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ABSTRACT 

Sexual violence has been a highly prevalent problem on university campuses in 

the United States for decades. Title IX of the Educational Amendments of 1972 banned 

sex-based discrimination in schools, which was, years later, understood to include sexual 

violence. As with any law, decades of the building of social meaning around the law’s 

scope and meaning ensued. Sociologists generally argue that organizations do the bare 

minimum to meet social meanings of “compliance” with law, and prioritize social 

appearances over meeting the goal of the law. Here I test that assertion in looking at how 

universities have responded to a specific portion of Title IX law. Since 1975 schools must 

designate at least one employee to handle Title IX compliance. Here I investigate how 

universities have responded to this mandate via an online survey I conducted of 400 Title 

IX employees in 2019. I achieved an institutional response rate of 33%. 

I first present a description of the structure of Title IX employee designation, 

finding that universities have many Title IX employees, and not merely one as seems to 

have been an operating assumption by previous researchers of Title IX. I find that about 

40% of universities have a sole-role Title IX employee, which is higher than previous 

estimates have found. And while I find that universities more sensitive to their legal 

environments have been more likely to establish sole-role Title IX employees or have 

numerous Title IX employees compared to their less sensitive counterparts, these effects 

largely disappear when bringing in time. Essentially, time is the main predictor for 

whether institutions establish sole-role Title IX employees. 

I test whether the establishment of a sole-role Title IX employee leads to a bump 

in formal reports of sex offenses, indicating a positive outcome. I do not find evidence 

that sole-role Title IX employees are a substantive structure that move universities closer 
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toward meeting the goal of the law. I explain that sole-role Title IX employees may not 

be effective because one full-time employee is still not enough to prevent, respond to, 

investigate, and adjudicate sexual violence in a campus community. I conclude that there 

is much more work that needs to be done, and Title IX employees need more support and 

resources from their administrations if that work is to ever be fully successful.  
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION 

 “No person in the United States shall, on the basis of sex, be excluded 
from participation in, be denied the benefits of, or be subjected to 
discrimination under any education program or activity receiving federal 
financial assistance…” 
 
-Title IX of the Educational Amendments of 1972 

 

Sexual violence has been thoroughly established as highly prevalent problem on 

university campuses in the United States for more than half a century, with many studies 

finding that about 20-25% of women on American college campuses experience sexual 

assault, rape, or other forms of unwanted sexual contact by the time they graduate. As 

early as the mid-1950s, Kirkpatrick and Kanin found at one university that more than half 

of female students surveyed had experienced some type of sexual victimization that 

school year, many of whom were first-year students (1957). Of women in Koss et al.’s 

national sample (1987), 27.5% reported being victims of rape or attempted rape since age 

14, while 54% reported some sort of sexual victimization (Koss et al.). Finley and Corty 

in the early ‘90s found 1-in-3 women in their sample to be victims of sexual assault by 

senior year (1993). Fisher et al. (2000) estimated using a large, nationally representative 

telephone sample that between 1-in-4 and 1-in-5 women may be the victims of sexual 

assault throughout her college career. And in the late 2000s, Krebs et al. found that 

19.1% of a random sample of over 5,000 undergraduate women had been sexually 

victimized since entering college (2009). Fedina et al. (2016) published a meta-analysis 

of 34 campus sexual assault prevalence studies published between 2000 and 2015. 
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Among the 11 studies measuring the most broad “unwanted sexual contact” 

victimization, rates ranged from 1.8% - 34% of women (with the majority over 20%).1 

The consistency over the past 60 years of the finding that 20-25% of women 

experience sexual violence during college is alarming, especially considering that in the 

1970s, Title IX of the Educational Amendments of 1972 (“Title IX”) banned sex-based 

discrimination on college campuses. It was not until the end of 1990s that peer-on-peer 

sexual violence at school was understood to be sexual harassment, and thus sex-based 

discrimination under the law. 

If being a woman on campus translates to a 25% chance of being sexually 

assaulted while there, that means their access to education is being systematically 

hindered because of their gender. 

Starting in the early years of the Obama Administration, this conceptualization of campus 

sexual assault as systemic discrimination grew in popularity as American female college 

students engaged in a movement against sexual assault. One visual arts student at 

Columbia University in 2014, Emma Sulkowicz, became famously known as the 

“mattress girl” for carrying her 50 lb. dorm room mattress around with her everywhere on 

campus through graduation, in an art piece called Carry That Weight (Grigoriadis 2014). 

Sulkowicz did this to illustrate the burden that sexual violence victims carry with them all 

of the time. Columbia university found the man she accused “not responsible,” and he 

was allowed to remain on campus. In 2014, twenty-three students came together to file a 

 
1 Of course there has been some debate within academia and the media about these high rates, and the 1-in-5 figure 

specifically (see, e.g.: Perry 2014. ). There is inherent difficulty in measuring such a dramatically underreported 
crime. Studies have found a range of 0%-5% of college sexual assault cases are reported (see, e.g., Greene & Navarro 
1998, Fisher et al. 2000). 



3 
 

collective Title IX complaint against Columbia with the Office of Civil Rights (Baker 

2014). 

In a piece about Sulkowicz' and other women leading a “revolution against 

campus sexual assault,” the Cut of New York Magazine, writes: 

But shattering silence, in 2014, means not just coming out with an atrocity 
tale about your assault but offering what Danielle Dirks, a sociologist at 
Occidental, calls ‘an atrocity tale about how poorly you were treated by 
the people you pay $62,500 a year to protect you.’ By owning those 
accusations, and pointing a finger not only at assailants but also the 
American university, the ivory tower of privilege, these survivors have 
built the most effective, organized anti-rape movement since the late ’70s. 
Rape activists now don’t talk much about women’s self-care and 
protection like they did in the ’90s with Take Back the Night marches, 
self-defense classes, and cans of Mace. Today, the militant cry is aimed at 
the university: Kick the bastards out. (Grigoriadis 2014) 
 
Sexual violence always involves at least one individual’s aggressive actions, and 

those motivations are often studied though a psychological lens. But as Dirks’ quote 

above illustrates, sociologists and anthropologists have uncovered that local-level 

instances of violence, like those of campus sexual assault, can be understood in terms of 

large-scale structures—what anthropologists have termed “structural violence” (Farmer 

2004). Sociologists have conceptualized organizations as gendered for decades, (Acker 

1990) and have argued that an organization’s policies, even if designed to be gender-

neutral, can reinforce gender inequality over time (Armstrong et al. 2006). Acker argues 

that organizations themselves are gendered, meaning “advantage and disadvantage, 

exploitation and control, action and emotion, meaning and identity, are patterned through 

and in terms of a distinction between male and female, masculine and feminine” 

(1990:146). 
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Here I focus on how U.S. federal law, and Title IX specifically, has developed 

over time to address campus sexual violence. Title IX prohibits sex-based discrimination 

by U.S. educational institutions who receive any federal funding, which includes the 

majority of U.S. K-12 schools and colleges. Title IX, an anti-discrimination, civil rights 

law, is the federal government’s driving force in protecting women from unequal access 

to education because of sexual violence. Title IX therefore treats campus sexual violence 

as a widespread, structural form of discrimination against a particular, protected class: 

women.2 In fact, the U.S. Department of Education wrote in a 1997 reflection piece 

entitled “Title IX: 25 Years of Progress:” 

Civil rights laws have historically been a powerful mechanism for 
effecting social change in the United States. They represent a national 
commitment to end discrimination and establish a mandate to bring the 
excluded into the mainstream. These laws ensure that the federal 
government delivers on the Constitution’s promise of equal opportunity so 
that every individual has the right to develop his or her talents. (Riley & 
Cantú 1997) 

Is Title IX successfully meeting this goal? In fact, Title IX was originally 

designed to fight gender disparities in access to educational programs, athletics funding, 

and profitable careers—not sex-based harassment or violence. But over time, its meaning 

has shifted to include sexual harassment, and later, under that umbrella, rape and other 

 
2 Of course, not only straight women are victims of sexual violence on college campuses. Dr. Ethan Levine explains the 

social construction of knowledge around rape, and how researcher and societal biases inflect what we know about 
sexual violence (Levine 2021). Historically, much study on college sexual assault has asked only women about sexual 
victimization, and only men about sexual aggression. Linder et al. explain specifically that knowledge around campus 
sexual violence over the past 10 years has focused on the victimization of white, heterosexual, cisgendered women 
(2020). But in Fedina et al.’s meta-analysis, for example, they found that 4.8% to 31% of men in various studies 
reported sexual victimization in college (2016). Scholars, until recently, have also often excluded LGBTQIA+ 
persons from these studies, who are known to experience very high rates of sexual violence compared to the 
heterosexual and cisgender peers (Walters et al. 2013). Further, young women who are not in college may even 
experience higher rates of sexual victimization (Axinn et al. 2018). And while I look specifically at colleges and 
universities, sexual harassment and violence can start as early as elementary and middle school (Davis v. Monroe 
County Board. Of Ed.; Levine 2017). In this project, I focus on female sexual victimization in college, although male 
and non-binary victims may be included in Clery Act rape statistics I later reference. I do this because Title IX has 
historically been utilized to defend a protected class—women—from inequal access to education, and my research 
focuses on compliance specifically with Title IX. 
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forms of sexual violence. In the 1997, 25th anniversary federal Title IX report, the word 

“harassment” was used five times; in the 2012, 40th anniversary report, it was used 31 

times (Riley & Cantú 1997; U.S. Dept. of Ed. 2012), an illustration of this shift in focus. 

In fact, it was not until 1999 that peer-on-peer sexual harassment was first included under 

Title IX (Davis v. Monroe County Board of Education). 

Legal sociologists have, for decades, studied the shifting meanings of and 

compliance with another civil rights, anti-discrimination law: Title VII of the Civil Rights 

Act of 1964 (“Title VII”). Title VII banned discrimination based on sex, race, color, 

national origin, or religion among U.S. employers with at least 15 employees. Careful 

investigation of the life course of Title VII reveals that what it means for organizations to 

be “compliant” with law is neither obvious nor static. When civil rights laws are initially 

mandated, they can create more questions than answers. For example, what is 

discrimination? Title VII banned discrimination without ever offering a definition for the 

word (Edelman 1992). What should organizational actors do if they see or experience 

discrimination? How much of an effort do organizations need to make against it? Does 

the banning of discrimination translate solely to reactionary efforts, or are preventative 

efforts required as well? 

In studying how organizations have attempted to answer these questions, Lauren 

Edelman developed Legal Endogeneity Theory (2016). Organizations, professions, and 

the federal government, over time, socially construct meanings of compliance with the 

law (1992; 2016). Edelman explains that we are living in a “symbolic civil rights 

society,” where the emergence of “symbolic structures” in the name of compliance, like 

anti-discrimination policies, harassment trainings, diversity offices and staff members, 
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and grievance procedures, have become socially equated with compliance, but do not 

prioritize meeting the original goals of the law. As I will explain, Edelman details how 

managers, professionals, lawyers, and judges all play a role in structural elaboration—or 

the emergence and distribution of structures in the name of compliance—which allows 

for organizations to “mediate” the impact of law and put forth “symbolic structures” 

instead of real, just outcomes for protected groups (1992; 2016). Edelman believes all 

structures put forth in the name of compliance are symbolic because they are meant to 

show attention to the law. In a system where the absence of discrimination is not enough 

and organizations need to be able to prove they do not discriminate, symbolic structures 

become necessary. But that does not mean symbolic structures are completely useless, 

instead, they vary in their ability to actually effect chance, which Edelman terms 

“substantiveness.” Thus all symbolic structures range from merely symbolic to both 

symbolic and substantive/effective. The issue is that “compliance professionals, 

employers, employees and even lawyers and judges begin to understand symbolic 

structures not simply as a means to achieve civil rights but rather as the achievement of 

civil rights” (Edelman 2016:217). 

Here, I apply this great work of Lauren Edelman, Frank Dobbin, and other 

scholars of the social construction of legal compliance with Title VII to a second case, 

that of the adoption of Title IX by American universities. The data behind the study of 

Title VII include, among other sources, three separate cross-sectional surveys of 

historical data of about a thousand organizations, which taken together span from 1955 to 

1997 (Edelman 1992; Dobbin & Sutton 1998; Dobbin & Kelly 2007). Using event history 

analysis, these scholars looked at what structures or policies emerged in the name of 
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“compliance” with the law, including which forms spread, when, among whom, and at 

what rates. In addition, Dobbin and Kelly (2007) and Edelman (2016) conducted 

qualitative and quantitative analyses of professional management articles and online 

materials spanning from the passage of Title VII in 1964 to 1997. Dobbin and Kelly 

(2007) and Edelman (2016) also conducted in-depth interviews with personnel managers 

in various U.S. cities from the 1980s to the early 2000s. 

Here, I look to this impressive body of scholarship in designing my study of Title 

IX. Are students on campus also living in a “symbolic civil rights society?” What 

organizational structures have developed in response to Title IX law? Do they appear to 

be merely symbolic or both symbolic and substantive? Jennifer Wies, an anthropologist 

who also spent years working as a campus advocate, points out that, in the late Obama 

administration when she was writing, despite a constant increase in federal government 

legislation to end sexual violence on college campuses, rates had not declined (2015). 

Wies argues that governmental recommendations and requirements often come without 

regulation, exact directions, or the funding to accomplish what is required—just like 

Edelman said regarding Title VII; “More than five decades after Title VII went into 

effect, substantial discrimination and inequality persist,” she notes (2015:216). 

For feasibility, I can only carve out a small piece of Title IX law for my study. I 

focus on how universities have staffed their Title IX efforts over time, because it was one 

of the oldest mandates under Title IX. Decades before Title IX was used to regulate 

sexual violence, the Code of Federal Regulations (“CFR”) 1975 publication stated that 

any American educational institutions receiving federal funding “shall designate at least 

one employee to coordinate its efforts to comply with and carry out its responsibilities 



8 
 

under [Title IX]” (Office of Civil Rights 1975). I refer to this as the “Title IX employee 

designation mandate.” I focus on two types of Title IX employees, those which I refer to 

as “dual-role” and “sole-role.” Previous research indicates that, to meet the mandate, 

many colleges have assigned Title IX responsibilities to existing employees, like a 

Director of Human Resources or member of General Counsel; thus I call them “dual-

role” employees because they are not solely-dedicated to Title IX work. On the other 

hand, some universities have publicized the establishment of full-time, solely-dedicated 

Title IX employees, which I hereby term “sole-role Title IX employees.” These 

employees have titles such as Title IX Coordinator, Officer, Director, or Investigator, and 

may have a variety of job responsibilities. I define them in my survey as employees who 

“work entirely on Title IX, i.e., they do not hold any other titles or responsibilities on 

campus.” 

While sole-role employees may be growing in popularity, dual-role employees 

seem to have been the standard for a long time, and remain popular as of late (Wiersma-

Mosley and DiLoreto 2018, Sokolow et al. 2018). Paul interviewed Title IX Coordinators 

and documents the struggles of being in a dual-role Title IX Coordinator position (2016). 

She found that dual-role employees often do not receive increases in compensation or 

relevant budgetary funds when adding Title IX on top of their pre-existing work (Paul 

2016). Her respondents explain a general narrative: a high-ranking administrator asked 

them to take on the role, one specifically noting that the workload was downplayed, and 

that they said “yes” or “sure, sure” without “knowing all that was involved with it” (Paul 

2016:54). These dual-role coordinators describe emotionally exhausting work with little 

to no extra compensation, no budget, and an inability to balance their original position 
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and Title IX position effectively. For example, one said: “If Title IX was my full-time 

position, I’d have time to go to more conferences, to get more education and more time 

together with Title IX coordinators. It’s just not in the cards juggling two jobs” 

(2016:61). This indicates that sole-role Title IX employees may be more effective than 

their dual-role counterparts at meeting the goal of the law: preventing and properly 

responding to instances of student-on-student sexual violence. Dual-role Title IX 

employees thus sound a lot like symbolic structures, technically there to demonstrate 

compliance, but likely ineffective at preventing and responding to sexual violence (to no 

fault of their own). 

On April 29, 2015, two articles came out about Florida State University’s hiring 

of their first-ever employee that is fully and solely dedicated to Title IX efforts, which 

they termed Title IX Director. The Tallahassee Democrat notes, “Facing a federal 

investigation and a civil lawsuit over its handling of campus sexual-violence complaints, 

Florida State University announced today the hiring of its first full-time Title IX director” 

(Portman 2015). The author implies that the establishment of this position is a direct 

response to an investigation by the Office of Civil Rights, or OCR, into FSU’s sexual 

violence handlings. In the FSU News, on the other hand, the Interim Provost is quoted 

saying: “[FSU] does not tolerate sexual violence…As universities across the nation look 

at ways to better address these issues, [the new director] brings insights and expertise to 

our efforts to help ensure that every member of our community has a safe, healthy and 

positive experience at FSU.” University leadership, then, implies the new position is 

about student safety, as well as “more focused leadership and direction for all of the 

university’s Title IX activities and personnel” (FSU News 2015).  
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How popular have these sole-role Title IX employees become? Are they merely 

symbolic structures, or do they perhaps replace the merely symbolic-dual role employees 

with a more substantive way to prevent and respond to campus sexual violence? Paul’s 

work on the struggles of being a dual-role Title IX Coordinator indicate that sole-role 

Title IX employees may actually be more effective at meeting the goal of the law (2016). 

But Edelman’s pessimistic findings indicate, very often, that the effectiveness of 

structures plays little to no role in why they are adopted (2016). 

There are a few studies looking at the substantive effectiveness of full-time 

diversity staff have had conflicting findings. Kalev et al. (2006) found that those 

organizations with full-time diversity staff had more white women and black men and 

women achieve management positions, as well as had better odds of other 

antidiscrimination efforts making a positive difference in the workplace. However, they 

explain that their dataset is limited in that they are not able to distinguish between 

different levels of management. On the other hand, Bradley et al. (2018) found no 

statistically significant evidence that hiring a Chief Diversity Officer increased the 

representation of minority groups in hiring decisions between 2001 to 2016 at colleges 

and universities.  

To investigate the popularity of dual- and sole-role Title IX employees, the sole-role 

model’s diffusion over time, and the sole-role model’s effectiveness at combatting sexual 

violence, I present three empirical answers addressing the following research questions: 

 

Chapter 4. The Current Title IX Employee Structure  

1. What is the current structure of Title IX employee designation? 

2. How many Title IX employees do universities have, and in what offices are 
they located?  
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3. What percentage of universities have a sole-role Title IX employee in 2019? 

4. Are those universities most sensitive to their legal environments more likely 
to have a sole-role Title IX employee? 

Chapter 5. The Diffusion of Sole-Role Title IX Employees 

1. When and how many universities have adopted sole-role employees? 

2. What is the probability that any one university will establish a sole-role Title 
IX employee (i.e. What is the hazard rate) within the four Title IX legal 
environments?  

3. How has the structure of Title IX employee designation varied based on 
sensitivity to the legal environment over time? 

Chapter 6. The Effect of Sole-Role Title IX Employees 

1. Does the establishment of a sole-role Title IX employee predict an increase in 
Clery statistics, indicating an increase in reporting on campus? 

2. Does variation in demographics of the university impact how effective sole-
role employees are? In other words, do they appear more or less substantive 
for some sub-organizational fields? 
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CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW, RESEARCH QUESTIONS, AND 
HYPOTHESES 

In this chapter, I first explain some background on neoinstitutional theory. I then 

layout how scholars have applied this body of work to the case of the social construction 

of legal compliance with Title VII and explain Legal Endogeneity Theory in detail. I then 

transition to a second case—that of Title IX. I present more about the Title IX employee 

designation mandate and some previous research on Title IX staffing. I then present my 

research questions and hypotheses. 

Neoinstitutional Theory 

Neoinstitutional theory is the guiding theory for previous scholars of the social 

construction of legal compliance, and describes the behaviors, policies, and structures of 

organizational fields, defined as those organizations which, “in the aggregate, constitute a 

recognized area of institutional life…” (DiMaggio and Powell 1983:148). Examples 

include for-profit companies that produce similar products, non-profit organizations, or, 

of interest here, American colleges and universities. Within these fields, one may find 

specific sub-groups, such as Catholic universities. Neoinstitutional theorists ask questions 

like: How do organizations within a given field structure themselves, go about daily 

activities, and respond to external forces? 

In Meyer and Rowan’s foundational article (1977), they argue that institutional 

“myths” shape the structure, policies, and actions of organizations. Myths are 

“institutionalized products, services, techniques, policies, and programs” (340) that 

organizations are pressured to adopt in order to maintain social legitimacy and, 

ultimately, survive. Characteristically, organizational myths are rational, transcendent of 

any one individual, and have “rulelike” power over organizations (343). Organizational 
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myths that guide the behavior of organizations are analogous to social norms that guide 

the behavior of human beings. 

Another pair of foundational authors on the topic, DiMaggio and Powell, have 

expanded the theory via their term “institutional isomorphism.” Isomorphism describes a 

process of homogenization, whereby organizations “who face the same set of 

environmental conditions” (1983:149) become more and more similar over time—in 

structures, policies, and practices—as they adopt the same institutional myths. DiMaggio 

and Powell identify three analytically separate, but realistically overlapping, mechanisms 

for how and why this occurs: coercive, mimetic, and normative isomorphism (1983). 

Coercive isomorphism occurs when organizations are forced to informally or formally 

change by others. Informal coercion refers to everyday social pressures from other 

organizations. Formal coercion refers to governmental mandates, laws, and directives. 

