sits with

PILLAR 1: SENIOR LEADERSHIP

Planned action

1 Senior leaders Where universities do not UUK will develop a
already do so, they should move briefing for members.
sponsorship and accountability
for tackling harassment and hate
incidents/crime to the senior
management team/executive level.

2 Senior leaders Senior leaders should ensure This will be supported
priority status, consistency by UUK’s guidance to
in principles, and dedicate address both:
appropriate resources to ) g SueEm

addressing all forms of
harassment and hate incidents/
crimes.

sexual misconduct, and

(ii) racial harassment.

PILLAR 2: INSTITUTION-WIDE APPROACH

3 Senior leaders/ Universities, if they do not do UUK will build this
professional so already, should identify clear into the briefing for
services staff and transparent operational members.

responsibility for delivering and
monitoring performance, including
who retains authority in decision-
making and where delegation is
required.

4 Senior leaders To support good governance and | UUK will build this
and governing facilitate permanent oversight of | into the briefing for
bodies/university | institutional progress, universities | members and highlight
courts should provide regular reports on | in other sector

progress to address harassment guidance.

and hate incidents/crimes to
governing bodies or university
courts.
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Responsibility

sits with

Recommendations

Planned action

Senior leaders
/professional
services staff

Universities should develop

an institution-wide shared
understanding of risks relating to
managing harassment and hate
incidents, irrespective of whether
or not the institution or police

are responding to an incident. To
support this, reference should be
made to what the risks are, the
recording of risk, how information
is passed on and who has
responsibility for the management
of risk, together with the actions
required to address these.

Working with UUK,
and universities,
LimeCulture is
developing an
assessment tool that
can be tailored by an
institution. This will be
launched in December
2019.

PILLAR 3: PREVENTION

6

Senior leaders
/professional
services staff

Universities, if they do not do

so already, should ensure that
students are aware of behavioural
expectations, both offline and
online, and the sanctions if

these expectations are breached,
throughout the student journey
and prior to arriving at university.
Engaging with schools and further
education colleges to ensure a
joined-up approach towards
encouraging positive behaviour
and promoting zero tolerance will
support this.

Senior lead for
teaching and
learning/student
experience

Universities that do not do so
already, should consider adopting
the optional National Student
Survey safety questions for all
students each year. This would
provide a mechanism to assess
progress in improving students’
perceptions of their safety and
wellbeing.

UUK to liaise with the
OfS to see how this
could be supported.
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Responsibility A Recommendations Planned action
sits with

8 | Professional Universities that do not do UUK will continue
staff/local and so already should consider to act as a broker
regional partners | developing strategic and sustained | between the higher

partnerships within and between | education sector and
institutions and with local and the third sector.
regional partners to support

knowledge exchange. This will

help universities to enhance

practice across a range of areas,

including the scaling up and

rolling out of staff and student

training.

9  UUK/AMOSSHE | In partnership with the sector, UUK will explore
NUS/sector NUS and drawing on external how this can be
bodies expertise, UUK should provide taken forward with

guidance on definitions of terms to | AMOSSHE, NUS and
support the sector in developing a | sector bodies.

common approach to terminology
and language. This will also help
prevent any misunderstanding

by students in terms of what
constitutes harassment, ranging
from verbal, non-verbal, written,
online or via social media to
physical.

PILLAR 4: RESPONSE

10

UUK/sector
bodies

To support universities to offer
anonymous reporting, further
guidance is required on the

use, storage and recording of
anonymised data to ensure
compliance with data protection
legislation.

UUK to engage with
the Information
Commissioner’s Office.
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Responsibility  Recommendations Planned action
sits with
11 | Professional Universities to increase their UUK will showcase
services staff engagement with reporting examples of effective
and responding students and practice through
bystanders, by working directly workshops and
with students to understand the conferences.
nature of the incidents affecting
them and how the response from
the university could have been
improved. This will facilitate a
more student-centred approach
to response strategies and should
help increase the numbers of
students willing to come forward
to report.
12 UUK/AMOSSHE | Further guidance on how to UUK will explore this
and sector bodies | support the responding studentis | with AMOSSHE and
required. This would be particularly | other sector bodies.

useful where complex needs are
demonstrated.

13

Professional
services staff

Equality monitoring should

be embedded into reporting
mechanisms and systems to
enable an institution to analyse
data for key trends, particularly
around protected characteristics
and to support intersectional
analysis. This will indicate if some
student groups are less likely

to come forward and enable an
institution to consider the actions
required to address this.
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14

Responsibility

sits with

Senior leaders
/professional
services staff

Recommendations

Universities should, if they have
not done so already, consider
establishing working groups
which involve both academics
and professional services staff to
develop a robust evidence base.
This will support further research,
determine ‘what works’ and allow
interventions to be adapted to
support students’ needs.

Planned action

15

UUK/NUS/other
sector bodies

Working with the sector and
building on external expertise,
UUK should provide guidance on
measuring and evaluating impact.
This should build on the lessons
learned from the evaluations of the
OfS Catalyst funded projects.

UUK is working with
universities, NUS and
an expert organisation
Against Violence and
Abuse (AVA) to develop
a framework for
evaluating impact.

PILLAR 5: IMPLEMENTING GUIDANCE WHERE STUDENT OFFENCES MAY BE CRIMINAL

16

Professional
services staff

To support the management of
complex cases that could also be
criminal offences, universities
may wish to adopt a case-
management approach. This
would enable an institution to
adopt a robust approach to such
cases which can involve a range of
processes, different departments
and multiple people inside (and
outside) the university who will
have varying relationships with
each other, as well as the collation
of documents, messages and
digital data.

UUK is working with
Coventry University
to develop a case
management system
for harassment/hate
incidents.

17

UUK/Police
Association in
Higher Education
for Police Officers
(PAHELO)

Working in partnership with the
PAHELO, UUK will explore how
to support information sharing
between police forces

and universities.

UUK to engage with
PAHELO and the sector
to agree how this could
be done.
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Responsibility Recommendations
sits with

PILLAR 6: SHARING GOOD PRACTICE

Planned action

18 | Professional Universities review UUK’s UUK to continue to
services guidance on addressing online promote the online
harassment to enhance existing guidance and case
practice. studies, as it did
with vice-chancellors
at UUK’s annual
conference in 2019.
19 | UUK UUK should carry out a survey UUK will carry out

every two years to review the
sector’s progress towards its
recommendations. This would
contribute towards a sector
standard, as well as providing
learning and sharing opportunities
for institutions.

a survey in 2020. In
the meantime, UUK
will continue to share
effective practice
through workshops and
conferences including:

¢ 30 October2019
tackling racial
harassment

¢ 11 March 2020
annual conference

UUK will continue to
push a strong public
narrative across
external channels

to demonstrate the
sector’s commitment
to delivering a shift in
culture at individual,
institutional and
sector level.
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INTRODUCTION

The safety and wellbeing of students is vital. All
universities aim to do their very best for their students.
Many have a version of this ambition as a mission
statement or say it is at the core of what they do.

The key principle for dealing with harassment and intolerance on campus is to understand
that all students have the right to work, study and live without fear of intimidation,
harassment and threatening or violent behaviour. Furthermore, no student or member of
staff should be subject to any form of harassment. Such an abuse of power is categorically
at odds with the sector’s values and the standards of behaviour expected in higher
education.

Despite widespread commitment from the sector, there is no single solution or ‘quick

fix’ to tackle the pernicious problem of harassment and hate crime in universities or in
wider society. In 2015, UUK established a programme of work to support the sector in
addressing all forms of harassment occurring between students. It recognised the sector’s
existing commitment and explored what more could be done, beyond the statutory context
within which universities operate. This resulted in establishing a taskforce to review the
evidence provided by the sector and explore what further steps the sector should take to
ensure a safe, tolerant and inclusive environment for students.

Although examples of innovative activity to support and protect students was happening
already across the sector, the taskforce concluded that much of this work had not been
shared widely, which represented a missed opportunity. Furthermore, the taskforce agreed
that guidance was required to support universities to deliver a more comprehensive,
systematic and joined-up approach. Responding to this, the taskforce developed a
strategic framework, which went beyond the sector’s statutory duties. This was based on
five pillars aimed at preventing and responding to all forms of harassment. These are set
out in Figure 1, along with a series of recommendations to support the embedding of the
framework. This was published in the report Changing the culture (UUK, 2016).

FIGURE 1: Changing the culture strategic framework

BUILT ON FIVE STRATEGIC PILLARS:

« The key role should be taken by the senior leadership team
within higher education institutions

« The criticality of a holistic institution-wide approach

» Development of effective preventative strategies

« Development of effective responsive strategies

« Sharing good practice within institutions and the sector at large



https://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/policy-and-analysis/reports/Pages/changing-the-culture-final-report.aspx
file:https://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/policy-and-analysis/reports/Documents/2016/changing-the-culture.pdf
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The framework recognised the importance of sharing university initiatives across the
sector in the UK and internationally. It is non-regulatory and consists of general principles
rather than prescriptive detail: this enables each university to decide how best to apply the
principles to the needs of its student cohort and the local and community context.

The framework recognises that having policies and processes in place is not enough:
policies and processes must also be underpinned by a shift in institutional culture. The
framework was developed to support this by promoting positive behaviours from leaders,
staff and students, with a view to creating inclusive, tolerant and safe environments on
campus, online and in the wider community. Having a culture that promotes a ‘sense of
belonging’ and a zero tolerance towards any form of harassment was considered critical
by the taskforce to create an environment where students could feel confident to make a
disclosure or a report.

Since 2016, UUK has developed a programme of work to support universities in
implementing the report’s recommendations. This has included the revision of the 1994
Zellick guidelines (UUK, Pinsent Masons, 2016). The guidance provides advice on how
to handle student disciplinary issues where the alleged misconduct may also constitute

a criminal offence. Given that the management of cases of this nature can often be
complex, with the outcomes dependent on the circumstances of each case, the guidance
does not make recommendations on what the outcome will be, but focuses instead on
the institutional processes to be followed and the factors that can be taken into account.
Attention is drawn to all types of student misconduct although specific recommendations
in relation to sexual misconduct are included.

Aligned with this work, HEFCE, now the OfS, provided £4.7 million to 119 projects to
support English universities in tackling sexual misconduct, hate incidents and online
harassment, as well as embedding the framework. Independent evaluators from Advance
HE were appointed by the OfS to support the learning, exchange and dissemination of
effective practice from the projects, and to help establish ‘what works’ so that the whole
higher education sector could benefit. Detailed reports on the analysis of the first two
rounds of funding are available on the OfS website (OfS, 2019a). These thematic reviews
demonstrate that the funding has been instrumental in supporting the embedding of the
framework and in leveraging increased resources for tackling safeguarding issues.

The OfS has published an evaluation of its Catalyst funded projects to safeguard students
(OfS, 2019b). This summarises the learning from the projects and sets out a series of
recommendations arising from the findings of the evaluation, along with examples of
innovative practice. These reports, along with this report, provide a valuable evidence base
to support universities in making further progress in this area. This, combined with UUK’s
annual conferences and workshops to facilitate knowledge exchange and the sharing of
good practice, will help address concerns made by some university practitioners that the
evidence base for interventions is limited.


https://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/policy-and-analysis/reports/Documents/2016/guidance-for-higher-education-institutions.pdf
https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/advice-and-guidance/student-wellbeing-and-protection/student-safety-and-wellbeing/what-are-we-doing/
https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/publications/catalyst-fund-projects-evaluation/
https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/media/e3c0bd5e-7e03-4235-941a-f933da269728/catalyst-evaluation-summative-report.pdf
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As part of the support package provided by UUK, a commitment was made to assess
the sector’s progress in implementing the framework and the recommendations. This
was taken forward in two stages as follows:

« STAGE 1 was a short qualitative study conducted by independent evaluators from
Advance HE with the support of HEFCE, the Higher Education Funding Council
for Wales (HEFCW) and the Department for the Economy in Northern Ireland. The
research was based on a sample of 20 universities across England, Wales and Northern
Ireland.! The outcomes from this study were published (UUK, 2018) and included a
series of recommendations which built on the strategic framework and highlighted the
importance of active leadership, embedding activities into governance systems, and
delivering cultural change. Additionally, this study helped identify key areas of enquiry
for inclusion in the survey in stage 2 of the assessment process.

« STAGE 2 consisted of a survey to all UUK members (see Annexe 3). The survey was
designed to provide a mechanism for institutions to assess their own progress in
safeguarding students as well as to inform progress across the sector and to identify
where further guidance and support were required. This report sets out the outcomes
from that survey.