Mimetic isomorphism is triggered when organizational actors experience 

uncertainty and therefore copy peer organizations as an easy solution. This particularly 

happens in response to law, which can be vague and leave much to be figured out by 

those being governed (Edelman 1992, 2016). In the face of this ambiguity, Weick argues 

that organizational actors “sensemake,” which he defines as a meaning-making process 

that includes interpreting which clues should be interpreted at all.  (Weick 1995; Weick et 

al. 2005). When the government releases a new law that impacts organizations within a 

given field, organizational actors must ask: which sections of the law should they pay 

attention to? Which policies or structures need changing, and how? Mimetic isomorphism 

occurs when organizations look to peer organizations to learn the answers to these 

questions. DiMaggio and Powell explain: “…when goals are ambiguous, or when the 
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environment creates symbolic uncertainty, organizations…model themselves on other 

organizations” (1983:151). 

Empirical studies provide support for these coercive and mimetic processes. For 

example, Tolbert and Zucker, who studied the adoption of civil service reform in the U.S. 

from 1880-1935, found that, while early responders did that which “improve[d] internal 

process,” subsequent responders mimed that which had become normalized (1983:26). 

Variables predicting civil service reform in non-mandated cities thus lost predictive 

power over time, indicating mimetic isomorphism. Fligstein studied the diffusion of the 

multidivisional form (MDF) in U.S. firms from 1919-1979, and found that, if 

organizations within a specific field began adopting a certain structure, it spread to other 

institutions in that field (1985:387). In other words, literature indicates that, whereas 

leaders or first responders to coercive pressures may thoughtfully sense-make, late 

adopters may blindly copy each other in mimetic isomorphism. 

Third, normative isomorphism is the homogenization of organizations due to 

professionalization. Organizations tend to rely on professional knowledge, because 

organizations generally face mass uncertainty on how to respond to external pressures 

like law (Dobbin and Kelly 2007). Consulting a socially-sanctified expert on the matter, 

no matter how competent or objective they may be in practice, can relieve an 

organization of unwanted responsibility. And those trained under a given profession, for 

example lawyers, have generally all been socialized to operate in similar fashion. The 

first way normative isomorphism operates is that these professionals act a vessel for the 

distribution of norms.  
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Second, though, professional roles and titles are themselves organizational myths; 

“the labels of the organization chart as well as the vocabulary used to delineate 

organizational goals, procedures, and policies” may spread in isomorphism (Meyer and 

Rowan 1977:349). Individual actors within organizations are, in fact, positions first 

(Coleman 1974); for example, universities may have a Dean, Title IX Coordinator, and a 

Human Resources Manager, and it is essential to our economic structure that the people 

in those roles are interchangeable (DiMaggio & Powell 1983). Meyer and Rowan explain 

that “some can say that the engineers will solve a specific problem or that the secretaries 

will perform certain tasks, without knowing who these engineers or secretaries will be or 

exactly what they will do. Both the speaker and the listeners understand such 

statements…” (1977:349).  

In any of these three isomorphic processes, literature indicates that, in responding 

to external pressures like law, organizational actors must develop responses that: 1) 

address that initial prompt, 2) fit into the existing formal and informal workings of their 

organization, and sometimes, 3) best serve themselves personally. Organizational actors 

generally attempt to preserve the existing institutional format (Meyer and Rowan 1977). 

In addition, those with social power in the organization may not only attempt to keep the 

organization largely the same, but also maintain their own power within it. Fligstein 

found that “actors’ interpretations will reflect their structural positions, and their solutions 

will reflect the interests of those structural positions” (1985: 388). 

The necessity of balancing these potentially conflicting interests leads to the 

“loose” adoption of organizational myths, whereby organizations technically make 

adaptations to follow their “rule-like” power, but they involve little substantial structural 
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or procedural changes. “Loosely coupled” organizations are those with division between 

how the organization is formally set up on paper, which technically meets the social 

norms, and the real-life proceedings, which may fall short of the formal structure (Meyer 

and Rowan 1977:341). The formal set up includes a hierarchy of employees and formal 

policies for how things are done. But the informal structures are the way in which daily 

activities truly manifest. There is often a chasm between the two. One can imagine 

knowing the protocol of reporting an incident to a superior, and never hearing back that 

they received the report, for example. And the process may end there. In a loosely 

coupled system, each moving part is connected to the others, however “each retains some 

identity and separateness and…their attachment may be circumscribed, infrequent, weak 

in its mutual affects, unimportant, and/or slow to respond” (Weick 1976: 3; see also 

Edelman 1992).   

In sum, when an organization adapts to a new external pressure like law, we 

cannot assume rational choices being made by the most qualified persons in an 

organization. On paper, the formal structure of an organization consists of workers 

trained through professionalization and assumed knowledgeable and capable. 

Realistically, however, this is combined with real-world variables like competence, 

selfishness, and cultural capital (Bourdieu 1986). To assume that managerial actors 

interpret external clues and instate those policies and structures which best serve the 

organization’s interests is ill-informed and fantastical.3 Therefore, large-scale, normalized 

 
3 This economic perspective was indeed shot down when empirically tested. Mezias (1990) studied major corporations’ 

adoption of the flow-through method (“FTM”) of financial reporting, developing numerous hypotheses using 
economic/rational choice theories, as well as institutional theory. When he ran a maximum-likelihood logistic 
regression model with only economic theory-driven variables, his pseudo R2 was 0.16. But when he included 
institutional theory-driven variables as well, the pseudo R2 jumped to 0.51. He explains that, without the institutional 
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structures and policies often “reflect the myths of [organizations’] institutional 

environments, instead of the demands of their work activities” (Meyer and Rowan 1977: 

341). In response to a variety of pressures (law included), organizations adopt those 

policies and structures which have been socially-sanctioned, not those that are necessarily 

efficient or best. Organizational myths, like other varieties of social norms, may offer 

benefits to those who have adopted them, or may even benefit society as a whole, but 

technical efficiency, productivity, and socially positive outcomes are not prioritized and 

should not be assumed. The main benefit is often that organizations who adopt the myths 

seem up-to-date and legitimate, which contributes to resource procurement and 

organizational survival.  

Legal Endogeneity Theory 

Therefore, neoinstitutional theorists argue that popular organizational myths that 

diffuse are often efficient for the first adopters but not necessarily so for later adopters 

(Tolbert and Zucker 1983); work to serve only those in power (Fligstein 1985); or are 

part of loosely-coupled systems (Weick 1976) that prioritize maintaining the status quo 

instead of doing what is best for the organization or people impacted by the organization 

(Edelman 1992). Sociologists have applied neoinstitutional theory to the case of Title VII 

of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (“Title VII”), studying extensively how organizations 

have adopted Title VII and its related family of Equal Employment Opportunity (“EEO”) 

and Affirmative Action (“AA”, together “EEO/AA”) laws.4  

 
variables, the economics-only model is “misspecified” (448). Institutional theory was able to account for much more 
variation than economic theory.  
4 Title VII banned discrimination based on sex, race, color, national origin, or religion among U.S. employers with at 

least 15 employees. Edelman explains: “During the 1960s and early 1970s, a number of EEO/AA laws were passed 
and executive orders issued to address the civil rights of various groups. These laws include Executive Order 10925 in 
1961, the Equal Pay Act of 1963, the Age Discrimination in Employment Act of 1967, the Rehabilitation Act of 1973, 
the Vietnam Era Veterans' Readjustment Assistance Act of 1972 and Vietnam Era Veterans' Readjustment Assistance 
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The scholar to whom I relate my work most closely is Lauren Edelman, who has 

developed Legal Endogeneity Theory (2016). She explains that, when the federal 

government mandates a law to a field of organizations, its adoption is far from simple. 

When Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964 (“Title VII”) banned discrimination in the 

workplace, or when Title IX of the Educational Amendments of 1972 (“Title IX”) banned 

sex-based discrimination in educational institutions, discrimination did not stop 

overnight. In fact, fifty years later, while there have been improvements, people still 

experience discrimination in places of both work and education. Edelman explains that 

this is because we are living in a “symbolic civil rights” society, where organizations 

prioritize putting forth symbols of meeting the law more so than actually meeting the goal 

of the law. Thus understanding what the law says does not paint a full picture of how it 

has been adopted. Edelman explains, “understanding of the process by which 

organizations respond to law” is critical because in “the process of response to law, 

organizations construct the meaning of compliance and thus mediate the impact of law on 

society” (Edelman 1992:1532, emphasis in original). Here I layout some major concepts 

from Legal Endogeneity Theory useful for studying the process of organizational 

adoption of nondiscrimination law. 

Legal Environments 

Sociologist Lauren Edelman explains that an organizational field’s “legal 

environment…consists not only of law and the sanctions that are built into law, but also 

 
Act of 1974” (Edelman 1992:1533). This also includes Executive Order 11246, which “prohibits federal contractors 
and federally‐assisted construction contractors and subcontractors, who do over $10,000 in Government business in 
one year from discriminating in employment decisions on the basis of race, color, religion, sex, sexual orientation, 
gender identity or national origin. The Executive Order also requires Government contractors to take affirmative 
action to ensure that equal opportunity is provided in all aspects of their employment.” See: 
https://www.dol.gov/agencies/ofccp/executive-order-11246/ca-11246  
 

https://www.dol.gov/agencies/ofccp/executive-order-11246/ca-11246
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of societal norms and culture associated with the law, which together influence how 

organizations respond to law” (Edelman 1992: 1535; see also Edelman 1990). When a 

new or newly acknowledged law pressures organizations, therefore, the pressure is not 

only that of complying with the law, but even more so is that of complying with the rest 

of the “legal environment”—the social norms that have developed in response to the law 

by peer organizations, the government or media’s rhetoric around the law, and how the 

government actually enforces the law. If the speed limit is 65 mph for example, drivers 

may know they can drive up to 75 mph before they would ever actually get pulled over 

by law enforcement. Informally, the speed limit tends to be 10 mph higher than the 

formal, written speed limit, based on social norms and how it is enforced. The connection 

to neoinstitutional theory is clear; whether external pressure is law or some other force, 

organizations must react appropriately to their environment to maintain resources and 

survival.  

Legal environments are made up of social norms of peer organizations, 

presidential administrations, the rhetoric of professionals, and a variety of other forces. 

They are not fixed. Understanding what different legal environments proceed after a 

law’s release is important for studying how, when, and why organizations adopt various 

structures. Edelman traced the diffusion of Title VII compliance structures from 1964 to 

1989, looking at EEO/AA written policies and EEO/AA offices within four distinct legal 

environments: 1964 (when Title VII had been released but compliance was not yet 

required), 1965-69 (a period of weak enforcement), 1970-79 (a period of stronger 

enforcement), and 1980-89 (back to weaker enforcement) (Edelman 1992). 
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Structural Elaboration 

One obvious way to respond to law is through visible changes to the 

organizational structure. Edelman explains that American nondiscrimination laws have a 

procedural emphasis, i.e. they require fair treatment (e.g., lack of discrimination in the 

workplace) and not fair outcomes (e.g., requiring the number of managerial positions 

filled with people of color is proportional to the share of people in the neighborhood who 

are of color) (Edelman 1992:1543). Because procedural happenings and interpersonal 

interactions are hardly available for display, Edelman explains that organizations 

elaborate their formal structures—those visible to the outside world such as formal 

policies, offices, and roles—to create visible symbols of compliance (1992; 2016). 

Simply not discriminating is not enough. The need to erect symbolic structures is parallel 

to the need to participate in class; reading the book is not enough when the teacher does 

not know whether you have read the book.  

Structures that organizations put forward to prove their compliance with law favor 

symbolism over effectiveness and efficiency and are called “symbolic structures” 

(Edelman 1992; 2016). Scholars have studied numerous Title VII symbolic structures. 

Dobbin and Kelly found widespread symbolic structures in the name of “compliance” 

with Title VII regarding sexual harassment in the workplace. By 1998, 95% of employers 

had adopted harassment grievance procedures and 70% had adopted harassment trainings 

(any reader working in a bureaucratic organization has likely been required to take such a 

training). These structures, however, were never required by law, showed no evidence 

that they helped to curb workplace sexual harassment, and had not been successfully 

accepted by the courts as defense until after they had become popular. Similarly, 
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Edelman found that by 1989, 18% of employment organizations in her sample had 

created EEO/AA offices, and 86% had created written rules prohibiting discrimination. 

These  “symbolic structures” are easy to incorporate and may demonstrate attention to 

EEO/AA laws, but do not mean anything substantial has changed, nor that discrimination 

has stopped (Edelman 1992; 2016).Just because structural elaboration in organizational 

response to law does not prioritize positive social change, however, it also does not 

preclude that outcomes. EEO/AA written policies or harassment grievance procedures 

may, for example, bring about some social change, but it is not prioritized and not 

guaranteed. Indeed we have seen improvements in the employment statuses of women 

and people of color over time. But Edelman explains: “studies of work-force 

demographics show improvements in the economic and occupational status of minorities 

and women, albeit not necessarily in response to the law” (1992: 1534).  

Leaders and Followers 

Neoinstitutional theory tells us that the organizational myths that diffuse are often 

efficient for the first adopters but not necessarily so for later adopters (Tolbert and Zucker 

1983). Edelman’s work demonstrates how this remains true for the diffusion of legal 

compliance. The first few leaders, likely the most sensitive to their legal environments, 

engage in structural elaboration, perhaps with their own organization’s needs in mind. 

Edelman found that by 1989, 18% of employment organizations in her sample had 

created EEO/AA offices, and 86% had created written rules prohibiting discrimination. 

EEO/AA offices emerged and spread earlier, and then written rules became more 

popular. Edelman explains that initial leading organizations created the high investment 

structures of EEO/AA offices, and once they had become “institutionalized symbols of 
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compliance” that “lend[ed] legitimacy to the organizations that have them, organizations 

that initially resisted legal pressure bec[a]me more likely to create at least minor symbols 

of attention to EEO/AA law” (1992:1557). Overall one of Edelman’s main conclusions 

from her study is that organizations who are most sensitive to their legal environments 

are more likely to 1) respond earlier to legal pressures, 2) create more overall structures 

in response to law, and 3) create more complex or high-investment structures than their 

less sensitive counterparts. 

The Symbolism and Investment Spectrums 

This illustrates another crucial concept for studying the social adoption of legal 

compliance. Structures stemming from structural elaboration in response to law vary in 

how much of an investment they require to implement. Edelman explains that EEO/AA 

offices are high investment structures that leading organizations, those most sensitive to 

their legal environments, put forth. Once they became legitimized and carry social clout, 

the following organizations, those less sensitive to their legal environments, must put 

forth “at least minor symbols of attention” or risk looking negligent to the government or 

peer organizations (1992). These minor, low-investment structures were EEO written 

rules. She explains: 

…policies, which may be copied from other organizations or from 
templates provided by professional associations, are much easier to create 
and require fewer resources to maintain than do either grievance 
procedures or special offices, which require planning, resources, and 
personnel. (2016: 116) 
 
Second, there is a second theoretical spectrum that helps us to analyze structural 

elaboration. Organizational structures adopted in response to law exist on a theoretical 

spectrum ranging from fully symbolic to both symbolic and substantial, or realistically, 
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somewhere in between (Edelman 2016:32). Thus, while a written anti-discrimination 

policy may effect social change at the authoring organization, this should not be assumed, 

and scholars argue this is often not the priority. One could argue that a structure could be 

“fully substantial” meaning it is adopted solely for the social benefits to the organization 

and not for any symbolic purpose. But Edelman does not see it this way; structural 

elaboration is an inherently a symbolic effort. Symbolism is not malicious; organizations 

need to prove their compliance in our current system. Thus, as shown in the spectrum 

diagram above, structures that stay purely symbolic do nothing to move the organization 

closer to a discrimination free environment.  

 

Figure 1: Symbolic Structure Spectrum 

 

 

However sometimes these symbols of compliance do carry substantial benefits 

(Edelman 2016:36). Thus, the symbolism spectrum relates to both the purpose for which 

it was established and the effectiveness of said structure, which may very well go hand-

in-hand. If an organization puts forth a structure for the sake of pure symbolism, that 

structure may not even exist in the informal workings of the organization in the sense that 

it is fully decoupled (e.g. an anti-discrimination policy on a website that no one reads or 

abides by). This spectrum is important to consider because it illustrates that whether a 
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structure is symbolic or substantive cannot have a black and white answer. Structures 

generally have some degree of both.5 

Managerial Interests 

Edelman explains that business leaders face a dilemma between legal and 

business pressures; law pressures managers to change business practices to meet the law, 

but business pressures them “to minimize the capacity of law to intrude on traditional 

managerial prerogatives or business goals” (2016: 31). This can lead to the “decoupling” 

of informal and formal structures (Edelman 2016:35,136-138; Weick 1976), meaning that 

organizations adopt formal structures like antidiscrimination policies, however they may 

have little to no actual impact on the everyday, informal practices of the organization. 

Further, as Fligstein explains, those in power generally attempt to adopt structures that 

maintain their own power (1985), prioritizing meeting their own needs over the needs of 

the organization at large, the goal of the law, or the laws’ constituents. The bureaucratic 

solutions of grievance procedures and harassment trainings, despite not being required by 

law nor having a proven track record of reducing discrimination, spread widely because 

those solutions aligned with what executives typically look for: routinization and 

predictive costs (Dobbin and Kelly: 2007). 

Edelman has named this concept “the managerialization of law.” This is when 

“law is managerialized, or infused with managerial values, goals, and purviews” 

 
5 For example, say a full-time Title IX Coordinator was established as a symbol by university administration. This may 

mean that this person has no budget or support to make change on campus. This is important to note for my study, in 
which I survey Title IX Coordinators. If Title IX Coordinator Jane Smith from Example University is completely 
ineffective in her job, that may very well be no personal fault of her own. It is important to state that, while Jane 
Smith may have filled out my survey, my findings do not represent anything about Jane Smith the person. My 
arguments are about a role within an organization —not the person that fills said role. Paul’s interviews with Title IX 
Coordinators indicate that they care deeply about their responsibilities. If they are ineffective on campus, this is often 
coupled with frustration and guilt (2016). They may not have the time, budget, or emotional support needed to 
effectively fight against campus sexual violence or keep up with Title IX law. (Jane Smith is a fictitious name 
provided for example.) 
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(Edelman 2016:124). Decoupling is one example of this. Others are contracting away 

legal risk, reframing “diversity” in a way that moves the concept away from important 

legal concepts like quotas or affirmative action, and creating a rhetoric of the diversity of 

work styles and communication skills, for example, instead of important legal classes like 

sex, age, and gender (Edelman 2016:142). The managerialization of law is a crucial step 

in the process of legal endogeneity. Edelman explains:  

As legal consciousness becomes managerialized, organizational and legal 
actors alike tend to view symbolic structures as the realization of civil 
rights…The idea that organizations with symbolic structures are in 
compliance with EEO law becomes so widely accepted that evidence to 
the contrary often goes unnoticed. (Edelman 2016: 166-167) 

 
Thus managerialization is one of the major mechanisms for how symbolic structures 

develop, spread, and ultimately become accepted by other peer organizations as 

“compliance.” 

Legal Deference 

What solidifies organizations’ ability to mediate the impact of law is what 

Edelman calls legal or judicial deference, the final step in the process of legal 

endogeneity. This is when the U.S. government defers to already popular structures, and 

therefore solidifies them as being equated with compliance. In the case of Title VII, once 

grievance procedures and harassment trainings had already become extremely 

widespread, the Supreme Court endorsed them in 1998. These symbolic structures 

awarded “judges a bright-line standard by which they could assess employers” (Dobbin 

& Kelly 2007: 1237). Edelman explains that, in its most extreme form, judicial deference 

means that judges replace critical legal analysis with blind acceptance of symbolic 

structures, and enforcement wings of the government like the EEOC (Equal Employment 
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Opportunity Commission) may recommend popularized structures to governed 

organizations “without any guarantee of their effectiveness” (Edelman 2016:39) 

Sensitivity to the Legal Environment 

Edelman explains that organizations most sensitive to their legal environments are 

the most likely to respond early, put forth more high investment symbolic structures, and 

put forth more overall structures in the name of compliance (2016). Which organizations 

are the most sensitive to their legal environment? Here I discuss five major factors in 

determining an organizations’ sensitivity to its legal environment: sector, time, litigation 

experience, size, and region. 

Sector 

 Edelman found that sector was very influential in the creation of the high-

investment EEO/AA offices, saying: “organizations closer to the public sphere created 

symbolic structures earlier and at higher rates than organizations further away” 

(2016:112). Below I show Edelman’s graphs illustrating the creation of EEO Offices, 

EEO grievance procedures, and EEO rules for organizations varying by proximity to the 

public sphere from 1964 to 1989 (moving five year averages, see Edelman 2016:114-

116). As shown, the graphs for offices and grievance procedures look very similar; those 

employment organizations within the federal government responded much earlier and 

much more than any other sectors. Business without a federal contract were the lowest, 

even by the 1980s, remaining under 20% having either structure. This clearly illustrates 

the importance of sector for the establishment of offices and grievance procedures. 

Offices seem like they would be a much higher investment than grievance procedures, 

however these must be closer in investment level than EEO rules, for which the graph 
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looks very different. EEO rules shows that the five variations of sector had very little 

differentiation in how early organizations responded, when, and what overall share 

responded. We see businesses without a federal contract actually responded first, likely 

while the more public sector-organizations were making more high-investment structures. 

In the end, however the federal government organizations still got to the highest share, 

however not by much. 

Figure 2: Edelman’s EEO Structure Diffusion Graphs 

EEO Offices 

 
EEO Grievance Procedures 
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EEO Rules 

 
Source: Edelman 2016:114-116 

Enforcement and Time Period 

Another crucial part of the legal environment is the strength of enforcement 

coming from the federal government, which varies over time with presidential 

administrations and changing cultural moments. In the 1980s, the Reagan Administration 

dramatically pulled back enforcing Title VII (comparable to the Trump Administration 

and Title IX). Edelman’s graphs show that, the low-investment structure of EEO rules did 

not stop during this period, and instead continued to spread (in some sectors, Edelman 

notes, the rates were the same as in the 1970s). This is slightly true for grievance 

procedures as well. But the high-investment structures of EEO offices plateau after 1979. 

Size 

Edelman also looked at the relationship between organizational size and the 

adoption of structures. Larger organizations had higher rates of EEO office establishment 

than smaller organizations, particularly in the 1970s and 1980s (2016:113). Size was only 

significant in the last two of the four time periods she studied, and decreased in 

magnitude from one period to the next. She takes this to mean that, once a symbolic 

structure has become normalized, large organizations will adopt them regardless of how 
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strong federal enforcement is, or how well they do or do not align with the needs of that 

particular organization (1992). This is because larger organizations have more visibility, 

and therefore may be held more accountable by the government, employees, or the 

public. They must adopt a structure that has become normatively sanctioned, or risk the 

suffering of their public appearance. Edelman does not comment on how size affects the 

creation of the lower investment structures. 

Litigation Experience 

Another important variable at which Edelman looked was legal experience, or 

having been sued in the past. She hypothesized that organizations with litigious 

experience would be more likely to adopt symbolic structures, however also noting that 

their litigious experience may indicate indifference toward the law (1992). Ultimately 

Edelman found that prior lawsuits had no impact on the creation of EEO offices. 

However she cites Kalev and Dobbin (2006) and Leonard (2001) in explaining that: 

…other studies, however, have shown that both compliance reviews and 
lawsuits did have an effect on the representation of women and minorities 
in management, suggesting lawsuits may have evoked more substantive 
responses from organizations. (2016:114) 
 

Edelman also explains that lawsuits were very rare and unlikely before 1979, and 

continued to be rare throughout 1980s under Reagan. Had Title VII lawsuits been more 

popular between 1964-1989, she suspects a significant relationship with EEO offices may 

have emerged (1992). Thus Edelman found that previous lawsuits did not have an impact 

on the creation of EEO offices formation, but it did “approach significance” in 1970-

1979. In the 1980s, however, prior lawsuits had a significant relationship with the 

creation of grievance procedures. Therefore, there is some evidence that legal experience 

may motivate structural elaboration. 
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Region 

Lastly, Edelman also considered region in her study (1992), however she does not 

discuss region in her 2016 book. She had hypothesized that, because there was evidence 

that the South was more affected by EEO/AA law, being in the South would lead 

organizations to establish more EEO/AA offices and/or policies. However, the South 

variable had no significant impact on the rate of formation for either structure.  

Another study that looked at region more generally, rather than focusing on one 

specific region, found that region was very important for which structures were adopted 

by organizations. Knoke, in his study of the spread of municipal form in the U.S., 

concluded that “neighborhood effects” proved critical in his event history analysis. He 

further explains that the regional differences he uncovered arose “not from social 

compositional differences of regions' cities but from some type of imitation or contagion 

effect as represented by the level of neighboring regional cities previously adopting 

reform government” (1982:1337). Thus, Knoke’s study indicates that region or which 

institutions are nearby are more available as that which to copy in mimetic isomorphism. 

Characteristics of the Law 

Edelman and Dobbin have theorized reasons as to what characteristics of law 

itself allows for organizational mediation of law.  Law that focuses on procedure, rather 

than results, leaves more room for mediation (Edelman 1992). For example, laws that ban 

discrimination against disabled persons (procedure) may be less effective than, for 

example, French law that requires employers to set aside 3% for disabled persons (result) 

(Dobbin & Sutton 1998: 445). Ambiguous wording, too, leaves more room for 

organizations to technically comply without much substantive change. EEO/AA law did 

not define “discrimination” or “affirmative action” (Edelman 1992:1538). EEO/AA laws, 
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Edelman argues, are ambiguous and focused on procedure over results, laying the 

groundwork for the organizational mediation of law through the adoption of symbolic 

structures. 

Structures and Philosophies of the U.S. Government 

The structure and philosophies of the U.S. government also allow for 

organizational mediation of Title VII law. The U.S. constitution bars federal involvement 

in private business on principle, triggering much ambiguity in employment law (Dobbin 

& Sutton 1998). In addition, the “fragmented nature” of the U.S. federal government 

yields a situation where the executive and legislative branches put out mandates, various 

regulatory offices like the Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (“EEOC”) put 

out guidance documents, and the judicial branch shapes legal scope through case law 

(Dobbin & Sutton 1998:444, 452-453). 

Further, various federal administrations may interpret and enforce law differently, 

shaping different “legal environments.” These back-and-forth changes in how various 

administrations enforce law can add to the disjointedness and confusion of the already 

ambiguous law. Following Jimmy Carter’s stronger Title VII enforcement in the 1970s, 

for example, the conservative Reagan Administration heavily retreated enforcement of 

Title VII in the 1980s. Edelman explains that “weak enforcement mechanisms further 

obscure the boundaries of compliance by providing inadequate and inconsistent feedback 

on what organization practices are legal” (1992:1539). 

Professionals 

In the case of Title VII, even as Reagan pulled back enforcement, Human 

Resource Management (“HRM”) pushed so hard for their bureaucratic solutions that 

grievance procedures and harassment trainings still spread unabated (Dobbin and Sutton 
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1998; Dobbin and Kelly 2007; Edelman 2016). HRM/personnel journal articles 

"fabricated judicial support for grievance procedures" (Dobbin & Kelly 2007: 1211), 

either citing no court cases, because there were none, or wrongfully citing a case that 

actually did not actually accept grievance procedures as defense.  

 Lawyers, on the other hand, familiar with the courts’ unpredictability, argued in 

complete opposition to the advice of the HRM professionals, saying that each Title VII 

complaint should be individually assessed using legal know-how and case history. They 

argued against grievance procedures and harassment trainings, saying that remaining 

ignorant of harassment could protect companies. Dobbin and Kelly (2007) cite a 1984 

law review article that argued “the fact remains that lack of knowledge equals lack of 

liability” (1214).  

Ultimately, the main determinant of which organizations adopted grievance 

procedures and/or harassment trainings was rooted in which professionals executives 

consulted: personnel professionals, or lawyers. In the end, HRM professionals 

successfully shaped compliance to their benefit and maintained their own relevance. And, 

in fact, in the mid-1990s, Dobbin and Kelly explain, “attorneys themselves came 

around…” explaining that “lawyers may well have recognized that at a certain point in 

the diffusion process, the lack of a harassment grievance mechanism signaled 

recklessness” (1236).  

The Effectiveness of Structures 

As noted, a “symbolic structure” does not necessarily have no value; the 

conceptual point is, rather, that the value it may bring to the organization is secondary to 

the benefits to social legitimacy (Edelman 2016). How effective symbolic structures are 
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may actually be unknown or of little concern. As Dobbin and Kelly argue, grievance 

procedures and harassment trainings spread dramatically with no proof of efficacy; that 

does not mean they have absolutely no benefits (2007). As explained, the level of 

substantiveness of an emergent structure in response to law exists on a spectrum 

(Edelman 2016). 

How can one measure if a structure is substantive? In the study of Title VII, 

scholars have often looked to see if the establishment of an EEO/AA structure 

significantly predicts increases in the diversity of hiring or those holding management 

positions, including women and people of color. Kalev, Dobbin, and Kelly (2006) looked 

at the effects of seven structures on diverse representation in private sector management.6 

They found that “Structures establishing responsibility (affirmative action plans, diversity 

committees, and diversity staff positions) are followed by significant increases in 

managerial diversity” (2006:590). Programs aimed at building networks of women and 

people of color like mentoring programs triggered “modest” benefits. Lastly, 

organizations with these structures reaped more effects from other antidiscrimination 

efforts, including diversity trainings and mentoring programs. However, programs 

attempting to target manager bias, like diversity trainings, had no positive impact (Kalev 

et al. 2006); as noted, 70% of employers adopted diversity trainings by 1998 (Dobbin and 

Kelly 2007).  

Edelman and Petterson studied the effect of EEO offices, affirmative action plans, 

trainings, and recruitment programs on the representation of women and people of color 

in late 1980s workplaces (Edelman and Petterson 1999; Edelman 2016:138). Only 

 
6 One limitation is that their dataset lumped everyone above first-line supervisors as “management,” and thus they are 

unable to distinguish between low-level and high-level managers. 
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affirmative action recruitment programs had a significant impact. Thus, EEO offices, 

despite being a high-investment structure, proved to be non-substantive. They also found 

that “affirmative action plans…had a statistically significant negative effect on the 

percentage of women [represented in management.]” (Edelman 2016:137, emphasis in 

original). Lastly, one study looked specifically at Title VII staffing. Bradley et al. (2018), 

found no statistically significant evidence that hiring a Chief Diversity Officer at colleges 

and universities increased the representation of minority groups in hiring decisions 

between 2001 to 2016. I was unable to find any studies that actually looked at the impact, 

if any, of EEO written policies. 

Two studies specifically looked at the effect of sexual harassment policies at 

universities (not necessarily sexual violence), however in the UK and South Africa. 

Thomas (2004) paints a picture of legal endogeneity occurring in the UK, too, saying that 

“the adoption of equal opportunities policies” at British universities has drawn 

skepticism, and that these polices may not be having any positive impact on women’s 

place in academia. She surveyed 78 British universities by mail in 1996. The way 

Thomas proposed testing the efficacy of the policies was by looking at two things, 1) 

increases in reporting and 2) the respondent’s opinion on their perceived effectiveness. 

She ultimately concludes that “the introduction of harassment policies in UK universities 

has so far failed to make a significant impact” (2004:157).  Similarly, in Joubert et al.’s 

(2011) study of the effectiveness of sexual harassment policies at universities in South 

Africa, they concluded that “the implementation of such policies is not effective and few 

academic staff members received training and/or guidance on the utilisation of the 
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policy” (2011:1). They relied solely on the awareness and perceived effectiveness among 

staff and faculty on campus.  

Summary 

After this decades-long battle between various social camps, the social meaning 

of “compliance” with Title VII translated to the widespread adoption of EEO/AA 

policies, offices, harassment trainings, and grievance procedures. Discrimination has 

certainly declined since the 1960s (albeit not enough), a testament to the fact that some 

structures in response to Title VII law may have been at least somewhat effective, or 

perhaps the change just came with time. The concern, however, is that effectiveness has 

not been prioritized. If it had been, organizations would not have so widely adopted these 

structures with no empirical evidence demonstrating their ability to combat workplace 

discrimination. These “symbolic structures” spread in response to Title VII were pushed 

for by the HRM professionals. They were adopted by executives, who preferred their 

relatively easy establishment, predictable costs, and ability to check “comply with Title 

VII” off their to-do lists. Edelman found larger organizations and those with connections 

to the public sector were the most likely to adopt high-investment symbolic structures, 

and earlier. There is also some, but less, evidence that those with previous legal 

experience are more likely to adopt symbolic structures. Grievance procedures and 

harassment trainings were never mandated by law, had no basis in law or court history, 

and were in direct opposition to legal advice—and yet they still spread to 95% and 70% 

of employers respectively (Dobbin & Kelly 2007). EEO/AA offices, on the other hand, 

only reached about 18% of organizations because of the large investment required, 

however these too lacked effectiveness. 
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Once isomorphic inertia picks up, normative forces have proven incredibly 

strong; even when Reagan dramatically retreated from EEO/AA enforcement, symbolic 

structures persisted to spread unabated. Crucially, neither executives nor the courts 

“seemed particularly concerned that the solution was, perhaps, of no more than 

ceremonial value (Meyer and Rowan 1977)” (Dobbin and Kelly 2007: 1237). What earns 

a structure the label of “compliance” is managerial plausibility, measurability, social 

approval, and predictability. There is no room, indeed no reward, for concern with 

effectiveness. 

Title IX of the Educational Amendments of 1972 
 

As shown, most, if not all, sociological knowledge on the social construction of 

legal compliance has been developed from the study of Title VII. How well do these 

ideas translate to the study of another, comparable law? Title IX of the Educational 

Amendments of 1972 (“Title IX”) similarly banned a certain form of discrimination in a 

particular context: sex-based discrimination in government-funded American educational 

institutions. Have universities responded to Title IX similarly to how employment 

organizations responded to Title VII? What symbolic structures have diffused in response 

to the law? Do they make any substantive difference? 

Here I aim to apply the decades of impressive scholarship on how organizations 

have responded to EEO/AA law and apply it Title IX. To begin this case-study, I have 

carved out one specific mandate nearly as old as Title IX itself and look at how 

universities have responded. Since the first round of Title IX regulations were published 

in 1975, it has been required that educational institutions “designate at least one 

employee to coordinate its efforts to comply with and carry out its responsibilities under 
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Title IX” (hereinafter “the Title IX employee designation mandate;” Office of Civil 

Rights, 1975). This quote with a few minor tweaks in wording can be found in nearly all 

Title IX regulatory documents over time. How have universities responded to this, and 

how has that changed over time?  

Here I give some more background on the Title IX employee designation 

mandate, including what the federal government has required about Title IX staffing over 

time. I illustrate that there are four recent legal environments of Title IX that I will use in 

my analyses. I present the little bit of previous research that has been done by other 

scholars on Title IX staffing and legal compliance with campus sexual violence law. 

Lastly, I layout specific research questions and hypotheses for the project at hand. 

The Title IX Employee Designation Mandate 

Edelman explains that ambiguity, procedural emphasis, and weak enforcement of 

law allow for ineffective, symbolic structures to emerge and diffuse (1992). Here I apply 

these ideas to the Title IX employee designation mandate in presenting what 

requirements and guidance the federal government has distributed regarding the Title IX 

employee mandate over time. The federal government annually publishes the Code of 

Federal Regulations (“CFR”), or “the codification of the general and permanent rules 

published in the Federal Register by the departments and agencies of the Federal 

Government” (GovInfo 2020). In the CFR are descriptions of what must be done to be 

technically compliant with the law. Before these regulations become law and are 

published in the CFR, they must first go through a notice-and-comment procedure, 

whereby the federal government proposes the regulations, seeks feedback from the 

public, and ultimately publishes the final version, which also contains written response to 
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the public’s comments. If guidance goes through a notice-and-comment procedure, its 

final publication (be it in the CFR or another government vessel) is considered to have 

the rule of the law. I refer to any regulations meeting this definition as “regulatory 

documents.” Based on my research, the most foundational regulatory documents for Title 

IX were published in 1975, 1997, 2001, and 2020. They are presented in Table 1 below. 

Second, the government also publishes “guidance documents” and “significant 

guidance documents,” which do not go through notice-and-comment procedures, and 

therefore do not technically have the full force of law. The Department of Education 

(“DOE”) has described guidance documents as that which “represent the Department of 

Education’s current thinking on a topic. They do not create or confer any rights for or on 

any person and do not impose any requirements beyond those required under applicable 

law and regulations” (U.S. DOE 2020). These are therefore not published in the CFR, but 

rather take the form of a letter from the government, a Q&A style document, or some 

other formal document. The authors, in the case of Title IX, are often the DOE or, more 

specifically, the Office for Civil Rights (“OCR”), which is the enforcement arm of the 

DOE. Major regulatory documents that have recently been distributed have been in 2011, 

2014, and 2017, also included in Table 1 below. 

The 1975 Title IX Regulations published in the CFR, the earliest I can find after 

the 1972 passing of Title IX, did not mention sexual violence specifically, however, 

much of its foundational language has permeated subsequent guidance. In 1997, the DOE 

published “Sexual Harassment Guidance: Harassment of Students By School Employees, 

Other Students, Or Third Parties” in which they wrote, “Sexual harassment of students is 

a form of prohibited sex discrimination...” the first formal mention of sexual harassment 
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as part of Title IX that I was able to find. In 2001, the DOE distributed a revised version 

of the 1997 guidance, therefore replacing it. When my survey was conducted in the fall of 

2019, the 2001 Revised Sexual Harassment Guidance was the most recent official 

regulatory document that had gone through a notice-and-comment procedure, and was 

therefore still the guiding law on the federal government’s interpretation of what “Title 

IX compliance” should look like. 

Table 1. Major Title IX Regulatory and Guidance Documents  

Year Document Type of Publication Word 
Count* Citation 

1975 1975 Title IX Regulations (CFR) Regulatory Document 11,000 (OCR 1975) 

1997 Sexual Harassment Guidance Regulatory Document 17,000 (US DOE 
1997) 

2001 Revised Sexual Harassment Guidance (replaced 
the 1997 document) Regulatory Document 23,000 (US DOE 

1997) 

2011 Dear Colleague Letter (rescinded in 2017) Significant Guidance 
Document 10,000 (Ali 2011) 

2014 Questions and Answers on Title IX and Sexual 
Violence (rescinded in 2017) 

Significant Guidance 
Document 21,000 (US DOE 

2014) 

2017 
(Sept.) Q&A on Campus Sexual Misconduct Significant Guidance 

Document 3,700 (US DOE 
2017) 

2018 
(Nov.) 

Proposed Title IX Regulations (before notice-and-
comment procedure) 

Notice of proposed 
rule making 42,000 (US DOE 

2018) 

2020 
(May) 

Title IX Regulations (CFR) (after notice-and-
comment procedure) Regulatory Document 653,000 (US DOE 

2020) 
*I calculated word counts by pasting the entire text from PDFs or websites from the original sources 
into Microsoft Word, using the word count function, and rounding to the nearest 100. These are 
unofficial figures meant as a general guide for length comparison. 

 

 

The Obama Administration put forth multiple significant guidance documents 

regarding sexual violence and Title IX, two of which I highlight here. In 2011, the Dear 

Colleague Letter (“DCL”) was a 19-page significant guidance document authored by then 

Assistant Secretary of Education for Civil Rights (the head of the OCR) Russlynn Ali. 

Then in 2014, Assistant Secretary for Civil Rights Catherine E. Lhamon authored a much 
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longer Q&A style document called the “Questions and Answers on Title IX and Sexual 

Violence” (“2014 Q&A”). These two documents described much of how the DOE 

instructed educational institutions to handle sexual violence under Title IX throughout the 

latter half of the Obama presidency. And while the government states that significant 

guidance documents do not have the force of law, some legal scholars disagree, calling 

significant guidance documents “regulations disguised as ‘guidance’” (Bernstein 

2016:291). For example, one scholar argues that the DCL of 2011 effectively “invented 

new legal requirements” (Bernstein 2016:290). These two documents put out by the 

Obama administration have been credited with triggering major overhauls of campus 

sexual assault policies across the U.S. For example, one Title IX Coordinator said that 

“this has just mushroomed into something much bigger than any administrator or provost 

or college president ever knew it could be…. I think institutions large and small are 

scrambling trying to figure it out” (Paul 2016:79).  

In September 2017, the DOE under Trump’s appointee Betsy DeVos rescinded 

the Obama-era 2011 and 2014 significant guidance documents, which could be done 

instantaneously because they had not gone through notice-and-comment procedures. 

They replaced it with an interim, 7-page significant guidance document called “Q&A on 

Campus Sexual Misconduct.”  This document contained two sentences on Title IX 

staffing: “Each recipient must designate at least one employee to act as a Title IX 

Coordinator to coordinate its responsibilities in this area. Other employees may be 

considered “responsible employees” and will help the student to connect to the Title IX 

Coordinator.” Responsible employees are not Title IX employees, but were rather an 

Obama-era classification including anyone with substantial student contact on campus, 
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such as Professors and Resident Assistants, who were required to report any sexual 

violence that they were aware of to the Title IX Coordinator. 

The 2001 document was officially published in the CFR and thus could not be 

immediately rescinded, but could be replaced by another publication of a formal 

regulatory document. On November 29, 2018, the DOE proposed new Title IX 

regulations in a 144-page document, which at the time of my data collection was going 

through the rulemaking process. Their proposed alteration to the Title IX employee 

designation mandate was that the employee must be called the “Coordinator,” to 

remove potentially unclear language in the existing regulation that could 
be read to require that the coordinator  must be the one that handles the 
investigations and otherwise directly carries out the recipient’s 
responsibilities” (2018:61481). 
 
Their stating reasoning was that the... 

Proposed § 106.8(a) would reflect the current reality of Title IX 
compliance—namely, that recipients generally name a Title IX 
Coordinator and designate that individual to coordinate their efforts to 
comply with Title IX” (2018:61481). 
 
The final regulatory document, after a lengthy and rigorous notice-and-comment 

procedure receiving over 100,000 public comments, was released in May of 2020 and 

officially became law in August of 2020, officially replacing the 2001 official guidance 

document. Because I collected my survey data in the Fall of 2019, I do not analyze these 

new finalized regulations nor rely on them in data analysis.  

Federal Guidance Around Number of Title IX Employees 

Since the first round of Title IX regulations were published in 1975, it has been 

required that educational institutions “designate at least one employee to coordinate its 

efforts to comply with and carry out its responsibilities under Title IX.” This quote can be 

found in every document in Table 1 above with a few minor tweaks in wording. This 
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requirement that universities have at least one person has therefore been consistent and 

without much ambiguity. 