Legislative and policy context across the home nations

In the three years since UUK published Changing the culture, we have seen a dramatic
increase in the level of public awareness of both sexual and racial harassment, with
universities often in the spotlight. This has moved beyond consideration of harassment
occurring between students to harassment by staff towards students. The NUS (2018) and
The 1752 Group (2018) both published reports on staff-to-student sexual misconduct, and
in December 2018, the EHRC launched an inquiry into racial harassment in universities
across England, Scotland and Wales.

This section sets out some key policies across the nations. Further detail on the
approaches and levers at national level is provided in Annexe 1.

Universities in England, Scotland and Wales have specific safeguarding duties stemming
from the Equality Act 2010, and the Public Sector Equality Duty (PSED) (sub-section 149).
The latter requires that public bodies, or those who exercise public functions, must in the
exercise of those functions:

have due regard to the need to eliminate discrimination and

‘ harassment and the need to foster good relationships between
different groups when they formulate policies and practices in
areas such as: sexual harassment, governance of student societies
and sports teams, campus security, housing, bars and social
spaces. The duty applies to decisions on individual cases, as well
as to policy decisions [House of Commons Library, 2017].
The Act emphasises the importance of institutions having robust
policies and procedures in place for responding to harassment.

1 Scottish higher education institutions did not take part because a cross-institutional approach funded by the Scottish Government
was pursued through the Equally Safe in Higher Education (ESHE) project (University of Strathclyde, Glasgow, 2018).


https://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/policy-and-analysis/reports/Documents/2018/changing-the-culture-one-year-on.pdf
https://www.equalityhumanrights.com/en/our-work/news/equality-body-investigate-racial-harassment-universities
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15/contents
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/15/section/149
https://www.strath.ac.uk/humanities/schoolofsocialworksocialpolicy/equallysafeinhighereducation/
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Other relevant legislation includes institutions’ statutory obligations in the context of

the Human Rights Act 1983 (see also Whitfield and Dustin, 2015) and data protection
legislation including the Data Protection Act 2018 and General Data Protection Regulation
(GDPR) legislation. The latter is relevant in terms of confidentiality and information
sharing, given that incidents of harassment are likely to involve sensitive personal
information, requiring careful management by institutions.

Alongside the legislative framework, as autonomous institutions, universities are also
liable for their own duty of care towards students and staff.

Survey objectives and approach
The objectives of this survey were to:

« provide useful information to enable universities to self-assess their own progress in
meeting the recommendations and to highlight examples of initiatives and approaches
from across the higher education sector

- understand the approaches, policies, processes, systems and structures that individual
universities have taken and put in place

« identify any barriers and challenges faced by the sector and to explore what further
action or guidance is required to address these barriers

« indicate progress across the sector and identify where additional work and support
are required to deliver further improvements

As with the qualitative research study, the numbers of incidents at universities was not
within the scope of the survey, rather its focus was on the approaches in place to prevent
and respond to such incidents.

Methodology

The survey was carried out between October and December 2018. A copy is available

as Annexe 3. It was piloted and developed in consultation with Advance HE, AMOSSHE
(the student services organisation), the Academic Registrars Council (ARC) and the
Association of the Heads of University Administration (AHUA). The survey comprised

27 questions: 25 aimed at all universities and two at Scottish institutions only.2 These
questions were either presented as multiple choice or as open text to enable institutions to
report in depth on specific issues where appropriate. They were further grouped under the
five strategic pillars (see Figure 1), which follow the structure of the Changing the culture
strategic framework.

Responses to the survey required input from several individuals across the university,
reflecting the institution-wide approach set out in the strategic framework. Institutions
were also offered the opportunity to provide examples of practice or in-depth case studies.
A number of these are included in this report along with quotes from the open-text boxes.

A total of 95 universities responded of which seven are members of GuildHE (a
representative body for UK higher education) and four are members of both UUK and
GuildHE. Sixty-eight per cent, that is 92 out of 136 members of UUK responded.


https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/data-protection-act-2018
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1528874672298&uri=CELEX%3A32016R0679
https://eur-lex.europa.eu/legal-content/EN/TXT/?qid=1528874672298&uri=CELEX%3A32016R0679
https://guildhe.ac.uk/
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A combination of quantitative and qualitative approaches were used to anaylse the data.
The statistical data was aggregated and set out in a summary form to identify common
themes across all of the participating institutions rather than based on institutional type
or size. A thematic analysis approach was used to identify emerging and common themes
within the open-text comments. All themes from the quantitative and qualitative analysis
were cross-referenced. From this analysis, it has been possible to extrapolate the primary
themes on sector-wide progress. This approach has also allowed for open-text comments
and individual case studies or examples of practice to be highlighted.

Recommendations

This report is intended to facilitate the exchange of knowledge and learning across the
sector. To support this, examples of initiatives can be found throughout the text which
others may find useful to know about and possibly learn from in developing their own
approaches. The report also includes specific examples of effective practice from named
universities.

Based on these examples of practice, the report contains a set of clear recommendations
targeted at UUK, sector organisations and universities. Reference is made to areas
where further progress is required, together with suggestions from survey participants
on how UUK and other sector bodies can support the sector. This includes developing
new guidance, sharing and disseminating good practice and continuing to promote
universities’ activities in this area.

The recommendations in this survey build on the recommendations from both the initial
Changing the culture report (UUK, 2016) and the stage 1 study (UUK, 2018), as well as the
findings from the OfS Catalyst funded projects to address harassment and hate incidents
and crimes (OfS, 2019b).

For ease of reference, recommendations from the Changing the culture report are set out
in Annexe 4 and those from stage 1 in Annexe 5.

Key terms

It is evident from the survey responses that universities use different terms and phrases
when referencing harassment, sexual violence and hate incidents/crime; this is also
reflected in this report. For ease of reference, a summary of key terms used in this report is
set out below with further details available in a glossary in Annexe 2. The need for a shared
approach in relation to language and terminology was picked up by participants in the
survey and is reflected in the recommendations.

Gender-based violence

The term ‘gender-based violence’ (GBV) is often used interchangeably with ‘violence
against women’. However, gender-based violence refers specifically to violence against
someone because of their gender and expectations of their role in a society or culture.
This assumes that violence against women is regarded as both a cause and consequence
of women’s inequality. The unequal power relations between women and men and the
socially constructed norms around gender roles provide the context within which gender-
based violence operates. This is also referred to as the ‘gendered analysis’. Women
experience GBV disproportionately, but men can also experience it.

2 This was to obtain feedback on the use of the ESHE toolkit (University of Strathclyde, Glasgow, 2018) by institutions in Scotland.
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Harassment

Within the UK, harassment is grounded in legal definitions including in the Equality Act
2010, where harassment is unwanted behaviour which makes a person feel offended,
intimidated or humiliated. It is unlawful (in civil law) if it occurs because of, or connected
to, one or more of the following protected characteristics:

. age
« disability

- gender reassignment

. Tace

« religion or belief

* sex

« sexual orientation

« marriage and civil partnership

« pregnancy and maternity

Hate crime

Hate crime includes any harassment or crime motivated by hostility on an individual or
group’s identity. This can include, but is not limited to, their race, religion, sex, gender
identity, sexual orientation, disability and transgender identity (Home Office, 2016).
The ability to decide whether an incident is a hate crime or not lies with the policing
authorities rather than higher education institutions. For this reason, institutions have a
duty of care to explain to students and staff what hate crime is and where they can make
a report. The most prevalent hate crime reported is viewed as racially motivated.3

Hate incidents

Hate incident is a broader term not necessarily involving the perpetration of a crime.
Hate incidents can also be described as ‘everyday harassment’ or ‘micro-aggressions’
that can be based on a student’s disability, gender identity, race, ethnicity or nationality,
religion, faith or belief, and sexual orientation.

Intersectionality

While statistically the main risk factor for experiencing GBV is being a woman, there are
other factors at play across society. The concept of intersectionality (Crenshaw, 1989:139)
identifies these additional factors, which interact with gender, along other axes of power
and discrimination, to exacerbate the risk of sexual harassment and GBV: these include
race, gender identity, sexual orientation, disability, age, poverty and areas of cultural
diversity including religion, belief and ethnicity (see University of Strathclyde, Glasgow,
factsheet 5).

3 Much of the hate crime legislation and policy in the UK is framed around five monitored strands of identity: race or ethnicity;
religion or beliefs; disability; sexual orientation; and transgender identity.


https://www.strath.ac.uk/media/1newwebsite/departmentsubject/socialwork/documents/eshe/8._Guidance_for_Responding_to_Student_Disclosures_of_Gender_Based_Violence_on_Campus.pdf
https://www.strath.ac.uk/media/1newwebsite/departmentsubject/socialwork/documents/eshe/8._Guidance_for_Responding_to_Student_Disclosures_of_Gender_Based_Violence_on_Campus.pdf
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Micro-aggressions

A micro-aggression is a statement, action, or incident regarded as an instance of indirect,
subtle, or unintentional discrimination against members of a marginalised group such as
a racial or ethnic minority.

Reporting student

The reporting student is the student that makes a disclosure or report.

Responding student

The responding student is the student that has a complaint made against them.

Sexual misconduct

Sexual misconduct is used to refer to all sex-related offences and is distinguishable from
hate crime (UUK, Pinsent Masons, 2016). In higher education policy and practice, ‘sexual
misconduct’ is often used as a term that captures all types of sexual violence, from rape
and sexual assault, to stalking, harassment and abuse. It is used to capture conduct that
may be in breach of an institution’s rules and regulations. The use of the term is not
intended to trivialise what has happened, but to highlight the difference between a police
investigation under the criminal law and an investigation by the university under its
misconduct regulations.
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SECTOR-LEVEL PROGRESS

The survey was based on the responses from 95 higher education institutions of which 92
are members of UUK. Although the findings are not representative of the whole higher
education sector, UUK members make up over 90% of publicly funded higher education
institutions. The following section sets out an in-depth account of the findings grouped
around the five pillars of the Changing the culture framework (UUK, 2016).

Pillar 1: Senior leadership

FIGURE 2: The most senior leader responsible for delivery

Directorofstudert s NN -
or similar 2
Vice-Chancellor or similar _ 9%

Registrar

7%
Academic registrar - 4%

Chief operating officer - 4%

Head of student support services . 29
or similar

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50%

The Changing the culture report concluded that a long-term and visible commitment
from senior leadership was needed to tackle harassment and deliver an inclusive culture.
Having accountability vested in an individual who occupies a senior position is critical
due to their influence over decision-making and the management of risks; their ability
to allocate resources; and their support for a whole-institution approach. The latter is
important in ensuring that policies and processes are embedded and adhered to across
the institution.

Figure 2 shows that progress is being made, with more senior leaders recognising the

need to support and take ownership of this agenda. Just under half of all participating
institutions reported that someone at executive level was accountable for the delivery of
activities. In over one-third of cases, responsibility largely sits with the pro-vice-chancellor,
although 9% of vice-chancellors also held this position. This is an improvement compared
to the study in stage 1, where only a minority of the 20 participating universities reported
that sponsorship was at the highest executive level (UUK, 2018). For most participating
institutions, accountability rested with directors of student services or similar roles.
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It was also evident that active senior leadership was a critical enabler for institutional
progress where visible and vocal commitment by senior leaders to deliver on this agenda
pervades the institution.

‘ The University of Exeter created a Commission, led by our
Provost, to ensure we are an open, diverse and safe community

for all. The multi-disciplinary team, including student
representatives, support new approaches, policies, events
and projects to ensure long-term, sustainable progress. The
Provost Commission focuses on key priorities: staff and student
awareness, training and support; inclusive learning and
teaching; an inclusive culture and environment; and monitoring
and measuring inclusivity. We have set up anonymous
reporting tools, Speak Out Guardians and information online to
provide support as well as interventions to tackle harassment
and bullying.

University of Exeter

OUR RECOMMENDATION

1. Where universities do not already do so, they should move sponsorship
and accountability for tackling harassment and hate incidents/crime to
the senior management team/executive level.