Beginning in 1997, they suggested, albeit did not require, having more than one 

person designated as a Title IX employee, saying:  

Because it is possible that an employee designated to handle Title IX 
complaints may him or herself engage in harassment, a school may want 
to designate more than one employee to be responsible for handling 
complaints in order to ensure that students have an effective means of 
reporting harassment. While a school may choose to have a number of 
employees responsible for Title IX matters, it is also advisable to give one 
official responsibility for overall coordination and oversight of all sexual 
harassment complaints to ensure consistent practices and standards in 
handling complaints. (US DOE 1997) 

This exact language is repeated in the 2001 document. The 2011 DCL, which was 

meant to clarify requirements and not to add anything, does not repeat that language, but 

includes a similar statement. They add that, if more than one person is a Title IX 

employee, their titles should indicate who is the main coordinator, saying: 

If a recipient designates more than one Title IX coordinator, the notice 
should describe each coordinator’s responsibilities (e.g., who will handle 
complaints by students, faculty, and other employees). The recipient 
should designate one coordinator as having ultimate oversight 
responsibility, and the other coordinators should have titles clearly 
showing that they are in a deputy or supporting role to the senior 
coordinator. (Ali 2011:7) 

This is then echoed again in very similar words in the 2014 Q&A. DeVos’s 2017 

Q&A does not address this topic, but her DOE’s proposed regulations of 2018 (the 2020 

regulations prior to a notice-and-comment procedure) explained that they planned to 

change the language of the regulatory document to encourage more coordination, as 

“Title IX Coordinator” implies. They explained that:  

…the existing regulation could be read to suggest that the Title IX 
Coordinator must be the one who carries out the recipient’s duties under 
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Title IX, rather than allowing the coordinator to coordinate the actions of 
others in carrying out those duties. (US DOE 2018:61481) 

In sum, it has been required from 1975 to the time of survey data collection that 

universities have at least one employee designated to handle Title IX efforts. In 1997, 

they began suggesting that more than one may be ideal (however it has never been 

required), and if a school has multiple Title IX employees, one should be the main 

coordinator and others should be in supporting roles. In 2011, they added that “titles 

clearly showing that” they are in supporting roles should be utilized. The 2018 proposed 

regulations suggested that the Coordinator should be designating tasks to other people on 

campus, who do not necessarily need to be in official Title IX roles. All of this language 

is arguably clear, with the minimum requirement consistent for the past 45 years. 

Federal Guidance on Solely-Dedicated Title IX Employees 

Should the designated Title IX employee(s) be solely-dedicated to Title IX (sole-

role), or can they hold other, non-Title IX responsibilities at the institution? As discussed 

in Chapter 1, by sole-role, I mean that they are fully dedicated to Title IX, i.e. a full-time 

Title IX Coordinator or similar position, and are not also, for example, the Director of 

Human Resources or Residence Life. A part-time employee working less than 40 hours 

per week who is solely-dedicated to Title IX would also qualify under this definition.  

Since the first round of Title IX regulations were published in 1975, it has been 

required that educational institutions “designate at least one employee to coordinate its 

efforts to comply with and carry out its responsibilities under Title IX.” Federal guidance 

has never explicitly discussed the creating of a new position for coordinating Title IX; on 

the other hand, the word “designate” means to nominate, indicate, signify, or select. All 

of these words suggest the government originally meant that an existing employee should 
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take on the responsibility of coordinating Title IX compliance. In the 1970s when Title 

IX first began, being the Title IX Coordinator had nothing to do with preventing, 

investigating, or adjudicating sexual assault and rape—it was arguably a different job 

requiring less labor, and certainly less emotional labor.  

There is evidence that this model of adding Title IX responsibilities on top of 

another employee’s existing role is common. Paul (2016) conducted 13 semi-structured 

interviews with Title IX Coordinators at small and medium size universities, and 12 of 

those 13 held other full-time positions at their universities. Among those respondents, 10 

of the 12 “inherited the role” on top of a pre-existing role they held at their universities, 

often in Human Resources or Student Affairs. She also found that these coordinators 

rarely received any extra compensation for these added responsibilities. 

The first-time governmental regulations said anything specifically related to this 

topic was in the DCL of 2011. Author Russlynn Ali said, “The Title IX coordinators 

should not have other job responsibilities that may create a conflict of interest. For 

example, serving as the Title IX coordinator and a disciplinary hearing board member or 

general counsel may create a conflict of interest” (p. 7). This again implies that the Title 

IX Coordinator likely holds another role or roles on campus, but that one should be 

selective about what that other role is. 

The 2014 Q&A echoed the 2011 DCL’s language, but adding a point that made it 

the first guidance to indicate a full-time coordinator may be ideal (emphasis mine):  

Title IX does not categorically preclude particular employees from 
serving as Title IX coordinators. However, Title IX coordinators should 
not have other job responsibilities that may create a conflict of interest. 
Because some complaints may raise issues as to whether or how well the 
school has met its Title IX obligations, designating the same employee to 
serve both as the Title IX coordinator and the general counsel (which 
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could include representing the school in legal claims alleging Title IX 
violations) poses a serious risk of a conflict of interest. Other employees 
whose job responsibilities may conflict with a Title IX coordinator’s 
responsibilities include Directors of Athletics, Deans of Students, and any 
employee who serves on the judicial/hearing board or to whom an appeal 
might be made. Designating a full-time Title IX coordinator will minimize 
the risk of a conflict of interest. (pp.11-12) 

Nothing is said related to this topic in the 2017 significant guidance document. As 

a reminder, in 2017, DeVos’s DOE rescinded (nullified) the Obama-era significant 

guidance docs: the 2011 DCL and the 2014 Q&A. Therefore, in sum, federal guidance on 

whether the Title IX employee should be solely-dedicated or in a shared role has implied 

from 1975 to 2014 that a shared role is normal and acceptable. In a brief window from 

2014 to 2017, the government that said a full-time (solely-dedicated) Title IX 

Coordinator may reduce conflict, albeit it was still not required. Then from 2017 until the 

time of data collection, the document containing that suggestion was no longer valid.         

Federal Government Rhetoric 

In addition to written law and guidance, however, federal rhetoric and 

enforcement styles are also a key part of the legal environment, and the Obama and 

Trump Administrations have put forth very different rhetoric regarding campus sexual 

violence. Jones (2015) argues that the Obama-era DOE was likely influenced by the 

narrative of the sexual violence advocacy profession, explaining: 

Dissatisfied with the criminal and civil justice systems, and propelled by 
campus activism and compelling media narratives from sexual assault 
victims, advocates argued that campuses had to do a better job of 
responding to and sanctioning a broad range of misconduct that is now 
called ‘sexual violence.’ They also argued that the government was not 
doing enough. Based on a victim-centered philosophy, advocates 
prevailed on OCR to issue new guidance that required campuses to create 
interim remedies, inform survivors about their choices, investigative more 
thoroughly, lessen the burden of proof, and alter their campus disciplinary 
systems. (Jones 2015:3-4) 
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In 2014 Obama himself was quoted as saying “To the survivors who are leading 

the fight against sexual assault on campuses, your efforts have helped start a movement” 

(Lierman 2014). Joe Biden, Obama’s VP at the time and now the 46th President of the 

U.S., spearheaded federal anti-sexual violence campaigns like “1is2many” and “It’s On 

Us.” For example, Biden and numerous sexual violence survivors gave a tear-jerking, 

televised performance on sexual violence awareness at the 2016 Academy Awards. 

Further, under the Obama Administration, hundreds of sexual violence Title IX 

complaints were filed through the OCR, including those initiated by victims or their allies 

(complaints), as well as by the government itself (compliance reviews).  

As explained, the Trump Administration rescinded the Obama Administration’s 

2011 and 2014 significant guidance documents, those upon which schools had based 

major overhauls of their campus sexual violence policies. They also put forth very 

different rhetoric, arguably that of the legal profession, which was very critical of how 

the Obama Administration handled Title IX. In October 2014, twenty-eight lawyers from 

Harvard’s law school published an op-ed in the Boston Globe arguing against Harvard’s 

new sexual harassment policy. Harvard, like many colleges, overhauled its sexual 

misconduct policies to be in-line with the Obama Administration’s 2011 DCL and 2014 

Q&A. The op-ed piece argued that Harvard’s new policies “lack[ed] the most basic 

elements of fairness and due process, [were] overwhelmingly stacked against the 

accused, and [were] in no way required by Title IX law or regulation” (Bartholet et al. 

2014:10). 

Some legal scholars criticize particular Obama-era Title IX requirements, like 

requiring the preponderance of evidence standard and the blanket banning of both 
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mediation and the inclusion of sexual history as evidence. Some lawyers have also argued 

that it is a “dubious notion…that there is a rising epidemic of sexual assault on campuses 

nationwide” (Bernstein 2016:297). Therefore, while the advocacy profession may have 

argued successfully that the Obama Administration should put forth a conceptualization 

of Title IX rooted in anti-patriarchy, pro-victim feminism, there is evidence that the legal 

profession similarly won over the Trump Administration to adopt their narrative instead, 

one of due-process and rights of the accused. 

Federal Title IX Enforcement Styles 

In addition to rhetoric, measurable differences in enforcement styles exist across 

presidential administrations and are also a key part of the legal environment. As 

explained, there is evidence that legal experience may motivate the development of 

symbolic structures. Thus, it is important to understand how the federal government has 

enforced Title IX, including the different ways they enforce the law. The OCR 

investigates universities for Title IX infractions if they receive a complaint from anyone, 

or under a government-initiated compliance review. Celene Reynolds has conducted 

extensive research on these OCR Title IX investigations over time, which she defines as 

follows: 

OCR complaints are a middle ground between internal grievances and 
lawsuits. Anyone can file a charge against an educational program. They 
incur no direct monetary costs but may take years to resolve and are also 
more formal than local internal complaints, which may deter those who 
want quick and private resolutions. (Reynolds 2019:250) 
 
While universities have been legally sued, I focus instead on these Title IX 

Investigations in considering legal experience in my project. Actual reporting of sexual 

violence to the legal system outside of a university system like the local police is 
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extremely rare, whereas these middle-ground OCR complaints are both common and 

publicly available in a dataset provided by the Chronicle of Higher Education.  

Reynolds conducted an analysis of all OCR Title IX complaints filed from 1994-

2014 at four-year universities. Below is her graph showing the number of complaints by 

type during that time frame.7 As Reynolds shows, sexual harassment filings (line of small 

dots) were low at the beginning of the Obama Administration (but still existent), 

numbering around 40 filings for all four-year universities in the year 2008. As the Obama 

Administration progressed, that number continued to climb, with the 2014 total appearing 

to be about 130. 

Figure 3: Reynolds’ Title IX Complaints Graph 

 

(Graph Source: Reynolds 2019:257) 

 
7 Reynolds explains that her graph is an adjusted total. There were two instances in her time frame of mass filings by 

two individuals. In 1999, 1614 academic Title IX complaints were filed by one individual on behalf of others, and 
similarly in 2013 and 2014, two individuals filed over 3,000 athletics Title IX complaints on behalf of others. 
Reynolds removed these from this graph as to show un-skewed average excluding those two outliers (2019:254-256). 
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Enforcement styles particularly diverged between the Obama and Trump 

Administrations in the timeframe of my study. The Obama Administration ramped up 

Title IX enforcement, while the Trump Administration heavily pulled back on enforcing 

Title IX. The OCR investigates universities for Title IX infractions if they 1) receive a 

complaint from someone in the public (be it the student/alleged victim, a parent, a 

university staff member, or any other person), or 2) under a government-initiated 

compliance review. As I show in Figure 4 below, under Obama, there was a steady 

increase in the opening of both types of cases. Then beginning in academic year 2016-

2017, during which the DOE transitioned from the Obama to the Trump Administration, 

case openings began to decline, and case closings increased. One year into the Trump 

Administration, the number of cases closed surpassed the number of cases opened.8 

The data available includes all 8 years of the Obama Administration and only 1.5 

years of the Trump Administration. However in that time frame, the Obama 

Administration opened 15 compliance reviews, while the Trump Administration did not 

open any, as shown in Figure 5 below. In addition, Figure 5 also shows that, in that short 

window, the Trump Administration relied much more heavily on administrative and 

insufficient evidence closures, rather than resolution agreements between the university 

and the Office of Civil Rights, which was the preferred method under Obama. 

 

 

 

 

 
8 The Chronicle of Higher Education has only been able to update their dataset of all Title IX sexual violence 

investigations through the 2017-2018 academic year. Thus my Title IX case data is limited to that time frame. 
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Figure 4. Number of Federal Title IX Investigations  
Opened and Closed by Academic Year 

 
 

Figure 5. Frequencies of Types of Sexual Violence Title IX Investigation 
Openings and Closures by Administration, May 2008-May 2018 

 

 

The Legal Environments of Title IX 

I am able to use these findings on the major legal documents of Title IX and the 

differences in rhetoric and enforcement under the Obama and Trump Administrations to 

demarcate my interpretation of the four recent legal environments of Title IX, presented 
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in Table 2 below. Using Event History Analysis, I will look at the diffusion of sole-role 

Title IX employees within these four legal environments or “eras.” 

 

 

 

In sum, it has been required from 1975 to the time of survey data collection that 

universities have at least one employee designated to handle Title IX efforts. In 1997, 

they began suggesting that more than one may be ideal (however it has never been 

required), and if a school has multiple Title IX employees, one should be the main 

coordinator and others should be in supporting roles. In 2011, the Obama Administration 

adopted a pro-victim/anti-sexual violence rhetoric, began ramping up enforcement. 

Regulation wise, they added that those in secondary/supporting roles should have titles 

clearly indicating as such. In 2014, the Obama Administration made the first published 

suggestion that a “full-time Title IX Coordinator” may best reduce conflict. In 2017, the 

Trump Administration adopted the legal professions pro-due-process rhetoric and began 

rolling back enforcement. The 2018 proposed regulations suggested that the Coordinator 



52 
 

should be designating tasks to other people on campus, who do not necessarily need to be 

in official Title IX roles.  

All of the language around what is required under the Title IX employee 

designation mandate is arguably clear, with the minimum requirement consistent for the 

past 45 years; at least one person must fill the role of a Title IX employee on campus. 

The bare minimum to meet this compliance would thus be one, dual role employee who 

is not in a role in which there may be a conflict of interest. One step above this would be 

designating a second dual-role employee in case the first one is ever themselves accused 

of harassment. Going above and beyond would thus include a sole-role Title IX employee 

or having numerous Title IX employees above two. 

Previous Research on Title IX Staffing 

What have universities done to address the Title IX employee designation 

mandate? Before I delve into how I will address this question in my own survey, I cover 

what previous surveys have found. As I here show, previous surveys have suffered 

methodological flaws and thus we still do not have a reliable understanding of how Title 

IX employee structures have developed.  

Dual- and Sole-Role Employees, Office Locations, and Number of Employees 

Wiersma-Mosley and DiLoreto attempted a census of Title IX Coordinators in 

2016 “to better understand the role of Title IX coordinators and their policies across four-

year universities and two-year community colleges in the United States,” noting that 

“There is little information regarding Title IX coordinators’ training, background, and 

policies on how they handle Title IX investigations regarding sexual violence” (2018:1). 

Among the 692 respondents to their online survey (from both four- and two-year 

colleges), they found that 39% of four-year private and 43% of four-year public 
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universities reported having a full-time Title IX Coordinator (and only 18% of two-year 

colleges) (2018:7).9 Wiersma-Mosley and DiLoreto hypothesize that this difference 

between two- and four-year schools is because four-year colleges “may have more 

finances and higher student enrollment” (2018:8).  

The Association of Title IX Administrators (“ATIXA”) 2018 survey of its 

members (including both two- and four-year schools) found that 21% reported that their 

institution’s Title IX Coordinator is best described as “full-time with no other 

responsibilities,” whereas 61% indicated the role was shared with other responsibilities, 

and 18% reported “other” (Sokolow et al. 2018:1). The ATIXA survey also asked those 

with “additional roles” to define them and presented the graph below to show those 

results (Sokolow et al. 2018:2). They note on the top that 65% of respondents were in 

dual-role positions, different from the 61% figure just discussed. Assuming this graph 

represents campus locations only for the 65% who said they had additional roles, which 

is not clear, it is unclear why 15% of those would then say they have no additional roles. 

It is therefore unclear what share of Title IX employees they found to be dual-role versus 

sole-role, although the figure appears to be 20-25% in a sole-role Title IX position. 

Neither study reported what predicts whether universities have sole-role versus dual-role 

employees.  

 
9 While Wiersma-Mosley and DiLoreto do not make distinctions between sole- and dual-role Title IX Employees, they 

seem to imply “full-time Title IX Coordinators” are mostly sole-role Title IX employees. Their “full-time Title IX 
Coordinators” may not map perfectly onto my own definitions of “sole-role Title IX employees,” however they seem 
to be very similar. 
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            (Graph Source: Sokolow et al. 2018:2) 

Ambiguity in results aside, the ATIXA survey found the most popular other roles 

for Title IX employees to be Equal Opportunity/AA/Equity Diversity Investigations 

(30%), Student Services (26%), and Human Resources (23%). The 2018 ATIXA survey 

also reported the “physical location of the Title IX Department on Campus,” with top 

answers being Student Services/Student Affairs, Human Resources, the President’s 

office, and EEO/AA/Equity/Diversity (Sokolow et al. 2018:3). Wiersma-Mosley found 

that, for those Title IX employees in dual-role positions, 25% reported being in Human 

Resources, 22% were in the Student Affairs office (as a Dean, Director, VP, Chancellor, 

etc.), and 16% were in Diversity/Equity/Inclusion/EEO offices. In the participants from 

Paul’s 2016 interviews with 13 Title IX Coordinators, 12 were in dual-roles. She reports 

their other roles; six were in Human Resources, three were in Student Affairs, and three 

“Other” (Paul 2016:42).   

Neither survey reported how many designated Title IX employees universities 

have (be they dual- or sole-role). However, the fact that both authors’ sets of percentages 

as to the location of the “Title IX Coordinator” or Office on campus total 100%, indicates 

that their studies were designed with the assumption that there is one Title IX 

Coordinator per school. ATIXA’s study did say, however “70% of schools surveyed 
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identify a campus designee as an alternate to whom complaints involving the Coordinator 

can be made” (Sokolow et al. 2018:4). That alternate could possibly be an additional Title 

IX employee.  

Thus previous studies indicate that around 20-30% of Title IX employees are 

sole-role employees, and they are housed in HR, Student Affairs, or an 

EEO/AA/Diversity office. The operating assumption seems to be that there is only one 

Title IX Coordinator per school, however this does not appear to have been measured in 

either study. I randomly selected 25 universities from my population and used their 

websites to document, in detail, their Title IX employee structures. From that exercise, I 

learned that schools potentially may have multiple Title IX employees all over campus 

with different titles, and that nuance may be missed in these two previous surveys. I thus 

built the option for respondents to designate multiple Title IX employees into my survey 

design. 

The Emotional and Financial Difficulties of Dual-Role Title IX Employees 
 

Thus, what is and has always been required is one dual-role Title IX employee. 

Recent surveys roughly indicate about 60% percent of universities have a dual-role Title 

IX Coordinator. Christine Paul interviewed 13 Title IX Coordinators at small and 

medium sized private universities in the Western U.S., 12 of whom were dual-role 

employees (2016).10 Her work illuminates the challenges of being a dual-role Title IX 

employee and the potential struggles they may face in effectively preventing and 

responding to sexual violence. This hints that the dual=role model may not be 

substantively moving these organizations toward meeting the goal of the law. 

 
10 While Paul does not specify the time period of her data collection, the final dissertation appears to have been 

published on January 1, 2016. Therefore, her data collection likely took place in 2014 or 2015. 
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Pauls’ interviewees describe a scenario in which a high-ranking administrator 

asked them to take on Title IX responsibilities without describing all of the work 

involved. Because of this, many described not having enough time available to be 

effective at fighting sex-based discrimination. One of Paul’s interviewees said: “If Title 

IX was my full time position, I’d have time to go to more conferences, to get more 

education and more time together with Title IX coordinators. It’s just not in the cards 

juggling two jobs” (2016:61). Many said that they need to work nights and weekends if 

they want to actually get Title IX work done, and one respondent in particular pointed out 

that, “trying to do good work,” or to do anything above the bare minimum level of 

compliance, would require her to use her own “spare time” (73). Another explained that 

she cannot stay up-to-date on the laws and regulations because she simply “can’t do it 

24/7” (73). 

In addition, some of the Paul’s interviewees explain how emotionally difficult 

Title IX work can be, with one saying “It’s not transactional work. It’s emotional. It’s 

highly charged. There’re very high stakes,” and another saying “It’s some pretty heavy 

topics and heavy work emotionally” (Paul 2016:71). She also found some of her 

participants to care deeply about the work they were doing. She writes: 

Over the course of the interview, Julie discussed aligning her work with 
the mission of the institution. Shifting culture and mission alignment are 
the reasons why she stated that being a Title IX coordinator is not just a 
figurehead for the institution, but someone who can shift institutional 
culture around sexual and interpersonal misconduct. It was apparent that 
she cared deeply about shifting culture and that she took this part of her 
position very seriously. She was not just a “figurehead.” (Paul 2016:54) 
 
Further, while Paul did not ask about salary in her interviews, three respondents 

offered up specifically that they did not receive a pay raise for taking on these additional 
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responsibilities. In ATIXA’s 2018 survey, 43% of respondents reported that they 

received no extra pay for the Title IX work on top of their existing roles (Sokolow et al. 

2018:2). Other popular answers to this question were 18% reporting “unknown,” and 

29% reporting “not applicable,” indicating the number is likely higher than 43% total.  

This lack of compensation for such heavy emotional work may further limit the time and 

motivation dual-role Title IX employees have to dedicate to fighting sexual violence.  

Lastly, dual-role positions may also come without a Title-IX specific budget, 

which could further limit efficacy. The 2018 ATIXA survey reported that 62% of 

universities surveyed reported having a Title IX budget (Sokolow et al. 2018:3). The 

majority of existing Title IX budgets were $25,000 per year or less. Four of Paul’s 

respondents said they had small, Title IX-specific budgets, five said that they had no Title 

IX budget whatsoever. A few used money from their other role’s budget for Title IX 

when possible (2016:62). Overall, it seems feasible that designating Title IX 

responsibilities to an existing employee may translate to having either no or a small Title 

IX budget. The ATIXA survey also asked respondents how much additional money they 

would need to “fulfill their institutions’ Title IX needs per year,” with the most popular 

response being 37% saying $10,000-$30,000. Further, 28% said less than $10,000, and 

19% said $31,000 or more (ATIXA 2018:3). 