Greater priority given to addressing sexual misconduct and
gender-based violence

Good progress is being made across participating institutions in responding to sexual
harassment and gender-based violence (GBV). However, less priority has been afforded
to tackling other forms of harassment, particularly hate incidents/crimes. This was
evidenced through the large number of case studies and open-text comments that
focused predominantly on sexual misconduct or GBV between students. The focus on
tackling sexual harassment is perhaps not surprising, since UUK’s taskforce prioritised
issues of sexual misconduct and harassment among students, following a request by the
Minister of State for Universities and Science at the time, Jo Johnson, for a prominent
stream of work to address violence against women and girls. Similarly, in Scotland, the
Scottish government has actively encouraged all public sectors, including universities,
to implement Equally Safe in Education (ESHE), the Scottish Government’s strategy
for preventing and eradicating violence against women and girls (University of
Strathclyde, Glasgow, 2018).

Additionally, a number of participating institutions reported that a phased process
to tackling this agenda had been adopted. This was not only an issue of resourcing,
but allowed for sharing lessons that were learned, and any tools developed, to inform
strategies for responding to other forms of harassment.


https://www.strath.ac.uk/humanities/schoolofsocialworksocialpolicy/equallysafeinhighereducation/

SECTOR-LEVEL PROGRESS 26

The working group is taking a holistic, institution-wide view of

‘ preventing, investigating, managing and supporting staff and
students in relation to sexual harassment and sexual violence.
The learning and the tools are intended to then encompass hate
crime and gender-based harassment.

Imperial College London

To sustain momentum, several participating institutions suggested it could be beneficial
to run separate campaigns to raise awareness of different types of harassment. This
would ensure that communications about tackling discriminatory behaviours are distinct
and representative, while also reinforcing a zero-tolerance approach to all forms of
harassment. Others suggested including addressing harassment and hate incidents/crime
into the university’s strategic plan could support the embedding of activity into ‘core’
institutional business.

Although evidence from the survey and the Catalyst funded projects indicates that
institutions are beginning to address other forms of harassment, including racial
harassment. This suggests that these issues will require further support and time to
achieve the same level of prominence and effort to drive change, as has occurred with
addressing sexual misconduct and gender-based violence.

Building on this feedback and a roundtable discussion on addressing racial harassment
in 2018, UUK has established an advisory group, led by Professor David Richardson,

to develop practical guidance for universities based on the strategic framework. This
guidance will set out what an effective operational response looks like for preventing
and responding specifically to racial harassment and race-based hate incidents/crime
experienced by staff and students across the institution. This will complement chapter
5 of Changing the culture (UUK, 2016), which provided guidance tailored to addressing
incidents of sexual harassment and violence. Evidence obtained from the EHRC inquiry
(EHRC, 2018) and the evaluation of the impact of the OfS Catalyst funded projects
(OfS, 2019b) will also be used to inform this process.

Ensuring sustainability by prioritising funding and resourcing

Commitment from senior leaders in securing long-term funding and resources is
increasing, with just under half committing long-term resources (45%). For institutions
that secured two rounds of Catalyst funding, this figure increased to 68%. A number

of participating institutions specifically highlighted the importance of the availability
of Catalyst funds as this leveraged funding from within the institution to support
infrastructure and introduce initiatives and activity. With matched funding from
universities and their partners, almost £10 million in investment value was allocated
to the OfS projects. The timing of the funding intervention was also noted as important
in helping to maintain the momentum to take action, particularly in tackling sexual
misconduct. The availability of Catalyst funding has also been instrumental in enabling
institutions to develop a more robust evidence base on the nature and prevalence of
incidents and to build mechanisms to support programme evaluation, although robust
ways to measure impact remain very much in the early stages.
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Our approach is around embedding this work as ‘business
‘ as usual’ but this requires some resource. We were successful

in HEFCE Catalyst fund rounds one and two and have now

secured additional internal funding for the next two years.

Middlesex University

For a few institutions in receipt of Catalyst funding, this has provided a clear case to
support decision-making at the senior level and to secure additional internal funding.
However, it was noted that securing senior level buy-in did not always procure the
required adequate and appropriate resources to support institutional progress; open-text
comments from several participants in receipt of Catalyst funding reported that short-to
medium-term funding remained a key area of concern.

Funding concerns were not, however, restricted to institutions in receipt of Catalyst

funds. Several participating institutions across the sector emphasised that funding and
resourcing to ensure the sustainability of initiatives remained key challenges. For example,
39% of participating institutions reported sustainability of funding as a challenge to
enhancing institutional progress, and a further 45% of participating institutions identified
a lack of resources as a key barrier.

The institutions that reported positive progress towards sustained resources and funding
are distinguished by having senior leaders who afforded priority status to this agenda.
Notwithstanding this, even where financial and senior management support was available,
some participating institutions reported that an increase in disclosures had resulted in

a strain on resources. This was thought to be a result of awareness-raising campaigns

and the implementation of reporting mechanisms that increased students’ confidence in
coming forward to report. Although this was clearly recognised as a positive development
by institutions, several survey respondents highlighted the importance of ensuring that,
before any awareness raising campaigns are run, institutions have the infrastructure and
additional support in place to respond to an increase in disclosures and reports.

OUR RECOMMENDATION

2. Senior leaders should ensure priority status, consistency in principles,
and dedicate appropriate resources to addressing all forms of harassment
and hate incidents/crimes.

Mechanisms to respond to ‘Changing the culture’ at the highest-levels
of decision-making

Having the involvement of senior leadership teams was noted as a critical enabler to
securing sustainability in implementing the Changing the culture framework (UUK, 2016).
The majority of participants (76%) had secured senior leadership buy-in, which enabled
greater direction-setting across the institution. Several participating institutions with
executive-level support gave examples of integrating recommendations into their
university’s strategic plan as an opportunity to reinforce behavioural expectations from

all staff and students. Furthermore, 87% highlighted the establishment of a working group
that in some instances involved senior management, and a further 62% referenced the
development of a strategic plan for enhancing institutional progress.
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Several institutions also reported that they already had a working group or action plan
in place prior to the publication of Changing the culture or were already embedding
this work as ‘business as usual’ activity. Many Scottish institutions further referenced
developing a strategy and action plan related to the ESHE project (University of
Strathclyde, Glasgow, 2018).

The survey results also indicate that 37% of participating institutions recruited new staff
to respond to the recommendations in Changing the culture. These staff were largely
recruited because of their specialist knowledge and experience in tackling harassment
and held a variety of responsibilities across the institution. Notably, a number of these
institutions gave examples of how the staff were recruited to work with senior leadership
and management to establish and guide working groups or to provide training.