Some universities seem to publicize the establishment of a full-time Title IX 

Coordinator in response to an OCR investigation or bad publicity. As explained, 

organizations save face by technically meeting the requirement of the law, but de-

coupling it from actual practices and thus rendering the efforts ineffective. Having a Title 

IX Coordinator whose dual-role design, lack of budget, and heavy emotional labor is 
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likely an example of a symbolic structure with little substance—technically the law has 

been met because an employee has been designated, but to really make an impact, this 

person would need more time, money, and emotional support. Paul’s interviews clearly 

show that dual-role Title IX employees struggle, and maybe those employees could be 

more effective at preventing and responding to sexual violence if they were sole-role 

employees. This indicates that sole-role Title IX employees may offer truly substantial 

benefits to the effort of preventing and responding to campus sexual violence, and may 

not be merely symbolic structures. 

The Clery Act of 1990 

One similar and related law to Title IX is that of the Jeanne Clery Disclosure of 

Campus Security Policy and Campus Crime Statistics Act of 1990 (“The Clery Act”), 

through which universities are required to report formal, annual crime statistics, including 

the number of sex offenses that happened in the previous calendar year. I explain more 

about the definitions of specific crimes in the methodology chapter. But here 

understanding this law is important for two reasons: for one, study of compliance with 

the Clery Act has demonstrated that universities do not accurately report sexual violence. 

And two, I utilize Clery sex offense counts as a key dependent variable throughout my 

project, as I further explain below.  

The Underreporting of Sexual Crimes on Campus 

While many academic prevalence studies over time have found that 20-25% of 

women are victims of some form of sexual violence on American college campuses, 

Clery figures have historically been much, much lower. For example, looking at Clery 

sex offense counts for 6,631 U.S. campuses, 81.28% reported zero sex offenses for the 



59 
 

calendar year of 2013.11 Critics of the 20-25% figure cite these much lower formally 

reported rates as evidence of “date rape hysteria” on college campuses (Roiphe 1991). 

For example, Subotnik argues that figures like 1-in-5 are “just plain wrong” and 

“paranoid,” and points to formal crime stats as a “basis for better cheer on campus” 

(2018:344). 

However, sexual violence is a dramatically underrated crime, and there is ample 

evidence that formal sex crime statistics are inaccurate. Generally, the majority of sexual 

assaults are committed by someone known to the victim (Fisher et al. 2000). Particularly 

on college campuses, sexual violence is usually committed by an acquaintance or an in-

network stranger (like a friend-of-a-friend or classmate) (Armstrong et al. 2006). This can 

discourage reporting because one may not want to think of their friend, neighbor, 

classmate, or boyfriend as a rapist. Major crime surveys like the National Crime 

Victimization Survey often position rape with other serious and violent crimes, which can 

make respondents less likely to offer up something that an intimate or acquaintance may 

have committed (Koss and Gidycz 1985), and national crime statistics like the NCS 

dramatically underestimate sexual victimizations (Koss et al 1987). 

Critics of the idea that Clery figures are inaccurate explain that universities would 

never fudge or purposefully undercount Clery figures because “misleading Clery reports 

trigger financial penalties, including the possible loss of federal funding, a consequence 

that would be catastrophic” (Subotnik 2018:343). However, this punishment has never 

been used (Nelson 2014), and rather, financial penalties that are enforced tend to be 

reduced on appeal. Inside Higher Ed found that only 21 Clery fines were imposed in the 

 
11 I calculated these figures using data from the United States Department of Education Campus Safety and Security 

Data Analysis Cutting Tool. See: https://ope.ed.gov/campussafety/#/.  

https://ope.ed.gov/campussafety/#/
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time period between 2000 and 2014, and among them, 17 were reduced on appeal by an 

average of over 25% (Stratford 2014).  

One scholar looked into legal compliance with The Clery Act requirement of 

reporting the number of sexual offenses on campus. Yung found that it is “ordinary 

practice” that universities undercount sexual violence statistics in the Clery reports 

(2015:5), noting that, under Clery audit, university counts of sexual assault increase by an 

average of 44%. Then, the following year, they return back down to low levels 

indistinguishable statistically from the pre-audit year. Further, this is something we do 

not see with other crimes. His results are displayed below indicating that, in a normal, 

non-auditing year, Clery counts are artificially minimized. Thus Clery sex offense counts 

are likely depressed by both initial reporting from students, and then at a second layer, 

depressed by the institution counting process. 

 

Figure 6. Yung’s Visualization of Clery Audit Inflation 

 

  (Graph Source: Yung 2015:6) 
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Understanding Yung’s findings is critically important because they prove that the 

heavy moral issue of sexual violence is not immune to merely symbolic structures. One 

consideration in the differences between Title VII and Title IX is that rape and sexual 

assault may feel more serious than lesser forms of discrimination covered by Title VII, 

and thus employees and organizations may take it more seriously and be uncomfortable 

not prioritizing the effectiveness of preventing and responding to rape. Yung’s study 

unfortunately disproves that argument, revealing that universities are either a) willing to 

lie about how much sexual violence occurs, or, as is more likely in my opinion, b) willing 

to tolerate ineffective reporting methods and loose coupling that allows for reports of 

sexual violence to fall through the cracks.  

Increases in Clery Sex Offenses as A Positive Sign 

All crime data counted under the Clery Act is publicly available on the U.S. DOE 

website’s Campus Safety and Security Data Analysis Cutting Tool 

(https://ope.ed.gov/campussafety/#/). Using those data, I have graphed sexual offense 

data under Clery from 2005 to 2017 in Figure 3 below. Since 2011, when the Obama 

Administration dramatically overhauled sexual violence policies, counted instances of 

sexual offenses have skyrocketed. 

Because Clery counts are depressed, I argue an increase in these figures, at this 

stage, is a positive thing. It seems implausible that we have seen a dramatic increase in 

sexual assaults and rape since this new national public conversation, the #metoo 

movement, and emergence of new Title IX policies on campuses around the country. 

Instead, we are seeing an increase in reporting of a crime that we know is widely 

prevalent. For an alleged sex offense to be counted under Clery, various other things must 

come together—1) a student is open about something that happened with someone of 

https://ope.ed.gov/campussafety/#/
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authority on campus; 2) the receiving person of that information knows how to recognize 

an alleged crime, their responsibility for passing that information along, and to 

whom/where they should pass the information along; 3) the person to whom they report 

successfully communicates that information to campus security; and 4) campus security 

has a functioning record-keeping process. Thus an uptick in sex offense counts likely also 

indicates positive chances in the functionality of campus reporting systems.  

 

 
Figure 7. Aggregated Number of Forcible Sex Offenses 

Reported Under Clery at U.S. Colleges, 2005-2015 
 

 

 

Given that we know these numbers are so incredibly undercounted, a small, 

positive increase in sex offense counts under The Clery Act from one years to the next, I 
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argue, represents an improvement in reporting. This is important to understand for my 

study. In essence, “high” Clery figures (more than the typical zero cases) for such a 

widespread and underreported are indicative of a well-oiled campus reporting 

mechanism. 

Others have articulated this argument before. In a 2014 Huffington Post article, 

the author calls it “good news that many schools accused of mishandling sexual assault 

cases announced higher numbers for sexual assaults on campus” (Kingkade 2014). They 

provide the example of Occidental College, who had 12 sexual violence incidences in 

2011 and 11 in 2012, but jumped up to 64 reported in 2013. A professor explains there 

had recently been a “survivor-led campaign for better reporting and transparency,” and of 

those 64 reports, more than half were of incidents prior to 2013. Therefore, this was an 

increase in reporting due to campus climate changes, rather than an increase in new 

incidents.  

As I will explain further in my methodology and empirical results chapters, I 

utilize Clery figures in my model both as independent and dependent variables, and in 

particular, I conduct the first analysis in the literature (I believe) of relying on an increase 

in Clery figures as one way to assess for positive effectiveness of sexual violence 

policies.  

In fact, in Thomas’ evaluation of the effectiveness of sexual harassment policies 

at British universities, she, too, treated positive increases in reports a positive outcome, 

saying: 

…Information on the numbers of cases handled in its first year of 
implementation and in the year preceding the survey…may be 
expected to provide a reasonable indicator of the degree of impact 
a policy has had…since although the long-term goal of introducing 
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and implementing a harassment policy is to reduce the incidence 
of the problem, a short-term effect is very frequently an increase in 
the number of harassment incidents that are reported, as a 
consequence of raised awareness (Robertson et al., 1988; Williams 
et al., 1992; Pyke, 1996). (Thomas 2004: 148) 
 

Granted, her sample sizes were incredibly small, and she was relying not on a 

public database of formally submitted statistics, but rather data submitted as part of her 

survey on the number of sexual harassment reports. Of the 78 responses to her survey, 

only 32 were able to provide “any information about the numbers of cases they had dealt 

with” (2004:148, emphasis in original). While she ultimately concluded that the policies 

showed little to no signs of effectiveness, the lack of available data for robust analysis, I 

would argue, means a definitive conclusion cannot be drawn in her study. 

The Context of the University Campus 

In applying the case of Title VII to Title IX, I must also consider how the context 

of an educational institution, namely American colleges and universities, differs from an 

employment organizations.  

Peer Sexual Harassment in Schools 

The fact that sexual harassment is discrimination under Title VII was first decided 

by courts in 1976, when they established quid pro quo sexual harassment as workplace 

discrimination (Dobbin and Kelly 2007:1208). Then in 1986, hostile environment sexual 

harassment was first ruled as covered under Title VII. The Civil Rights Act of 1991 

changed the law so that victims of sexual discrimination could seek up to $300,000 in 

damages from their employer. 

Title IX has undergone a parallel expansion. One scholar has conducted much 

research on the expanding scope of sexual harassment under Title IX, however focusing 

on K-12 schools instead of colleges and universities (Short 2006). Relying on both 
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student surveys and analysis of hundreds of school policies, Short explains that from the 

early 90s to the early 2000s, there was an explosion in the percentage of K-12 schools 

that had a sexual harassment policy (2006:41). Specifically, in coding school policies 

from Arizona, South Carolina, and Georgia, Short found that 97% had “a provision 

explicitly addressing peer sexual harassment” by 2003, up from only 57% in the year 

2000. She explains this was in response to the 1999 Davis v Monroe School Board of 

Education, which declared peer-on-peer sexual harassment was included under Title IX. 

Davis v Monroe School Board of Education (1999) was a supreme court case that, in a 

heated 5-4 decision, found school districts could be sued for damages for subpar response 

to peer-on-peer sexual harassment under Title IX. This coupled with the 1997 sexual 

harassment guidance document from the federal government, updated in 2001, likely 

encouraged Title IX structural elaboration. Short explains that 40% of school districts had 

adopted a policy on peer sexual harassment before 1999, however, and so the court 

decisions or policies of the late 1990s cannot be credited for that early structural 

elaboration (2006:41). In other words, Short convincingly argues that, at least among K-

12 schools, symbolic elaboration regarding peer-on-peer sexual harassment in the 

educational space expanded before threats of litigation for such incidences were even 

solidified. Short compares this to Edelman’s finding, saying:  

Edelman’s (1992) classic study tracking adoption of policies proscribing 
workplace discrimination, it took employers fifteen years from the 
enactment of the Civil Rights Act (1964) to reach an adoption threshold of 
69 percent. Schools reached a threshold of that magnitude in just one to 
two years after the U.S. Supreme Court mandated a remedy for peer 
sexual harassment. (Short 2006:42) 

Edelman (2016) and Dobbin and Sutton (1998) explain how Human Resources 

Managers proclaimed the legal seriousness of discrimination in the workplace, 
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fabricating judicial support or dramatically exaggeration the legal risk, given the lack of 

legal action on the topic at those times. Short’s research illustrates that a similar pattern 

may have occurred with peer-on-peer harassment in schools, albeit earlier in the process. 

One particular advocate, Nan Stein who worked at the Massachusetts DOE in the 1970s, 

“provided an exaggerated assessment of the state of the law on peer sexual harassment” 

in the early 1990s (Short 2006:44). Short coded through a variety of educational 

publications and found these narratives to be widespread. She found numerous articles 

before the Davis v Monroe 1999 decision that said, inaccurately, “school districts can or 

should be held liable for the sexual harassment of students by other students,” despite that 

this had not yet been decided by the courts (2006:45). Short quotes Nan Stein saying that 

peer sexual harassment “was one of those things that had the ring of truth to it, and 

nobody was denying it, so it almost didn’t matter that there weren’t lawsuits” (2006: 50).  

Alcohol Consumption and Greek Life on College Campuses 

College students live, work, learn, and socialize at their universities, while 

simultaneously being paying customers. One major element of university social life is 

alcohol consumption. Decades of research indicate that at least half of college sexual 

assaults involve alcohol (Abbey et al. 1996a, 1998, 2002; Copenhaver and Grauerholz 

1991; Harington and Leitenberg 1994; Presley et al. 1997; Krebs et al. 2009). One study 

found that in about 80% cases, both the victim and perpetrator were drinking (Abbey 

1998), and another study found 97% (Harrington and Leitenberg 1994).  

Alcohol consumption is known to be very high on college campuses. This is 

particularly trye among students who participate in Greek life, and they may be also be 

more prone to sexual violence (both aggression and victimization). Students who 

participate in Greek life are known to engage in risky alcohol consumption behaviors like 
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binge drinking more so than their non-Greek peers (Wechsler et al. 1996), and Greek-

participating students have been found to report higher agreement with rape myths than 

non-Greek life students (Martinez et al. 2018). Armstrong et al. found in their 

ethnography in a freshman dormitory in the early 2000’s that the Greek system itself 

played a huge role in facilitating sexual violence. Because the university did not allow 

sororities to have parties and heavily policed alcohol, the university policies implicitly 

awarded fraternity brothers power in controlling where female students were, what they 

consumed, and if and how they were able to get home safely (2006).  

Thus it is important to keep in mind the differences between an educational 

institution and an employment institution as I conduct my study. As I discuss further 

below, I utilize the presence of Greek life as an important control in my models. 

Conclusion 

Numerous symbolic structures have emerged and spread in response to Title VII’s 

ban of workplace discrimination on the basis of race, gender, and other characteristics. 

These structures range in their ability to effect change (i.e. substantiveness), as well as 

the level of investment they require on the part of the organizations. Diversity trainings, 

harassment grievance procedures, Chief Diversity Officers, EEO offices, and EEO 

policies, to name a few, have spread widely with no empirical evidence of their success 

in meeting the goal of the law. In fact, when sociolegal scholars have tested their effect 

on female and black representation in hiring and management, they have shown little to 

no effectiveness. Of numerous publications in which scholars studied the effectiveness of 

a myriad of Title VII structures, only 1) those establishing individual responsibility like 

affirmative action plans and diversity staff positions (Kalev, Dobbin, & Kelly 2006) and 

affirmative action recruitment programs (Edelman and Petterson 1999) have shown any 
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positive benefits. EEO offices, EEO policies, diversity trainings, and Chief Diversity 

Officers, for example, have been widely adopted with no substantive benefits to the 

diversity of their adopters beyond social legitimacy. 

Organizations are able to adopt symbolic structures and thus mediate law’s impact 

because discrimination law has been ambiguous, weakly enforced, and had a procedural 

emphasis (Edelman 1992). This organizations have had to figure out precisely how to 

meet the law in a way that proves their compliance visibly, but have had little reason to 

believe the structures would be evaluated or the lack of effectiveness would come back to 

haunt them. Managers, stuck between the goals of profit maximization and being legally 

compliant attempt to maintain the status quo as well as their own power. Professionals 

like HRM managers and lawyers voiced seriously different opinions on what Title VII 

compliance should look like, but ultimately symbolic structures made up of mostly 

loosely coupled, bureaucratic myths spread widely and were ultimately by endorsed by 

the federal government. Those organizations most sensitive to their legal environments 

(larger, publicly-connected organizations with litigious experience and in close regional 

proximity to other organizations establishing symbolic structures) are the most likely to 

establishing symbolic structures at all, and particularly those that come earlier and require 

higher investment. 

Here I expand these findings and ideas to the study of Title IX, and particularly 

the Title IX employee designation mandate. As described, the expansion of the scope of 

Title IX, beginning with the inclusion of sexual harassment as discrimination protectable 

under this law, seems to parallel the expansion Title VII. But the university campus is 

different from employment organizations. For one, students live there, are paying 
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customers of the organizations, and also may drink heavily or participate in Greek life, 

which has been shown to increase both the chances of sexual aggression and 

victimization. 

I hone-in one the Title IX employee designation mandate, noting that universities, 

for nearly 50 years, have been required to designate at least one employee to coordinate 

Title IX compliance. Previous research indicates that popular dual-role employees are 

overworked, underpaid, and without adequate time to both effectively do their full-time 

job and effectively prevent and respond to campus sexual violence. This sounds like a 

classic case of symbolism; the requirement of establishing a Title IX employee has 

technically been met in the dual-role model, however loose coupling may be rending the 

structure completely ineffective at meeting the goal of the law. 

I have also shown that little research exists on how many Title IX employees exist 

at universities, where they are on campus, what their roles and titles are, and how many 

are dual- versus sole-role Title IX employees. While there have been some previous 

surveys, they were biased by only being capable of finding certain results (i.e. one 

employee per school). I conducted much pre-survey research and qualitative interviews to 

make my survey matched reality as closely as possible, including the ability for 

respondents to indicate multiple Title IX employees. 

In Chapter 4, I layout my basic survey findings on the current structure of Title IX 

employee designation. I look at whether, cross-sectionally, those universities who have 

put forth sole-role Title IX employees by 2019 are those most sensitive to the legal 

environment. In Chapter5, I incorporate longitudinality. I discuss the different, recent 

legal environments of Title IX as related to sexual violence. I look at who and when 
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universities established sole-role Title IX employees. Lastly in Chapter 6, I explore the 

substantiveness of sole-role Title IX employee, looking at if they precede a bump in 

Clery sex offense counts.  

 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

Chapter 4. The Current Structure of Title IX Employee Designation  

1. What is the current structure of Title IX employee designation? 

2. How many Title IX employees do universities have, and in what offices are 
they located?  

3. What percentage of universities have a sole-role Title IX employee in 2019? 

a. Previous research by Wiersma-Mosley and DiLoreto and ATIXA 
(Sokolow et al. 2018) indicates that 20-30% of universities will have a 
sole-role Title IX employee. 

4. Are those universities most sensitive to their legal environments more likely 
to have a sole-role Title IX employee? If they are, we should see… 

a. Sector: Public universities are more tightly connected to the federal 
government and thus more closely monitored. Thus I hypothesize they 
are more likely to have a sole-role Title IX employee. 

b. Size: Larger universities have more visibility, and therefore may be 
held more accountable by the government, employees, or the public. 
Thus I hypothesize they are more likely to have a sole-role Title IX 
employee. 

c. Legal Experience: Universities who have experienced at least one 
federal Title IX investigation by the Office of Civil Rights since 2008 
may have more need to prove their commitment to Title IX or have 
been required to change their Title IX employee structure in the 
outcome of the investigation. Thus I hypothesize they are more likely 
to have a sole-role Title IX employee. 

d. Region: Universities nearby to others who have established a sole-role 
Title IX employee may be more likely to then adopt that structure 
because of the “neighborhood effects” of mimetic isomorphism. Thus, 
while I do not yet have a reason to suspect any particular regions as 
having more likely to have a sole-role Title IX employees, I do 
hypothesize that region will be significant and we will see some 
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clusters of universities that have more sole-role Title IX employees 
than others. 

Chapter 5. The Diffusion of Sole-Role Title IX Employees 

1. When and how many universities have universities adopted sole-role 
employees? 

2. What is the probability that any one university will establish a sole-role Title 
IX employee (i.e. What is the hazard rate) within the four Title IX legal 
environments?  

a. I hypothesize that in a period of weaker enforcement in the early-
Obama administration (pre-Dear Colleague Letter of 2011), there will 
be very low hazard rates. I hypothesize the hazard rate will increase 
after enforcement was ramped up in 2011, and even more so after the 
government suggested having a full-time Title IX employee in 2014.  

b. The Trump administration pulled back on enforcement in 2017. 
However under the Reagan administration in the 1980s, Title VII 
structures did not stop spreading because they had already become 
socially sanctioned. Thus, assuming sole-role Title IX employees are 
mainly symbolic structures as previous literature indicates, we should 
see them continue to spread throughout the early Trump 
Administration.  

3. How has the structure of Title IX employee designation varied based on 
sensitivity to the legal environment over time? 

a. Sector: Public universities are more tightly connected to the federal 
government and thus more closely monitored. Thus I hypothesize they 
will establish a sole-role Title IX employee earlier and at higher rates. 

b. Size: Larger universities have more visibility, and therefore may be 
held more accountable by the government, employees, or the public. 
Thus I hypothesize they will establish a sole-role Title IX employee 
earlier and at higher rates. 

c. Legal Experience: Universities who have experienced at least one 
federal Title IX investigation by the Office of Civil Rights since 2008 
may have more need to prove their commitment to Title IX or have 
been required to change their Title IX employee structure in the 
outcome of the investigation. Thus I hypothesize they will establish a 
sole-role Title IX employee earlier and at higher rates. 

d. Region: Universities nearby to others who have established a sole-role 
Title IX employee may be more likely to then adopt that structure 
because of the “neighborhood effects” of mimetic isomorphism. Thus, 
while I do not yet have a reason to suspect any particular regions as 
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having more likely to have a sole-role Title IX employees, I do 
hypothesize that region will be significant and we will see some 
clusters of universities that established sole-role Title IX employees at 
the same time.  