Pro-vice-chancellors and other senior staff involved in the

‘ ‘ disciplinary process have received specialist training in sexual
violence and responding to complaints which has included the
recommendations put forward by UUK Changing the culture
and Pinsent Masons.

Bangor University

Based on the open-text comments, most institutions noted that they had either recruited
or trained existing staff as sexual violence liaison officers (SVLOs)# or recruited
independent advisors.

Several institutions reported the challenge of obtaining resources to transition temporary
specialist staff into permanent roles, and noted this could affect the sustainability of
initiatives.

Several examples of mechanisms used to respond to UUK’s recommendations that
incorporated senior leadership and management were provided in the open-text
comments, as described below.

EXAMPLES OF INITIATIVES TO INTEGRATE RECOMMENDATIONS AT THE SENIOR-LEVEL

« Setting up a ‘Sexual Respect’ working group with an appointed executive team
member to respond to UUK’s recommendations and developing an initial action plan
to raise awareness.

« Appointing a full-time permanent member of staff to focus on prevention and
response initiatives for sexual violence and to provide regular feedback to the
university’s risk and audit committee.

« Developing an institution-wide strategy and action plan based on the ESHE toolkit
in Scotland.

« Working with independent advisors to provide specialist support to survivors
and victims of violence and to embed a sexual violence support pathway across
the institution, with a report back to senior leaders.

« Training pro-vice-chancellors and other senior staff involved in the disciplinary
process on sexual violence.

« Establishing an institutional steering group, including with a member of senior
management who has oversight of other strategic groups, that focuses on different
forms of harassment to help ensure a joined-up approach.

4 The role of SVLOs was created by LimeCulture, an organisation specialising in sexual violence and safeguarding, to provide universities with
specialist staff who are recognised internally and externally as being trained to respond to cases of sexual misconduct. SVLOs are able to inform
the reporting student about the availability of internal and external support and their options, such as action available internally or reporting to
the police. In some universities SVLOs are being used to support reported students once clear boundaries have been put in place.
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Embedding change into longer term governance systems, structures,
policies and processes

The Changing the culture strategic framework highlights the importance of embedding
mechanisms to deliver change into existing governance systems and structures. For
example, committees and working groups set up to provide oversight in tackling harassment
and hate crime should be embedded within the university’s governance structure. This
creates momentum and encourages senior-level buy-in across the institution and can
support and justify any modifications in systems and structures, as well as ensuring that
change becomes part of the university’s core activity. It also allows any emerging issues

to be addressed in a cross-cutting way, since key strategic groups will be sighted by the
senior leader.

Embedding changes in governance structures and institutional policies can also help
achieve consistency in approach across an institution. This can be particularly important
given the complexity of universities and the high levels of autonomy that can exist across
departments/schools and functions.

Based on the open-text comments provided by participating institutions, effective practice
is underpinned by having oversight by senior leadership and governing bodies rather than
residing with a single sponsor of the initiative.

Compared to the evidence collated by UUK’s taskforce in 2015, which showed that
institutions could be more systematic in their approaches, the survey indicates that
institutions are adopting a more joined-up approach to tackling harassment. This is
illustrated by 88% of participants noting that changes had been embedded into institutional
governance systems or structures to support sustainability (see Figure 3).

FIGURE 3: Type of approach to embed change into existing governance

Ensure any changes are embedded
into the institution’s governance
systems or structures, policies,
practices and processes

88%

Regularly review progress 80%

Ensure working groups, teams or
projects are embedded within the
reporting and governance systems

69%

Change temporary structures to
permanent structures

37%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Note: Channels are not mutually exclusive. Percentages do not add up to 100%.
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Common examples of embedding change into governance systems and processes
are set out below:

Examples of initiatives to enhance governance systems and procedures

- Establishing a permanent steering group to oversee progress and report changes
to committees or the university court.

« Making inter-disciplinary working groups part of formal governance structures.

« Updating and integrating all staff and student safeguarding policies and processes
into wider departmental policies.

« Outlining responsibilities of senior leaders within all safeguarding policies for
transparency.

« Revising internal communication channels for decision-making and information
sharing among staff to improve consistency of approach.

Pillar 2: Institution-wide approach

To address harassment, the UUK taskforce recommended that universities should be
encouraged and supported to take an institution-wide approach when preventing and
responding to harassment, GBV and hate incidents. This would be important in both
reducing incidents and effecting cultural change. This involves drawing together activities
across the university, from promoting positive behaviours through to ensuring the
availability of support for students. A whole-institution approach will also support the
embedding of activities to tackle harassment within an institution’s governance systems,
structures, policies, practices and processes. This in turn will enable institutions to assess
the effectiveness of procedures and improve them where necessary. A whole-institution
approach can also support the sustainability of initiatives and maintain their place on the
institutional agenda.

The survey results indicate that 67% of participants have developed an institution-wide
approach, although evidence shows variations among institutions. For example, only 38%
of survey participants without Catalyst funding had implemented a whole-institutional
approach, whereas this rises to 91% for those institutions that had received two rounds

of Catalyst funding (OfS, 2019b).

All Scottish institutions reported on delivering a joined-up approach. Reference was also
made to embedding changes into their governance systems, structures, policies and practices.

Notably, 31% of institutions in England, Wales and Northern Ireland reported that
not yet having developed a whole-institutional approach remained a key barrier for
enhancing progress.

Delivering a joined-up approach through well-defined operational
responsibility

From the open-text comments, it is evident that a lack of clarity in terms of ownership and
responsibility for addressing this agenda can hamper institutional progress. Being clear on
operational responsibility is a critical enabler to assuring a more comprehensive, systematic
and joined-up approach across the institution. It can also help ensure that all involved are
aware of an institution’s action plan, activities and the lines for delegation. This can help
maximise and streamline existing resources to support effective delivery.



SECTOR-LEVEL PROGRESS 31

Several examples from institutions indicate that operational responsibilities sit with
different groups across the institution, which could pose challenges for an institution in
determining when and how monitoring and reviewing takes place; a whole-institution
approach can help address this.

Institutions also noted that communicating the changes that were taking place across the
institution to both staff and students when implementing a whole-institution approach was
also important in effecting cultural change.

OUR RECOMMENDATION

3. Universities, if they do not do so already, should identify clear and
transparent operational responsibility for delivering and monitoring
performance, including who retains authority in decision-making and
where delegation is required.