Chapter 6. The Effect of Sole-Role Title IX Employees 

1. Does the establishment of a sole-role Title IX employee predict an increase in 
Clery statistics, indicating an increase in reporting on campus? 

a. I hypothesize that there will be no significant impact because 
previous research indicates symbolic structures generally have little 
substantive benefit to the organizations that adopt them. 

2. Does variation in demographics of the university impact how effective these 
structures are? In other words, do they appear substantial for some sub-
organizational fields, and less substantial for others? 

a. I hypothesize that larger universities, those with Greek life, and 
those with previous litigious experience (Title IX Investigations) 
have the greatest need for a full-time Title IX employee and thus 
may see a positive impact from establishing this structure. 
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CHAPTER 3: DATA AND METHODS 

Data Sources 

I conducted a survey of Title IX employees in the U.S. I also utilize three other 

data sources. Therefore my four sources of data, all described in detail here, are 1) IPEDS 

demographic data, 2) Office of Civil Rights Title IX Investigation data, 3) Clery reported 

sex offenses, and 4) my survey data. Data sources 1-3 rely on a consistent set of 

identifiers, known as “unit IDs,” which may refer to an entire university, or to particular 

campuses. Below I also explain the unit ID in more detail, and how I deal with this 

difference between institutions and campuses.  

IPEDS: University demographic data 

The Integrated Postsecondary Education Data System (“IPEDS”) is housed in the 

National Center for Education Statistics (NCES). IPEDS collects data annually from 

colleges and universities in the United States, explaining on their website that the Higher 

Education Act of 1965 requires all universities that participate in any federal student 

financial assistance programs to report statistics on various topics. On the IPEDS website, 

one can export custom datasets with custom university populations and variables. I 

downloaded 11 datasets with demographics for my population of interest for the years 

2008-2018 (2018 was the most recent year available at the time), which I merged into one 

longitudinal dataset. 

Title IX Case Data 

The Chronicle of Higher Education website’s “Title IX Tracker” offers a 

database of complaints filed with the Office of Civil Rights (“OCR”). The 

Chronicle has been filing Freedom of Information Act requests and publishing 

OCR cases that are classified by the Department of Ed. as “sexual violence” 
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cases. These data are freely accessible, and anyone can download them. At the 

time I was building my dataset, their data was available through May 1, 2018, or 

the 2017-2018 school year, and no further data has been added. According to a 

staff member with whom I communicated via email in 2019, they planned to 

continue updating in batches moving forward, however this does not appear to 

have happened. 

Clery Data: Formal sex offense crime statistics filed under Clery Act 

Universities are required to report formal, annual crime statistics under The 

Jeanne Clery Disclosure of Campus Security Policy and Campus Crime Statistics Act of 

1990 (“The Clery Act”), including the number of sex offenses that happened in the 

previous calendar year. This data is freely available on the Department of Education 

website’s “Campus Safety and Security Data Analysis Cutting Tool,” where one can 

download custom datasets going back to 2005 (see). 

I downloaded the data on criminal offenses for the years 2008 to 2018 for all 

institutions matching my population. Sex offenses up through 2013 were reported as 1) 

forcible and 2) non-forcible sex offenses. Forcible sex offenses included things like rape 

and sexual assault, or a sexual act where the victim either did not consent, or could not 

consent because of something like incapacitation, a mental disability, or alcohol and 

drugs. Non-forcible sex offenses included statutory rape (where one cannot consent 

because they are too young) and incest. After 2013, each of these two categories were 

broken out, whereby the four categories reported separately became 1) rape, 2) fondling, 

3) incest, and 4) statutory rape.12 See Appendix A for definitions of these terms.  

 
12 As this project focuses specifically on sexual violence, I do not include the additional reported offenses required by 

the Violence Against Women Act, or stalking, dating violence, and domestic violence. 



75 
 

Further, statistics are reported in five categories: 1) on-campus, 2) noncampus, 3) 

reported by local police, 4) residence halls only, and 5) unfounded. The definitions for 

these location categories are also included in Appendix A. I utilize only categories 1-3. I 

do not include residence halls because these data are also included in on-campus, and 

therefore including them would double count situations in residence halls. While a few 

reports are eventually marked as “unfounded,” the Department of Education later revises 

their statistics to remove these unfounded crimes, and therefore no subtraction of them is 

needed on the part of the researcher. 

For this project, I utilize only the total counts of sex offenses per unit ID, per year. 

Therefore, within any year for any specific university, before 2014 I combine forcible 

and non-forcible sex offenses; in 2014 and beyond I combine rape, fondling, incest, and 

statutory rape. The final Clery dataset, then, contains one line per year, per university (i.e. 

unit ID) with one total count variable of all sex offenses that are under that unit ID for 

that calendar year. 

Unit IDs and Institutions versus Campuses 

Some of these data sources report data separately for different campuses, while 

others merge all campuses into one. IPEDS, Clery, and the Chronicle of Higher 

Education Title IX Database, however, do all rely on a consistent system of identifiers, 

the Unit ID. As IPEDS explains: 

All institutions in the U.S….that have a Program Participation 
Agreement (PPA) with the U.S. Department of Education to 
participate in Title IV federal student financial aid programs are 
required to report data to IPEDS, and these are listed as separate 
entities in IPEDS. These entities…can be identified by an 8-digit 
OPE ID…. (NCES 2019:3) 
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This project relies on those identification numbers, which I refer to as “unit IDs,” to 

identify individual institutions for analysis. 

While Clery data are sometimes broken down into more campuses than IPEDS 

data, Clery data also relies on unit IDs. For this project, I collapsed Clery crime statistics 

by unit ID, adding the number of offenses together, to cleanly merge Clery data with 

IPEDS data. In other words, if one institution has multiple campuses under the same unit 

ID, I added up all of the sex offenses on those campuses and combined them into one 

count per that unit ID. 

The Chronicle of Higher Education Title IX database is a case-based (not a 

university-based) dataset. However, Title IX cases are also connected to unit IDs. 

Therefore, I am able to count the total number of Title IX cases opened and closed in any 

given academic year for each unit ID. In Figure 1, utilizing Indiana University as an 

example, I present a minimalist snapshot of raw data from each source, and how they are 

combined by unit ID into my final data. This example is not longitudinal for simplicity. 

Further, this example in no way implies that Indiana University answered my survey; it is 

merely an example. 

Lastly, some institutions have multiple unit IDs per campus. My RA and I looked 

for contacts for each unit ID. If each unit ID had a separate Title IX Coordinator, even if 

part of the same university, I contacted them each separately, and they remain separately 

in the dataset if they both completed the survey. To ensure that these respondents would 

speak only to their campuses, and not their larger university system, I included some 

instructions in the introduction to the survey telling them to do so (See Figure 2). On the 

other hand, some university systems have one Title IX Coordinator for the entire system. 
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The instructions also tell those respondents to answer about their entire system. In two 

instances, a systemwide coordinator answered, but not the individual campus 

coordinators, I collapsed their Title IX Investigations and Clery sex offense counts, and 

then utilized the demographics of the main campus. 

Figure 1. Example Merge of Data Across Sources and Campuses by Unit ID 
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Figure 2. Survey Image: Instructions for University Systems 

 

 

Population of Interest 

 The population of interest is that which meets the parameters outlined in Table 1 

below. To be subject to Title IX law, educational programs must participate in Title IV 

federal financial aid programs, or in other words, receive some federal funds. This applies 

to almost all colleges and universities in the U.S. For example, if one student accepts a 

federal Pell grant, the school has accepted federal funds. In further selecting the 

population of interest, I selected parameters that line up with where sexual violence is 

likely. Campus sexual violence often takes place in on-campus housing, and therefore the 

universities must have on-campus housing for at least 200 students to qualify for the 

population of interest. Further, students are most likely to be victims of sexual violence in 

their first years of college, and therefore it was important to have full-time, first-time 

undergraduate students. 
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I also attempted to keep a narrow profile of institutions as to not introduce noise 

from outlier institutions who may have very different institutional processes in 

responding to law or to campus sexual violence, and therefore deserve their own study. 

Therefore, I excluded for-profit universities, very small universities of less than 1,000 

undergraduates enrolled, universities located in U.S. territories or Puerto Rico, and two-

year community colleges. I constructed a list of the institutions meeting these parameters 

using IPEDS 2017 data (the most recent available at the time). This yielded 1,236 

educational institutions. I attempted to contact the entire population, rather than taking a 

sample, in the interested of obtaining the highest number of completed surveys possible. 

Further, the unit of analysis here is institutions—not individuals. This is apparent is in the 

recruitment strategy, discussed further in the next section. 

In the summer of 2019, with a research grant from TUGSA, the Temple 

University Graduate Student Association, I hired an undergraduate research assistant to 

collect contact information for distribution of my survey. They were given an Excel 

spreadsheet of all of the institutions meeting these criteria, and asked to locate as many 

contacts per school as possible up to five. The first contact would generally be a Title IX 

Coordinator where available, and subsequent contacts included ropes like Deputy Title 

IX Coordinators, sexual violence research coordinators, Title IX investigators, and 

Table 1: Parameters of Colleges and Universities in the Population of 
Interest  

Participates in Title IV federal financial aid programs  
Public or Private and not-for-profit 
4-year institutions 
Located in the 50 U.S. states and D.C 
Has full-time, first-time degree/certificate-seeking undergraduate students 
enrolled 
Undergraduate enrollment of 1,000 or more 
Has on-campus housing for 200 or more students                     
Total Number of Cases: 1,236 
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similar titles. While Title IX Coordinators were often rather easy to locate, Deputy Title 

IX Coordinators were sometimes more buried in websites. The research assistant looked 

through various Title IX pdf’s, policy handbooks, and subpages to find more contacts 

when possible. They collected names, email addresses, and phone numbers for all 

contacts. The research assistant recorded whether they had an interim Title IX 

Coordinator listed. If they did, they went back later in the summer to try and collect the 

most recent contact information available. If no one at the school had Title IX or Sexual 

Misconduct/Violence/Harassment listed, I had the RA record names and contact 

information for those who handle legal compliance, Human Resources, or discrimination. 

Thirteen institutions either no longer existed, could not be found online, or did not 

have any relevant email addresses listed online. Eight institutions had relevant email 

addresses, but no name listed, and therefore they were referred to as “Title IX 

Coordinator” or by the office name such as “Campus Public Safety.” Three institutions 

only utilize online contact forms and did not provide actual email addresses; I contacted 

them manually using the contact form and personalized links generated through Qualtrics 

that I pasted into the forms. Forty-one institutions had either full or partial religious 

exemption from Title IX, which was discovered either on their website, or on a 

Department of Education website. However, for all of these, at least one relevant email 

address was located, and they were still attempted to be contacted. Therefore, in sum, I 

ultimately contacted 1,220 institutions for participation in the survey via email.  

Pre-test with In-Person Interviews 

I first designed an earlier version of the survey questionnaire in attempt to directly 

map onto my research questions. I then conducted a pre-test, because, as Bradburn et al. 
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explain, “every questionnaire must be tested and refined under real-world conditions” 

(Bradburn et al. 2004:317). A pre-test with regards to survey methodology is “initial 

testing of one or more aspects of the study design: the questionnaire, the sample design, a 

computer program for analysis, and so forth” (Babbie 1973:205). Survey researchers 

often ask questions about niche attitudes, behaviors, or knowledge that they themselves 

are not familiar with. Because I am not a Title IX Coordinator, I could not know how 

someone in that role would interpret the survey questions without having first asked some 

Title IX Coordinators for their input. The original (now outdated) version of the 

questionnaire used during the pre-test, and therefore not containing any of the eventual 

modifications made from the pre-test, can be seen in Appendix B.  

I conducted four in-person pre-test interviews between June 28 and August 13, 

2019. I contacted Title IX Coordinators in southeast Pennsylvania using cold emails. This 

pre-test recruitment email can be seen in Appendix C.13 If they wanted to participate in 

the pre-test, I scheduled a meeting with them on their campus. The morning of the 

interview, I emailed them a link to the current survey in Qualtrics, and asked them not to 

open it until our meeting. When I arrived, I asked for formal, written consent to 

participate in the pre-test, and to be recorded during the interview portion. This consent 

form can be seen in Appendix D. All participants consented both to participating and 

being recorded. After completion, these interviews were transcribed and analyzed. 

 
13 My pre-test materials in the appendices refer to my pre-test as a pilot study. This is because the Temple IRB was 

unfamiliar with the term pre-test and required that I call it a pilot study. In fact, a pre-test is distinct from a pilot study. 
A pilot study can be defined as a “miniaturized walkthrough of the entire study design” (Babbie 1973:208). For 
example, if one plans to ultimately survey 1,000 respondents, they may survey 100 people first as a pilot study. This 
is done for various reasons, like ensuring a smooth process or seeing the types of answers respondents give. I did not 
conduct a pilot study.  
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I had the participants take the survey in my presence so we could discuss it 

immediately after. I told them they could jot down notes in case sometimes came up that 

they wanted to discuss with me after. In the meetings, I first orally instructed participants: 

“Please take [the survey] just like you normally would if you were a participant. Please 

don’t do anything differently because I am here.” The full introductory script can be seen 

in the Pre-test Questionnaire in Appendix E. After they completed the survey, I engaged 

the participants in a semi-structured interview about their experience taking the survey 

and their ideas for its improvement. This interview schedule can also be seen in 

Appendix E. Questions included, for example, “Was anything in the survey confusing or 

unclear?” and “As you saw, I ask for various dates from respondents. Did you know the 

dates I was asking for?... Do you think that Title IX employees will know this 

information?” 

These pre-test interviews were very informative and led to great improvements in 

the survey design. I was able to make small improvements, such as adding missing 

answer options to questions. But I also was able to make important decisions and larger 

changes. Here I layout what I learned about survey timing, open-ended questions, and 

institutional memory from my pre-test interviews. 
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Survey Timing 

I asked respondents about logistics and feasibility of surveying 1,200 Title IX 

employees, asking them, “I am planning to distribute the survey in the fall. Is there a 

specific time you think I would receive the most responses?” Their four answers were as 

follows: 

• November before Thanksgiving. 
• Mid-October to Mid-November. 
• October 15th to Thanksgiving. 
• Mid-September, or in November. Not in October. 

 
It was therefore clear that sending the survey in the very beginning of the fall 

semester would be a poor idea. Since all said that November before Thanksgiving break 

would be good, I had the final end date for data collection be Friday, November 15th, and 

then I back-tracked to include the six weeks prior, since I wanted six weeks of data 

collection (3 groups times 2 weeks each). This advice proved greatly helpful, as a decent 

response rate of 33% was ultimately achieved.  

Open-Ended Questions 

In addition, I asked participants if the survey was too long, if any survey questions 

were too burdensome, or if they minded having to type out open-ended responses. All 

said that the survey was not too long or difficult. I originally had three open-ended 

questions: two mid-survey about how they balance teamwork, and one catch-all question 

at the end, which asked, “Lastly, do you have any comments on how your university 

organizes, staffs, or structures your Title IX efforts?” Pre-test respondents said they liked 

having the chance to provide their own words and explain themselves at least once in the 

survey. When I reviewed the data for the two mid-survey open-ended questions, I 

realized the questions were not tied closely enough to my research questions, and that the 
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data I would receive would be widely variable. Open-ended questions also may cause 

respondents to leave the survey if they were short on time. So, I removed them. However, 

I left the optional, catch-all open-ended at the end to give respondents a chance to voice 

any thoughts in their own words. My pre-test participants said they did like the option to 

clarify something or put some things into their own words. About 150 respondents left 

some comment, or about 38%. 

Ability to Remember Dates and the “Don’t Know” Option 

One of the main goals for the pre-test was to determine if respondents would have 

the knowledge and, if so, the memory, to provide accurate institutional histories. In the 

survey, I determine which of the structures and initiatives of interest the respondent’s 

institution has, such as a climate survey or a sole-role Title IX employee. Then, for those 

that they do have, I asked for the academic year in which they first established that 

structure or initiative. I debated whether I should include a “Don’t Know” option when 

asking for these various dates, like Figure 3 below displays. 

Ultimately, I learned in the pre-test that respondents mostly knew the dates, or 

could make an educated guess and believed other Coordinators would be able to as well. 

For example, one respondent said she did not know all of the exact dates and while “[she] 

could have pulled my file out to look at the first time we did that, to be honest, [she] 

probably wouldn’t do that if [she] was taking a survey in [her] office.” But her 

description of “not knowing” meant she at least knew that the social media campaign 

started in 2013 or 2014; she just was not sure of the exact year. Another respondent who 

had only been in her role for two years (the shortest of the participants) said that 

remembering the dates was “easy, because they all fell under my purview. Had they not, I 

would hope that a couple years in, you would have a ballpark to be able to guestimate.” 
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Therefore, participants themselves could make educated guesses, and/or thought others 

would be able to do the same.  

Figure 3. Pre-test Survey Image: Don’t Know Option 

 

This finding echoes survey literature on the topic of “Don’t Know” options, 

which explains that respondents best guesses when unsure often introduce less error than 

unnecessary “don’t knows.” In simple terms, respondents can often make pretty good 

guesses (Krosnick et al. 2002). In this case, specifically, respondents have a specialized 

knowledge and are not just the general public. In other words, for my project, “2014” is 

more valuable than “Don’t Know” if the correct year was actually 2013.  

Therefore I ultimately decided not to include the “Don’t know” option. Instead, I 

did not require respondents to answer any besides the first few questions in the survey. If 

they did not know, they could skip entering the year. And, as I will later discuss, nine 

respondents who said their institutions had a sole-role Title IX employee in Question 7 

skipped the question reporting which year that first began (Question 9). Those nine 
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respondents likely truly did not know the answer, but I will assume those who did answer 

were reporting the accurate year, or at the very least, an educated approximation. 

Final Survey Design 

The full Final Survey Instrument can be seen in Appendix F. I first presented 

respondents with a consent form that was approved and stamped by the Temple IRB. The 

consent form, which can be seen in the Final Survey Instrument, explains why the project 

was being done, that the survey was confidential but not anonymous, whom the 

respondent could contact with questions, and other similar types of information. After 

presenting them with this information, I asked respondents they consented to 

participating in the research project, to which they must have answered affirmatively to 

continue on to the main questionnaire. Only one person selected “no” and therefore did 

not complete the survey.  

In sum, I collected these six types of information: 

1. The university’s general Title IX employee structure 

a. How many Title IX Coordinators, Deputy Title IX Coordinators, Title 

IX Investigators, and other Title IX employees they have, as well as 

where they are located on campus, and who conducts Title IX 

investigations regarding sexual violence between students 

2. The presence or absence of nine emergent forms 

a. Including four structures and five anti-sexual violence initiatives 

designed to increase reporting), which are laid out in Table 2 below 

3. For those emergent forms the university has, the academic year in which they 

begin  
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4. Demographics and predictors that cannot be found in IPEDS 

a. The respondent’s sources of professional information and other 

university characteristics, such whether or not they have Greek life or 

a Title IX budget 

5. Relevant information about the respondent, including: 

a. Their time at the university and in that role (which may impact memory 

and knowledge) 

b. If they have or are working toward a PhD (which may affect their 

willingness to complete a survey for someone else’s dissertation) 

6. Optional verbatim comments on how their universities organize, staff, or 

structure their Title IX efforts, if the respondent chose to provide them 
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Table 2: Definitions of Emergent Forms of Interest Measured in the Survey  
Structures  

Sole-Role Title IX 
Employee 

Title IX employee(s) who work entirely on Title IX, i.e., they 
do not hold other titles or responsibilities on campus 

Team 
3+ Title IX Coordinators, Deputy Coordinators, Liaisons, 
and/or Investigators who work on a small team of people 
coordinating Title IX efforts 

Single-Role Investigator 
Title IX Investigator or Deputy Title IX 
Investigator/Coordinator for Investigations; person(s) dedicated 
solely to Title IX investigations 

Initiatives  
Anonymous Online 

Reporting Anonymous online reporting for incidences of sexual violence 

Amnesty Policy Student protection from alcohol and drug sanctions when 
reporting a sexual violence incident 

SART 
A sexual assault response team, or any group of faculty/staff on 
campus that has received training in responding to sexual 
violence and helps in responding to incidents 

Climate Study A survey of students to measure student awareness and the 
prevalence of sexual misconduct 

Resource Campaign 
A campaign on campus about sexual violence resources and/or 
reporting options, either on social media or a physical poster 
campaign 

   
 The overall logic behind the questionnaire design relies upon identifying which of 

the nine structures and/or forms the respondent’s institutions has had at any point, and 

asking follow-up questions as to the first academic years in which that structure and/or 

initiative began for those reported. This design keeps the survey as brief as possible by 

only asking for details when necessary to reduce respondent burden. Therefore, the first 

substantial question (after the consent question) looks as follows: 

 Figure 4. Survey Image: Question 2 
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If they put one or higher for “Other Title IX-Related Employee(s),” they then saw 

these questions: 

Figure 5. Survey Image: Questions 3 & 4 

 

These are called constant sum questions because the box at the bottom updates 

automatically with the total of the numbers entered in the above boxes. I programmed the 

survey to, behind the scenes, create an embedded variable entitled “total,” which stores 

the total number of Title IX employees reported, and uses that information later to 

present relevant questions to respondents. These totals range from 1 to 57.  

Survey Data Collection 

Email Recruitment and Response Rate 

The unit of analysis for the survey is institutions—not individuals. Therefore, the 

goal was to have one qualified person per institution complete the survey. This could be 

any Title IX employee, like a Title IX Coordinator, Title IX Investigator, HR Director, or 

whoever would know how the institution staffs and organizes their Title IX efforts. The 
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recruitment strategy is based upon this fact. The recruitment schedule and outcomes are 

presented in Table 3 below.  

I contacted individuals nested in institutions in three rounds. The first round, on 

the morning of Day 1 (Monday, 10/7/19), I contacted the entire list for which I had at 

least one email address, or a total of 1, 217 individuals. This was Group 1. After two 

weeks, for any institution who had either a partially complete response or had no 

response, and for whom I had a second email address available, I reached out to new 

people at those institutions, or Group 2. After two more weeks, I repeated this process by 

emailing Group 3 for those institutions who had not yet had a 100% complete response 

and for whom I had a third email address available. If someone in an earlier group only 

partially completed the survey, and then someone later at that university completed the 

survey in its entirety, I removed the partially complete response from the dataset. This 

occurred 21 times. 

Each group had 12 days to complete the survey. Initial emails were sent Monday 

mornings, and a reminder email was sent one week later, with the final deadline being the 

next Friday. These dates are outlined in Table 3 below.  Therefore, in sum, the 

recruitment period was 6 weeks long, with Group 1 fielding taking place in Weeks 1 and 

2, Group 2 in Weeks 3 and 4, and Group 3 in Weeks 5 and 6. 

Two response rates can be calculated: the individual response rate and the institutional 

response rate. For the individual response rate, I looked at people who were actually 

contacted, or those emails attempted to be contacted minus those emails that bounced 

(2,249-18), for a total of 2,231. In the analysis, I only include those who completed 100% 

of the survey, and therefore I also only include those respondents in calculating the 
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response rate. Therefore, 40214 out of 2,231 yields an individual response rate of 18.01%. 

However, at the institutional level, this also means that 402 institutions out of 1,21615 

ever contacted yields an institutional response rate of 33.06%. The institutional response 

rate here is more important because the analysis takes place at the institutional level. If 

only looking at round 1, the institutional response rate is about 20%. So by using the 

three round contact method, I was able to increase the institutional response rate by 13 

percentage points. A response rate of one-third is quite high for an online survey. 

Response rates of 8-10% have been described as “typical” by survey methodologists 

(Conrad et al. 2010; Van Mol 2015). When Temple conducted a climate survey of 

students using an online recruitment method, for example, they achieved a response rate 

of 11.3% (Temple University 2014). 

Table 3: Schedule and Outcomes of Survey Email Recruitment   

Group 
Initial 
Email 
Date 

Reminder 
Email 
Date 

Survey 
Deadline 

Emails 
Sent 

Emails 
Bounced16 

Number 
Responses- 

Full 

Number 
Responses- 

Partial  
Group 1 10/7/19 10/14/19 10/18/19 1,220 6 240 37 

Group 2 10/21/19 10/28/19 11/1/19 658 10 112 30 

Group 3 11/4/19 11/11/19 11/15/19 371 2 49 21 

     TOTAL: 2,249 18 402 88 
Individual Response Rate:       18.01% 
Institutional Response Rate:    33.06% 

 

 
14 As mentioned, respondents were not required to answer any given question. Because of this, the denominator in my 

results is sometimes less than 400, indicating missing responses.  
15 This denominator is 1,216 because, originally, 1,220 universities were attempted to be contacted. Of the 6 that 

bounced from that initial contact, 4 of those institutions were never contacted again because no correct email 
addresses could be identified. Therefore, 1,220 minus 4 yields a denominator of 1,216. 

16 Immediately after distribution, any emails that bounced were researched again online. Most bounces were caused by 
a change in staff since contact information collection, or a typo in the email address. If they were able to be fixed and 
a new email successfully sent, they are not included in the bounce count. 
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I chose to send emails on Monday mornings based on a study done by 

CheckMarket, an online survey service, from which people can purchase professional 

survey scripting and analysis, as well as responses from online panels (Van Dessel 2015). 

CheckMarket analyzed 1,500 surveys conducted through their survey tool to analyze how 

response rates vary based on day and time of distribution. Since I asked respondents to 

answer on behalf of their institutions, I looked at findings regarding Business to Business 

surveys (compared to Business to Customer surveys). They found Mondays produces 

almost double the response rates of any other days. Within Mondays, they found that 

morning or late afternoon produces this highest response rates, rather than around lunch 

time. Because I scheduled the emails to go out at one instance through Qualtrics, I 

scheduled the emails to go out at 11am Eastern time, or 8am Pacific time, so that 

respondents in all U.S. time zones received the invitation before lunch time. 

 

Table 4: Frequency Distribution of the Number of Times Contacted 
for Survey Participation  

 Frequency  Percent 
Once 559  46.0% 

Twice 297  24.4% 
Three Times 360  29.6% 

Total Number of Institutions Contacted: 1,216  100% 
 

 

Incentive 

I offered participants an incentive to increase survey participation. Wiersma-

Mosley and DiLoreto surveyed Title IX Coordinators, achieving a response rate of 32% 

(2018). They offered the chance to win a 1-day training with the Association of Title IX 

Administrators. This would not work for my survey, as it is crucial to my research 
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questions that I equally attract dual- and sole-role Title IX employees. Part-time or dual-

role Title IX employees may have limited time and interest for such trainings.  

Therefore, I wanted to offer money, as this should be more equally appealing to 

all potential participants, if the amount is high enough. There is some literature to guide 

in choosing incentives, although it was not particularly helpful here. Studies on 

differences between offering one larger amount (e.g. a raffle to win $100) versus a few 

smaller amounts (e.gs. $5 each, or a raffle to win 1 of 3 $20 prizes) do not offer clear 

guidance for this situation because these studies look at very small amounts and at online 

survey panels—a very different group than I surveyed. 

Because Title IX employees are decently paid professionals often having 

Bachelor’s or graduate degree, who are presumably busy and possibly stressed out, I 

wanted the incentive to be substantial. Through a departmental research grant from 

Temple’s Sociology department, I was able to offer the chance to win one of three $250 

Visa gift cards, which I believe greatly increased survey participation. In other words, I 

hoped that Title IX employees as human beings, over half of whom make more than 

$75,000 a year (Sokolow et al. 2018), would be equally attracted to donate 5 minutes of 

their time for a chance to win a day’s worth of pay.  

I ultimately reached an institutional response rate of 33%, generally high for an 

online survey based on cold emails. I received various emails from participants who 

wanted to make sure they were correctly entered into the raffle, and thus I think that the 

incentive really encouraged participation. And as I discuss in the next section, there are 

almost no substantial differences in the universities who participated compared to those 
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who did not, adding further evidence that my incentive did not attract a Title IX 

employee at any one particular type of institution.  

Nonresponse Analysis 

The full population of interest included 1,236 institutions. After accounting for 

institutions that either had no email addresses available or all emails available bounced, 

1,216 institutions were contacted via email at least once for participation in the survey. 

After merging all data sources together, this number drops down to 1,208 because eight 

institutions did not have Clery data available. Among these, 402 institutions completed 

100% of the survey, and 806 institutions were invited to participate, but either did not 

respond in any capacity or only completed a portion of the survey and are therefore 

considered a non-respondent. Here, I compare those 402 respondents to those 806 non-

respondents to see how representative the 402 respondents are of the target population. 

Here I use the term “respondents” to refer to universities, and not people. 

University Demographics 

I compared respondents with non-respondents on a myriad of demographic 

variables using 2017-2018 IPEDS, Clery, and Title IX data, the results of which are 

presented in Tables 5-7 below. Table 5 presents cross-tabs of the categorical variables 

comparing non-responding institutions to responding institutions with chi-square tests. As 

shown, on only two categorical variables are respondents significantly different from 

non-respondents. Looking at those religiously affiliated versus non-religiously affiliated, 

we see no significant difference. But when I break out the religiously affiliated schools 

into various denominations, significance emerges, and this is likely because respondents 

are more likely to be Roman Catholic institutions than are non-respondents, with 14.7% 

of respondents being Catholic. Further, respondents are less likely than non-respondents 
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to be Historically Black Colleges and Universities (HBCUs), with 6.0% compared to only 

1.7%. 

 

 

 

Table 6 presents comparisons of means for the continuous variables with t-test 

results. Three variables attempt to capture a financial profile of the institutions: tuition 

and fees; the percent of first-time, full-time students receiving Pell grants (a need-based 

federal aid grant); and endowment. Responding institutions have slightly higher tuition 
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cost (approximately $26k compared to $23k), and slightly fewer students receiving Pell 

grants (approximately 34% compared to 38%). It makes sense that if the institutions are 

more expensive, fewer poor students would choose to attend them, and therefore these 

two significant differences are likely two different presentations of the same 

phenomenon. I also compared institutions on total price for both in-state and out-of-state 

students living on campus, and the results were again significant and very similar (not 

shown). 

The race and age of the undergraduate student populations are also different 

between the two groups. The percentages of undergraduates that are Black or are white 

are significantly different, with responding institutions having a higher percent of white 

students (approximately 61% to 57%), and lower percent of Black students 

(approximately 12% to 14%). This again is two ways of measuring the same 

phenomenon, and is likely also a restatement of the findings of Table 6, in which 

respondents are less likely to be an HBCU. Respondents also have a higher percentage of 

students of traditional college age (18-24 years old) with approximately 83% compared to 

80% of non-respondents. Lastly, respondents have a slightly higher 5-year graduation 

rate of approximately 57%, compared to 53% for non-respondents. 
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Many of these significant differences are likely measures of the same 

phenomenon. When I put all seven of the significant variables into one logistic regression 

model predicting survey participation, only one variable remains significant at p<0.05—

the percent of undergrads who are aged 18-24, for which there is a slight positive effect. 
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In fact, respondents and non-respondents are far more similar than they are 

different, being statistically indistinguishable on control, region, locale, sports conference 

membership, size, selectivity, the number of MAs and PhDs awarded, percent female, 

endowment, how many Title IX OCR reports were opened, and how many sex offenses 

they reported under Clery in 2017. Further, this list expands when all initially significant 

variables are put into the same regression model. These findings highly support the idea 

that my survey results are representative of the population I attempted to contact. This 

also supports the idea that people did not answer the survey because of any Title IX 

complaints or increasing reports of sexual violence. Instead, perhaps the incentive of a 

chance to win one of three $250 VISA gift cards acted as a neutralizer as I intended.  
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Individual Respondents’ Education Level 

Lastly, there is one other reason I thought people may be biased toward answering 

the survey, which is that the person themselves may either have a PhD or be working on 

completing one. My recruitment email and consent form at the beginning of the survey 

explained that this survey was for my dissertation. Various participants emailed me to 

wish me luck on my degree, and some pre-test interviewees made comments about how 

they were happy to help another student working on a dissertation like themselves. For 

example, one pre-test participant, when discussing why she was happy to participate in 

the interview, explained: “I believe in Karma. Because I'm also working on my 

dissertation. So, I think if I say no to people, they’ll say no to me.” I therefore considered 

that those working on a dissertation or those who had already completed a PhD may be 

biased toward answering the survey, which could possibly bias which type of institutions 

would be respondents. In this section alone, I use “respondents” to refer to individual 

people instead of institutions. 

In Table 8 below I compare the educational backgrounds of my survey 

respondents to respondents of three other recent surveys of Title IX Coordinators that 

were not for dissertation projects. ATIXA, or the Association of Title IX Administrators, 

surveys their members every few years (Sokolow et al. 2015; Sokolow et al. 2018). In 

addition, Wiersma-Mosley and DiLoreto in 2018 published the results of a survey of 692 

Title IX Coordinators that they also conducted online. These three surveys all found that 

20% of respondents had a PhD, however my survey found that 26% of respondents have 

a PhD. On the contrary, for example, a consistent 46-47% of survey respondents 

consistently report having a Master’s degree. In addition, another 11% of my survey 

respondents reported currently working on a PhD, although I do not have comparison 
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data on this question for the other three surveys. Thus my survey does appear to be 

slightly over-representative of Title IX Coordinators who have a PhD. While I cannot be 

sure if or how this would bias results, it could be possible that schools with more 

resources and thus the ability to hire and pay those with more advanced degrees may be 

more likely to answer the survey. However, I find this not especially concerning 

considering a direct comparison of responding to non-responding institutions 

demonstrates that the groups are highly similar. However, it is something for readers to 

be aware while interpreting the results of this project. 

 

Table 8: Highest Degrees Reported by Respondents from Four Surveys of Title IX Coordinators 

  

 
ATIXA 2015 

Member 
Survey 

 
ATIXA 2018 

Member 
Survey 

 
Wiersma-

Mosley 2018 
Survey 

 My 2019 
Survey  

 High School1  -  -  -  0.2% 

 Associate  -  -  -  0.2% 

 Bachelor's  13%  12%  8%  9% 

 Master's  47%  46%  47%  46% 

 Law  16%  20%  22%  17% 

 Doctoral  20%  20%  20%  26% 

 Other/ No answer / Unknown  4%  4%  3%  1% 

 Total  100%  102%2  100%  100% 

 Approximate N  400  500  700  400 

 
 
Sources: Sokolow et al. 2015; Sokolow et al. 2018; Wiersma-Mosley and DiLoreto 2018; Sapia Survey 2019 

  
Notes:         

 1. Neither ATIXA nor Wiersma-Mosley reported any figures for High School diplomas or Associate Degrees. 
 2. ATIXA reports only whole digits and therefore their total does not equal 100% because of rounding. 
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CHAPTER 4: THE CURRENT STRUCTURE OF TITLE IX EMPLOYEE 
DESIGNATION 

 

Introduction 

Edelman, Dobbin, and a myriad of other sociolegal scholars explain that 

organizations have responded to civil rights law with symbolic structures, or those that 

prioritize demonstrating attention to law over meeting the goal of the law. Organizational 

characteristics can have a big impact on how they respond to law, including connection to 

the federal government (sector), size, legal experience, and region (Edelman 1992; Knoke 

1982). Characteristics of the law, like ambiguity (Edelman 1992) and whether legal 

requirements are rooted in procedure or results (Dobbin and Sutton 1998) also affect 

organizational adoption of law. These and other factors like management (Edelman 

2016), professionalization (Paul and DiMaggio 1983), and the structure of the federal 

government (i.e. the banning of governmental interference in private business or the 

disconnectedness of the federal government (Dobbin and Sutton 1998)) have affected 

which structures emerged and spread in response to Title VII law. Organizational actors 

desire to maintain the status quo, and organizational leadership desires to maintain power 

(Edelman 2016, Fligstein 1985). Business ideals are at odds with legal ideals, i.e. one 

cannot realistically maximize both profit and social justice. Because of these factors, 

“symbolic structures” that prioritize symbolism over meeting the goal of the law have 

spread dramatically, been adopted by professionals and the judicial system alike, 

allowing symbolic structures to become the end—compliance—instead of a means to that 

end (Edelman 2016). 
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I here attempt to marry the work of previous neoinstitutional theorists, sociolegal 

scholars, and scholars of Title IX and sexual violence, to understand—how are 

universities responding to Title IX of the Educational Amendments of 1972? I carve out 

one specific subfield of which to study: the structure of Title IX employees and staffing. 

Since 1975, the federal government has required that American educational institutions 

that receive any federal funding “designate at least one employee to coordinate its efforts 

to comply with and carry out its responsibilities under Title IX” (hereinafter “the Title IX 

employee mandate”). In this chapter I illuminate current compliance with this mandate. I 

also investigate whether organizations theoretically more sensitive to their legal 

environments (public, larger institutions with legal experience in regional clusters where 

sole-role employees are popular) are more likely to have a sole-role Title IX employee. 

This is how I begin answering the question of whether female students in educational 

institutions, like workers of color or white female workers in employment organizations, 

are living in a time of symbolic civil rights (Edelman 2016).  

This is a fruitful endeavor for expanding the sociological understanding of 

organizational adoption of civil rights laws. Employment organizations must answer to, 

in addition to the government, customers and shareholders. Universities must answer to 

students, parents, and the government. Civil rights in employment organizations would 

mean the absence of racial or gender-based discrimination in hiring and promotion 

decisions. At universities, Title IX justice would mean all students (and specifically the 

legally protected class of female students) would be free to pursue their educational goals 

without the high threat of sexual violence and rape at school. Title VII was notoriously 

ambiguous, which allowed for the development of symbolic structures, as the meaning of 
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compliance was very unclear. While I cannot here speak to Title IX as a whole, the Title 

IX employee mandate upon which I focus, is arguably unambiguous, requiring the 

designation of at least one Title IX employee since 1975. These parallels and differences 

between these two cases will allow me to utilize my findings on the organizational 

adoption of Title IX law to expand our understanding of the organizational adoption of 

law more generally. 

Edelman’s Legal Endogeneity Theory carries an admittedly “pessimistic tenor” 

(Edelman 2016:223), arguing there is little motivation for organizational leaders to do 

more than the bare minimum. In this case of the Title IX employee mandate, the bare 

minimum would be one, dual-role Title IX employee. This seems to be a popular model. 

Paul found 12 of 13 Title IX Coordinators she interviewed to be dual-role employees 

(2016). Two recent of surveys of Title IX Coordinators (Wiersma-Mosley and DiLoreto 

2018; Sokolow et al. 2018), despite ambiguity in the reporting of results, indicate that 20-

30% of universities have a sole-role employee.17  

In this chapter I explore the following questions: How many designated Title IX 

employees do universities have? Do they have more than the one that is required and has 

been measured in the past? Are they sole-role Title IX employees (dedicated only to Title 

IX), or are they dual-role employees sharing responsibilities with other jobs on campus 

like Human Resources or Student Affairs? What does these structures look like, and how 

do they compare to previous findings? What explains any variation I may find? Before I 

can conduct event history analysis incorporating different legal time periods (Chapter 5), 

 
17 In reading these results, this could also be understood as 20-30% of Title IX employees are sole role. I say this in 

both ways because their research does not distinguish; the assumption that each school has a single Title IX 
Coordinator is built into the design of the surveys. 
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or attempt to uncover how substantive sole-role Title IX employees are (Chapter 6), I 

must first here understand a current snapshot of the structure of Title IX employee 

designation. 

 

 

Research Questions and Hypotheses 

1. How many Title IX employees do universities have? 

a. I expect universities to have one (dual-role) Title IX employee. Those 
most sensitive to their legal environment may have 2-3 Title IX 
employees. 

2. What percentage of universities have a sole-role Title IX employee in 2019? 

a. Previous research by Wiersma-Mosley and DiLoreto and ATIXA 
(Sokolow et al. 2018) indicates that 20-30% of universities will have a 
sole-role Title IX employee. 

3. Are those universities most sensitive to their legal environments more likely to 
have a sole-role Title IX employee? If they are, we should see… 

o Sector: Public universities are more tightly connected to the federal 
government and thus more closely monitored. I hypothesize they are more 
likely to have a sole-role Title IX employee. 

o Size: Larger universities have more visibility, and therefore may be held more 
accountable by the government, employees, or the public. I hypothesize they 
are more likely to have a sole-role Title IX employee. 

o Legal Experience: Universities who have experienced at least one federal Title 
IX investigation by the Office of Civil Rights since 2008 may have more need 
to prove their commitment to Title IX or have been required to change their 
Title IX employee structure in the outcome of the investigation. I hypothesize 
they are more likely to have a sole-role Title IX employee. 

o Region: Universities nearby to others who have established a sole-role Title 
IX employee may be more likely to then adopt that structure because of the 
“neighborhood effects” of mimetic isomorphism. Thus, while I do not yet 
have a reason to suspect any particular regions as having more likely to have a 
sole-role Title IX employees, I do hypothesize that region will be significant 
and we will see some clusters of universities that have more sole-role Title IX 
employees than others. 
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Independent Variables 

I here present descriptive statistics on the predictor variables for the 375 of my 

respondents who have no missing data on the independent variables. As shown in Table 1 

below, public and private institutions have very different profiles. The mean enrollment 

for public institutions is 12,800, compared to 3,700 for private schools. The mean tuition 

for public schools is $9,500, compared to $37,000 for private schools. Tuition for private 

and public schools have almost no overlap in pricing across the two types of institutions. 

The maximum endowment at any public university is about $132,000, compared to about 

$1.3 million at private institutions. Further, 86% of public schools have Greek life, 

meaning fraternities and sororities, compared to only 47% of private ones. 

In addition to the clear demographic differences of public and private universities, 

public universities are also theoretically connected more tightly to the federal 

government. Increased visibility and connection to the federal government may mean 

public institutions feel more pressured to comply with federal Title IX law than private 

institutions. Because of this, as shown later, I always take consideration of sector when 

crafting regression models by fully interacting sector with the other predictors in the 

models.  

I also include two types of variables related directly to sexual violence and 

connections between the institution and the federal government. I created a variable 

called “Clery Bump,” a dummy variable where a one means the institution experienced 

an increase of at least five sex offenses reported under the Clery Act from 2016 to 2017 

(Clery figures are reported on calendar years rather than academic years). As shown, 

public institutions are more likely to have Clery bumps. Title IX investigations are those 
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conducted by the OCR either in response to a complaint or compliance review. Here, this 

is represented by a dummy variable where a one indicates the institution has had at least 

one federal Title IX investigations between 2008 through 2017 (32% of public schools 

and 23% of private schools). 

Two predictors are right-skewed: enrollment and endowment. I transformed both 

by taking the natural logs to make them more normally distributed. Lastly, for ease of 

interpretation, I converted the enrollment, tuition, and endowment variables to have a unit 

of 10,000, instead of one. 

 

 
 

Number and Location of Title IX Employees 

Sociolegal scholars like Edelman and Dobbin have articulated that organizations 

do the bare minimum to meet social meanings of “compliance” with law (Edelman 1992, 

2016; Dobbin and Sutton 1998; Dobbin and Kelly 2007). The bare minimum depends on 
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the organization; those that are large or in the public sector, have been sued for 

discrimination, or are near peers with certain symbolic structures may feel the pressure to 

adopt higher-investment symbolic structures to meet socially defined definitions of 

compliance. Here I hypothesize universities would only have that which has been 

required by law since 1975: one dual-role employee designated to handle Title IX efforts. 