Improving reporting to university governing bodies and university courts

The taskforce recommended that universities provide their governing bodies with regular
progress reports. This could include reporting on trends, the types of cases and incidents
and outcomes, the preventative and responsive measures and their impact, and the
resources available to deliver this agenda. This can be beneficial in supporting the financial
sustainability of the initiatives and ensuring that initiatives are reviewed and monitored.

Although 52% of participating institutions had provided updates to the governing body,
court or committee, 36% stated that this had not been planned for, and a further 12% did
not provide reports or did not know if this was expected (see Figure 4). This indicates that
there is scope for universities to do more to enable governing bodies to have appropriate
oversight of the institution’s plans and activities to address harassment and hate crime.
Interestingly, the OfS Catalyst funding appears to have had some impact on the extent to
which institutions updated their governing bodies, compared to institutions not in receipt
of funding (OfS, 2019b:Table 3).

Providing progress reports will support governing bodies in fulfilling their responsibility
to receive assurance that adequate provision is being made for the general welfare of
students. It will be for the institution to decide the most appropriate strategic reporting
mechanism for achieving this. Examples of how this has been achieved include reporting
to governing bodies, or a governing body sub-committee, via feedback from an executive
member of a cross-working group. Examples given of the nature of the reports included
a request to review action plans and casework.
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FIGURE 4: Percentage of participating institutions that provide an update to governing bodies

DON'TKNOW

4%

8%

NOT YET PLANNED

36%

52%

While more can be done to improve progress in reporting to governing bodies, 80%

of participants are regularly reviewing progress. In most instances, this was enhanced

by reporting procedures that are integrated with existing formal structures. Several
universities also provided case studies to demonstrate how well-defined roles for reporting
and reviewing progress to relevant governing bodies supports this change.

The university has established a permanent steering group,
‘ ‘ Equally Safe at Strathclyde, which reports to the Equality,

Diversity and Inclusion Committee. The group has three
working groups taking forward the priorities agreed by the
group and progressed through Equally Safe Action Plan.
Progress is monitored and evaluated by the steering group.
This is also reported annually to the Equality, Diversity and
Inclusion Committee and the university court.

University of Strathclyde, Glasgow

To enhance the role of the governing body, one institution suggested that a key
function of a cross-working group could involve the development and implementation
of an audit toolkit for a whole-institution review, based on the Changing the culture
recommendations. Findings could then be fed systematically into the university’s
governing body in alignment with their primary purpose and function.

In Scotland, the ESHE toolkit includes a checklist that summarises the key elements of
implementing a strategic approach (University of Strathclyde, Glasgow, 2018). This
serves as a useful reference point for universities in guiding the role of the governing
body in terms of which actions require monitoring and evaluation, how to link these to
the wider strategic response and how to help steer institution-wide progress.


https://www.strath.ac.uk/media/1newwebsite/departmentsubject/socialwork/documents/eshe/Equally_Safe_Doc_1_pgs_inc_ISBN.pdf
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4. To support good governance and facilitate permanent oversight of
institutional progress, universities should provide regular reports on
progress to address harassment and hate incidents/crimes to governing
bodies or university courts.

The value of partnerships in supporting an institutional strategic response

The UUK taskforce highlighted the importance of partnership working and collaboration.
This includes both internal and external partners such as other universities, expert
specialist voluntary and community organisations, the NHS and the local police. Such
partnerships offered access to specialist knowledge which could be used to inform the
development of an institutional strategic response, as well as the design and delivery of
specific interventions and the provision of expert support for students.

Working collaboratively to strengthen partnerships across the sector, both internally
and externally, is a strong theme in the responses to the survey. It is also encouraging
that compared to previous evidence from the stage 1 study, partnerships are increasingly
forming at a more senior level and with a diversity of groups across the institution.
Partnerships with students’ unions/guilds were highlighted with 92% of universities
involving students’ union in developing an institutional strategic response.

‘ We have a very close working relationship with our student’s
union which has enabled authentic partnership working on
this topic.

Additionally, 94% of participating institutions identified staff involvement and 76%
reported on the involvement of third-sector or local specialist agencies (see Figure 5).

FIGURE 5: Groups involved in developing an institutional strategic response
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agencies, such as rape crisis centres
misconduct or National LGBT
Hate Crime partnerships etc

eronnds andicentrios NN
backgrounds and identities bt

Reporting/responding students _ 32%

0% 20% 40% 60% 80% 100%

Note: channels are not mutually exclusive. Percentages do not add up to 100%.
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In most cases, experiences of working in partnership are found to be highly positive.
Involving a range of partners can ensure an institution’s response accurately reflects staff
and student needs, sharpens accountability, facilitates greater resourcing for delivery, and
provides important expert support for students. Feedback from the OfS Catalyst funded
projects demonstrate that working in collaboration with local external partners could

also help sustainability. For example, one university has established a third-party hate
crime reporting centre for students, staff and local residents which works alongside local
community groups. As such, the centre is part of a broader agenda on hate crime.

Examples of internal and external partnerships listed in the open-text comments are
set out below.

Examples of the internal and external groups involved in developing
a strategic institutional response

EXTERNAL GROUPS:

« Police authorities (eg police liaison officers, local hate-crime forums)
 LimeCulture

« Local authorities

« NHS support

« Office for Students

« University partnerships

« Sexual violence liaison officers

 Good Lad initiative

« Office for Police, Fire and Crime Commissioner

 Rape and sexual abuse centres

« White Ribbon UK

 Counselling centres

INTERNAL GROUPS:
« Student experience committee

« Students’ union (eg sabbatical officer, advice services, women’s representative,
president and social secretary of sports clubs and student union societies)

« Emergency planning and risk manager

» Academic staff (eg criminology, law, sociology)
« Student services

« Residential services

« Human resources

« Wellbeing support services

« Corporate marketing

« Harassment support officers



https://limeculture.co.uk/
https://www.officeforstudents.org.uk/
https://www.goodladinitiative.com/
https://www.whiteribbon.org.uk/
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Risk management

Both the Changing the culture report (UUK, 2016) and the guidance on potentially
criminal incidents (UUK, Pinsent Masons, 2016) identified the importance of universities
having a clear risk management process. This should include what risk is and who owns
the risk, along with robust mechanisms in place to manage risk. UUK has also been
advised by the Police Association for Higher Education Liaison Officers (PAHELO)5

of the importance of universities taking positive action around safeguarding based on
appropriate risk assessments irrespective of whether the police or an institution is taking
action.

Engaging with a range of internal and external partnerships will support managing

and assessing risk in strategic planning. Where these partnerships reside with senior
leadership and management teams, this can help ensure an institution-wide shared
understanding of potential risk factors across all forms of harassment and the preventative
activities required to mitigate these.

The stage 1 report (UUK, 2018) found that a risk assessment approach was commonly
used. However, the interpretation of what this meant in practice seemed to vary, from a
formally documented and reviewed assessment by an individual or panel with formalised
review points, to a case-by-case approach with limited documentation.

The most recent survey found that 36% of university participants acknowledged that
risk management remained a key challenge. This finding was reinforced at a roundtable
discussion on risk management held by UUK in 2018. Alongside an example of a risk
assessment (available as Appendix 3 in UUK, Pinsent Masons, 2016), the ESHE toolkit
(University of Strathclyde, Glasgow, 2018) also provides guidance on identifying the
causes and risk factors when responding to GBV that may serve as a reference point.

In addition, LimeCulture, working with UUK and representatives from universities,

is developing a risk assessment tool that can be customised by universities and will be
published in December 2019.

OUR RECOMMENDATION

5. Universities should develop an institution-wide, shared understanding
of risks relating to managing harassment and hate incidents, irrespective
of whether or not the institution or police are responding to an incident. To
support this, reference should be made to what the risks are, the recording
of risk, how information is passed on and who has responsibility for the
management of risk, together with the actions required to address these.

Pillar 3: Prevention

The UUK taskforce recommends that universities embed a zero-tolerance approach by
establishing clear behavioural expectations alongside a student disciplinary procedure
that includes sanctions that can be imposed on students if behaviour fails to meet these
expectations. The establishment and reinforcing of standards of behaviour and sanctions
for students are key drivers to support change and affect a cultural shift.

As Figure 6 shows, to support prevention, 81% of institutions reported that they had
updated their discipline procedures. This was followed closely by the delivery of
preventative campaigns (71%). It is also worth noting that 53% of participants reported
major revisions to their student code of conduct or charter.

5 PAHELO works in partnership with higher education institutions and their student bodies to reduce crime and increase trust and
reassurance for all those who work, live and study in, or visit, university campuses and communities.


https://www.protect-ed.org/single-post/2018/02/14/PAHELO-Promoting-safer-student-communities-through-police-university-parterships
https://www.universitiesuk.ac.uk/policy-and-analysis/reports/Documents/2016/guidance-for-higher-education-institutions.pdf
https://www.protect-ed.org/single-post/2018/02/14/PAHELO-Promoting-safer-student-communities-through-police-university-parterships
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Good practice, as identified by the participating institutions, involves ensuring students
are fully aware of the sanctions in place to foster a zero-tolerance approach throughout
every area of the university environment, whether for study, work or living. This includes
making use of online and offline channels of communication to raise awareness. This helps
to reinforce the message that any type of discriminatory behaviour is prohibited.

The Warwick Community Respect Programme...is hosted on

‘ ‘ Warwick’s Moodle [online learning platform] and is available
to all students and staff. The programme supports students to
understand the expectations of them as members of the Warwick
Community. It outlines unacceptable behaviours and signposts
students to the support available. Following feedback, we are in
the process of developing this resource with a view to embedding
it further as part of the pre-arrival and enrolment process.

University of Warwick

FIGURE 6: Preventative activities implemented or tested at the institution
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Mechanisms to raise awareness of behavioural expectations

Universities make their expectations of student behaviour (both offline and online)

and their policies relating to sanctions clearly accessible to students in a variety of ways
as shown in Figure 7. Making policies accessible online and/or in print was the most
common response with 89% of institutions indicating this. 74% of respondents have
also made use of campaigns to target these messages. Given that students increasingly
communicate online, there may be scope for institutions to do more through social
media channels.

FIGURE 7: Mechanisms to raise students’ awareness of expected behaviours and potential

sanctions if these standards are breached
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Examples of initiatives to raise awareness of expected behaviour
offline and online and sanctions if these standards are breached

« Developing pre-arrival online consent courses and ensuring it is a condition
of registration.
« Placing behavioural expectations in students’ accommodation.

 Broadening the existing ‘consent quiz’ to include the inclusivity quiz as part
of the registration process.

« Rolling out a new discipline framework with examples of potential sanctions.

« Revising the student charter to include the ethos and general expectations
regarding behaviour for students to sign at, or before, registration.

 Updating safeguarding, anti-bullying, harassment and social media policies.
» Conducting preventative campaigns within sports teams.

« Rolling out anti-hazing training for new sports club leaders.

« Incorporating behavioural expectations in all student campaigns.

 Launching a new website that contains the university’s stance and the
support available for students.

Typically universities reported that students were required to sign, at or before
registration, a student charter to demonstrate they have read and understood their
behavioural obligations and the sanctions. As one respondent commented, this helped to
embed clear messages within the university community of what is expected, and increased
accountability among students and staff for reinforcing positive standards of behaviour,
online and offline.

Notably, the survey results also highlight how several universities are beginning to raise
awareness of behavioural expectations across all parts of a student’s journey, including
pre-arrival. This is on the basis that it can be potentially reassuring for prospective
students to hear of arrangements in place to ensure their wellbeing and safety and to
highlight that these will be in place throughout their student journey.

Given the significance of targeting students before they start university, an additional
area of opportunity for universities involves working with schools and further education
colleges. Only 6% of institutions reported engaging with schools. Of those institutions
connected with schools, a few examples of initiatives were given. One institution noted
that there was significant strength in building relationships with young people prior to
entry into higher education: this helped ensure continuity of messaging from primary
through to tertiary education on the importance of a zero-tolerance approach and helped
cultivate active leadership from students from the outset.
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OUR RECOMMENDATION

6. Universities, if they do not do so already, should ensure that students
are aware of behavioural expectations, both offline and online, and the
sanctions if these expectations are breached, throughout the student
journey and prior to arriving at university. Engaging with schools and
further education colleges to ensure a joined-up approach towards
encouraging positive behaviour and promoting zero-tolerance will
support this.

National Student Survey (NSS)

Currently, only 9% of participat