And perhaps those who are more sensitive to their legal environments would have 2-3 

dual-role Title IX employees.  

What my survey shows, however, is that only 8 universities, or around 2%, have 

one, dual-role employee. In fact, 95% of responding institutions have more than one Title 

IX employee, be it sole- or dual-role. And this does not stop at two or three; more than 

three-quarters of responding institutions (77%) reported four or more employees 

designated, at least in part, to handling Title IX. Below in Figure 1, I present a histogram 

of the distribution of the number of Title IX employees at all 400 responding 

institutions.18 There is a total of 3,155 Title IX employees across my 400 participating 

institutions.  

 
18 While 25 institutions are missing some predictor variables and thus are not utilized in my regression models or 

presented in the descriptive statistics above, they have survey data. Thus I include them where possible. Further, 
respondents were able to skip any questions they did not want to answer. For these reasons, the total number of 
universities shifts slightly depending on the survey question for which I am presenting results, as well as the 
predictors used, if any, in calculating a given result. 
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Table 2 below presents more in-depth descriptive statistics, both in total and 

broken out by type of Title IX role. Respondents reported a total of 1 to about 55 Title IX 

employees.19 The mean number of employees is 7.89 with a standard deviation of 6.73. 

The most popular answer (mode) was four Title IX employees. 

Looking at specific roles, most universities have one person specifically called the 

“Title IX Coordinator,” although the number did range from 0-10. Seventy-nine percent 

of responding institutions reported a Deputy/Assistant Coordinator specifically, with an 

average of 2.3 per school, ranging from zero to 40, with a mode of one. Other roles were 

surprisingly popular, too, with investigators, administrative support staff, and advocates 

all existing at more than 20% of universities.  

This surprising abundance of Title IX employees triggers the question of where 

on campus are these employees located. Do universities have large Title IX offices? Are 

 
19 Ranges in Table 2 are rounded to the nearest five to protect participant anonymity. 
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these employees dual-role employees spread out all over campus? Human Resources 

Management has historically had a large role in legal compliance (Dobbin BOOK; 

Dobbin and Kelly 2007), and we also know EEO/AA offices did spread to some 

organizations in the response to Title VI. The three recent Title IX studies have found 

that Human Resources, Student Affairs, and Diversity/Equity/Inclusion/EEO offices most 

often housed Title IX Coordinators on campuses (Paul 2016; Wiersma-Mosley and 

DiLoreto 2018; Sokolow et al. 2018), and thus it seems we should see 70-80% of 

universities having a dual-role employee in one of those offices. However, as explained, 

those surveys seem to have limited respondents to one answer. 

In my survey, I asked respondents (Question 6):  

Often, people who work on Title IX are located in different offices across 
campus. Please think of the offices that house the person or people you 
have included up to this point in the survey. Which offices on campus are 
represented? For each person, please select only one option that is the best 
fit for that person. 

In this select-all style question, I provided respondents with a long list of sixteen 

office locations and a seventeenth “other” option, based on research I had conducted in 

finalizing my survey design. I had randomly selected 25 universities and documented 

from their Title IX websites the office locations of all Title IX employees. From that 

research, as well as my pre-test interviews, I was able to build the list of offices that 

generally hold Title IX employees.  
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 As shown in Table 3 below, I document 1,886 locations of Title IX employees 

across 400 campuses. If I had only allowed respondents to select one office location, that 

would have limited respondents to sharing about a quarter of these data. I find, as 

hypothesized, that the most popular office location is Human Resources, with about 

61.0% of campuses reporting having at least one Title IX employee in the Human 

Resources office. This is more than double what two other recent surveys have found; a 

survey conducted in 2016 found 25% of dual-role employees were located in HR 

(Wiersma-Mosley and DiLoreto 2018) and ATIXA’s member survey in 2018 found 23% 

of Title IX departments physically located in Human Resources departments on campus 

(Sokolow et al. 2018). 
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After Human Resources at 61.0%, I find that about 50% of respondents reported 

having a Title IX employee in the following offices: Title IX, Dean of Students, 

Athletics, and Student Affairs. Neither of the two previous surveys reported any 

respondents being in a Title IX office, perhaps because they only asked dual-role 

employees for their other roles, or because they did not know to include it in the list of 

response options. Regardless, of note is the wide variety of Title IX employees’ campus 

locations, and the vast number of Title IX employees existing at these institutions spread 

all over campus. Neoinstitutional theory argues that organizations follow social myths, 

patterns of behavior that offer other organizations suggestions on how one should act 

appropriately (Meyer and Rowan 1977). If symbolic structures were to dominate 

organizational response to Title IX, we would expect more uniformity. The fact that there 
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is such wide variety in the number and location of Title IX employees indicates a lack of 

mimetic isomorphism. If universities are not simply copying one another, how are they 

determining how many Title IX employees they should have and where on campus? Are 

they doing what is substantively best for themselves in the name of meeting the goal of 

Title IX law? 

More evidence is needed to continue answering these questions. Thus, I crafted a 

negative binomial regression models predicting the total number of Title IX employees at 

the 375 participating institutions with all predictor variables available. Because data 

collection was conducted in Fall 2019, the outcome variable is for the 2019-2020 

academic year. The most recent academic year with full predictor variables available is 

2017-2018, which yields a natural lagging.20 These results are presented below in Table 

4. 

As explained above, public and private institutions have very different profiles on 

crucial control variables like tuition, undergraduate enrollment, presence of Greek life, 

and others. I ran my models using a fully-interactive design whereby I interact sector 

with all other variables in the model. I essentially ran the same model twice, once with 

sector coded as a dummy variable where 1=private, and once with sector coded as a 

dummy variable where 1=public. Because the base Incident Rate Ratios (“IRR”) 

represent the effect of that variable when that which was interacted with is equal to 0, 

running two models in this way allows me to have one base model representing IRRs for 

public institutions (presented on the left below), and one for private institutions (on the 

 
20 The 2018-2019 academic year has all predictor variable available except for Title IX investigations. Because Title IX 

investigations are such an important piece of my models, I use the two-year lag to be able to include them. Because of 
the slow moving tendency of bureaucracies, I believe a two-year lag to be appropriate regardless.  
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right). Column (c) presents significance values for the public model, and column (f) 

presents significant values for the private institutions model, with green highlighting 

indicating significance at p<0.05. 
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Are those most sensitive to their legal environments, i.e. larger, public schools 

with more litigious experience and in regional clusters, most likely to have numerous 

Title IX employees? Is the number of Title IX employees statistically related to these 

variables?  

Sector 

I look at the Average Predicted Counts for the number of Title IX employees by 

sector. This means I calculated the predicted number of Title IX employees at all 

universities within my dataset using the regression equation, first assuming all are public, 

and then assuming all are private. This isolates the effect of sector. I find that, using the 

model presented above in Table 4, a public university in my dataset, on average, is 

predicted to have 9.17 Title IX employees, whereas private universities are predicted to 

have slightly fewer at 8.17 Title IX employees, however the p-value for this difference is 

not significant at p=0.837. Thus, while this figure remains strikingly high across the 

board, considering only one is required, there is no significant difference in the Average 

Predicted Counts of the number of Title IX employees by sector. 

However, the public and private models are strikingly different in terms of what 

variables do predict the number of Title IX employees. Undergraduate enrollment and 

Title IX investigations are significant in predicting the number of Title IX employees at 

public institutions. For predicting the number of Title IX investigations at private 

institutions, however, endowment, the presence of Greek life, admissions selectivity, and 

regional differences are significant. The interaction effects presented show that the IRR 

for undergraduate enrollment and selectivity are significantly different from one another 

at p<0.05.  
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Title IX Investigations 

As shown in Table 4 above, whether a university has had at least one Title IX 

investigation by the OCR between 2008 and 2017 significant predicts the number of Title 

IX employees only for public institutions. The Average Marginal Effect (“AME”) for 

cumulative Title IX investigation presence for public institutions is 2.79. On the other 

hand, that same AME for private institutions is 0.49, with a p-value of 0.64 indicating 

this number is not significantly different from zero. Thus, sensitivity to the legal 

environment in the form of Title IX investigations predict having more Title IX 

employees is true for public institutions only. A public university that has had Title IX 

investigations since the start of the Obama Administration is predicted to have about 2.79 

more Title IX employees than those public schools without OCR investigations. Perhaps 

the coupling of two increases in legal sensitivity—being both public and subject to 

investigation—leads to the assertion of even more Title IX employees in the interest of 

symbolism. 

Size 

Size is also significant only for public institutions, i.e. undergraduate enrollment 

significantly predicts the number of Title IX employees at public universities, but not 

private universities. I calculated the Average Predicted Counts for how many Title IX 

employees are predicted at various levels of undergraduate enrollment for public 

institutions, shown in Figure 2 below. At participating public institutions with all 2017 

predictors available (N=138), enrollment ranges from about 1,000 to 57,000, with a 

median of 10,000 and a mean of about 13,000. (Private institutions in my dataset have a 

much smaller median of about 2,000 and a mean of 3,500.) Public institutions experience 

a significant, moderately strong positive relationship between enrollment and number of 
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Title IX employees, ranging from a predicted 7 employees at enrollment=1,000 to 16 at 

enrollment=60,000. At the mean undergraduate enrollment (of about 13,000), public 

institutions are predicted to have about 11.5 Title IX employees. Thus, the larger (and 

thus more publicly visible) a university is, the more Title IX employees they put forth, 

however only for public institutions.  

 

Region 

Mimetic isomorphism, as explained, is when organizations copy one another 

because they are unsure of how to respond to external pressures like law (Paul and 

DiMaggio 1983). While Edelman found that whether organizations were in the South or 

not had no significant effect on creation of EEO/AA rules or offices, Knoke found that 

region was very important for which structures were adopted by organizations. In his 

study of the spread of municipal form in the U.S. he argues that this was specifically 
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because of “some type of imitation” (1982:1337). Thus, regional significance can be a 

sign of “neighborhood effects” (Knoke 1982). 

I made the reference group Southeast because it has, on average, the fewest 

number of Title IX employees per university in my dataset, and then ordered the 

remaining seven regions in ascending order for ease of interpretation, ending with Rocky 

Mountains, which has the largest number of Tit le IX employees, on average. The regions 

are summarized below in Table 5.  

       Table 5. BEA Regions Used in Analysis 

  
As shown in Table 4, no regional differences are significant for public 

institutions, compared to the Southeast reference group. Looking at private institutions, 

however, six of seven regions have significantly more Title IX employees per school, on 

average, than institutions in the Southeast, controlling for all other variables in the model. 

To look beyond the bounds of having a reference group, I ran the Average Predicted 

Counts per state, and present them below in Table 6, as long as the p-value (representing 

if the value is significantly different from zero), as well as the lower and upper bounds of 

a 95% confidence interval. As shown, there is more variation by region for private 

schools, all significant at p<0.05, with the confidence intervals presenting realistic 

figures. On the left side of the table, we see that, unsurprisingly, region has little 
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predictive power for public universities. The p-values are mostly insignificant. The 

confidence intervals present huge ranges including unrealistic figures such as negative 

numbers.  

Looking more closely at the specific regions, we see that the Southeast is 

predicted to have the fewest Title IX employees per school, at 5.58. There is some variety 

in the middle, moving to a whopping 15.48 predicted average number of Title IX 

employees at private schools in the Rocky Mountains. While Rocky Mountains 

institutions among public schools are also predicted to be the highest, that figure is not 

significantly different from zero, and public schools in most other regions have about 9 

Title IX employees. Thus we see that regional clusters of having many Title IX 

employees appears to be happening among private schools. However, even the lowest 

predicted count, in the Southeast, is 4.5 more employees than is required by law. 

 

The Presence of Sole-Role Title IX Employees in 2019-2020 

As shown, there are thousands of Title IX employees that have been designated at 

these 400 universities across the U.S. What share of these employees are sole-role 

employees? Is the dual-role model still popular? Federal regulations do not require sole-

role Title IX employees, and it seems throughout history that it has been popular to 

designate Title IX responsibilities to existing employees on campus. However, as Paul’s 



119 
 

qualitative interviews with Title IX Coordinators reveal, being a dual-role employee can 

negatively impact both the person in the role (e.g., stress, emotional labor, not enough 

compensation), as well as their potential effectiveness (e.g., not enough time, not enough 

budget) (Paul 2016). In Question 7 of my survey, I asked respondents: 

Does one or more of the Title IX employee(s) you listed work entirely on 
Title IX, i.e., they do not hold other titles or responsibilities on campus? 
(This may or may not include yourself.) 

If respondents said yes, I asked them Question 8: 

How many people work entirely on Title IX, i.e., they do not hold any 
other titles or responsibilities on campus? Please include yourself if 
appropriate. 

As these survey questions indicate, I am defining sole-role employees as anyone 

whose only responsibilities at the university are only related to Title IX. So this could be 

a full-time Title IX Investigator, for example, and does not necessarily have to be the 

proverbial “Title IX Coordinator.” Previous surveys have found 20-30% of institutions 

having a sole-role Title IX employee. Is this number still accurate? And are those having 

a sole-role Title IX employee those more sensitive to their legal environment (i.e. larger, 

public schools with legal experience and in regional clusters)? 

Wiersma-Mosley and DiLoreto found from the survey they conducted in 2016 

that “The majority of the respondents (94%) reported that they were the primary Title IX 

coordinator; however, only 33% indicated that this was a full-time position” (Note: these 

respondents include 2-year colleges) (2018). ATIXA found in their 2018 member study 

that 21% reported that their institution’s Title IX Coordinator is best described as “full-

time with no other responsibilities.” Unlike these previous studies, I investigated how 

many, if any, sole-role employees my responding universities have, including Title IX 

Coordinators, but also any other Title IX employees, such as investigators. My survey 
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finds that about 40% of institutions report having at least one sole-role Title IX 

employee, thus higher than previous research has found. I find that a little less than a 

quarter of institutions report having exactly one sole-role employee, and 16.5% report 

having two or more sole-role employees. So while many institutions do have sole-role 

Title IX employees, there are many more dual-role employees. Of the 3,155 total Title IX 

employees reported across my participating institutions, 320, or 10.1%, are solely-

dedicated to Title IX, meaning about 90% of Title IX employees at these 400 institutions 

are in dual-roles, holding other responsibilities on their campuses. Thus I also find that, 

as I suspected, it is inaccurate to limit universities to reporting one sole-role Title IX 

employee. 

Wiersma Mosley and DiLoreto found that 39% of Title IX Coordinators at four-

year private universities and 43% of those at four-year public universities reported it 

being their full-time roles. However, I find larger differences between the sectors, as 

shown in Table 7 below. I find that 52.6% of public institutions have at least one sole-

role employee, compared to 32.1% of private universities, a 20 percentage point 

difference. While about 24% of both types of institutions report having one sole-role 

employee, I find that having multiple sole-role employees is more popular at public 

institutions, with 28.8% having 2 or more sole-role employees) compared to only 8.5% of 

private having two or more. This is yet another example that it appears public institutions 

may be feeling pressure to not only put forth the symbolic structure of a sole-role Title IX 

employee, but that one is not enough, and a higher investment is required. 
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To further understand which universities are the most likely to have sole-role Title 

IX employees, I use logistic regression models to predict the presence of at least one sole-

role Title IX employee. As explained, 2017-2018 is the most recent year with full 

prediction data available, and the outcome was measured at 2019-2020, creating a natural 

lag of two academic years. I again use the 375 universities with no missing data. Of these 

375, 151 or 40.3% have at least one sole-role Title IX employee (approximately 

consistent from the entire pool of respondents of 398 who answered this question at 

40.5%, reported above). Here, I treat the dependent variable of presence of a sole-role 

Title IX employee in 2019-2020 as a (0,1) dummy variable. 

 Because of the very differnet profiles of public and private universites, I again 

crafted my models using a fully-interactive design, interacting sector with all other 

variables in the model, essentially creating two separate models—one where the base 

terms represent the odds ratio for public institutions, and the other for private. These 

models are presented in Table 8 below, with odds ratios significant at p<0.05 highlighted 

in green. 
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Sector 

I hypothesized that public universities would be more likely to establish sole-role 

Title IX employees than private universities because they are more tightly connected to 

the federal government and thus more closely monitored. I calculated the Average 

Predicted Probability of having a sole-role Title IX employee by sector. This means I 
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calculated the predicted probability at each university within my dataset using the 

regression equation, first assuming all are public, and then assuming all are private. This 

isolates the effect of sector. The Average Predicted Probability of having a sole-role Title 

IX employee using the model above is 0.31 for public institutions, and 0.23 for private. 

Both of these are significantly different than zero. However, the difference between them 

(-0.08) is not significant, and rather p=0.27. So while there is support for my hypothesis 

that public institutions will be more likely to establish a sole-role Title IX employee for 

the universities who responded to my survey, more evidence is needed to be statistically 

significant.  

However, just like in predicting the number of Title IX employees, which 

variables are significant in predicting the presence of a sole-role Title IX employee does 

vary by sector. For public institutions (column c) the only significant variable is one 

regional comparison (only at p<0.01). For private institutions (column f), enrollment, 

tuition, endowment, and more regional differences are significant.  

Title IX Investigations 

If universities more sensitive to their legal environments are more likely to have a 

sole-role Title IX employee, we would expect those who have experienced at least one 

federal Title IX investigation by the Office of Civil Rights since 2008 would be more 

likely to establish the structure. They may feel more pressure to symbolically display 

their commitment to Title IX. However as shown in Table 8, Title IX investigations are 

not significant in predicting the likelihood of establishing a sole-role title IX employee. 

The IRR is far from significant for both public and private schools. Thus this form of 

sensitivity to the legal environment does not have an impact on this particular symbolic 

structure when controlling for all other variables in the model. 
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Size 

Edelman’s Legal Endogeneity theory also predicts that universities with larger 

undergraduate enrollments would be more likely to establish a sole-role Title IX 

employee because they are more visible, but here that proves true only for private 

institutions with an odds ratio of 3.197, (p<0.05). In Figure 3 below, I graph the Average 

Predicted Probabilities by enrollment for each sector. This graph makes it appear like 

private schools are more likely to have a sole-role employee, which is not true. Only 

three private institutions in my dataset have undergraduate enrollments over 20,000, and 

thus figures after that point should be viewed critically. 

At an enrollment of 1,000, controlling for all other variables in the model, it is 

predicted that a private institution has a probability of 0.12 of having at least one sole-

role Title IX employee in 2019-2020. At 3,000, this more than doubles to 0.27, and 

continues to climb steeply to 0.36 at only 5,000 undergraduates. By an enrollment of 

20,000 undergraduates, the probability jumps to 0.65. However as explained, private 

institutions in my dataset have a median of 2,000 undergrads, and a mean of 3,500. So, 

because most private schools are quite small, it makes sense that both public institutions, 

are more likely generally speaking to have sole-role Title IX employees, however at 

larger enrollments this chance increases dramatically for private schools. On the other 

hand, size of institution does not have an impact for public schools on establishing a sole-

role Title IX employee. 
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Region 

Lastly, I look at whether region has a significant impact on whether public or 

private institutions establish the symbolic structure of a sole-role Title IX employee. 

Universities in regions where the structure of sole-role Title IX employees has 

popularized will be more likely to establish the structure because of the “neighborhood 

effects” of mimetic isomorphism. 

The reference group for the region variable is New England. I then ordered them 

in descending order by what percentage of organizations within each region has a sole-

role Title IX employee. One reginal comparison to New England is significant for public 

schools (Mideast). The odds ratio for Mideast is 9.1, meaning Mideast schools are 9x as 

likely as New England schools to have a sole-role Title IX employee. This indicates a 

neighborhood effect may be occurring for public schools in the Mideast, meaning 
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because some have established the symbolic structure of sole-role Title IX employees, 

others have felt pressure to do so as well. 

When looking at private institutions, three regions have significant higher 

likelihoods of having sole-role Title IX employees compared to New England—Mideast 

(OR=3.0), Southeast (OR=4.4), and Southwest (OR=6.9). This indicates the that these 

three regions have significantly higher Average Predicted Probability than New England. 

Therefore, the neighborhood effect in the Mideast may be occurring regardless of 

public/private status. However, private schools alone see regional clusters forming in 

Southeast and Southwest. 

Discussion 

Scholars of the social construction of legal compliance have found that 

organizations put forth “symbolic structures” to demonstrate attention to law, meaning 

the priority is looking attentive to law and social approval, not stopping discrimination. 

This is not necessarily malicious. For a variety of factors discussed, such as the fact that 

the U.S. government focuses on procedure over results (Dobbin and Sutton 1998), the 

absence of discrimination is not sufficient to be compliant. Instead, organizations need to 

be able to actively prove they do not discriminate. Further, as neoinstitutional theorists 

explain, the behavior of organizations generally involves adopting policies and structures 

in response to external pressures like law based on what is socially legitimized, regardless 

of how much a given policy or structure actually benefits that particular institution. This 

blind copying of one another regardless of efficiency (or meeting the goal of the law) is 

called mimetic isomorphism (Paul and DiMaggio 1983).  

Symbolic structures vary in how much investment they require, as well as how 

substantive (i.e. effective) they prove to be (Edelman 2016). In response to Title VII’s 
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ban on discrimination in the workplace, symbolic structures like offices, EEO written 

policies, diversity trainings, harassment grievance procedures, and Chief Diversity 

Officers spread widely with no empirical evidence of their effectiveness. Looking at 

diversity staff specifically, one study found them to be effective (Kalev, Dobbin, & Kelly 

2006), while another did not (Bradley et al. 2018). Regardless, however, studies were 

conducted after these structures were already popular. 

 In this chapter, I began to uncover the current structure of Title IX staffing on 

American university campuses (as of 2019-2020). Since the first round of the Code of 

Federal Regulations on particularly how educational institutions are supposed to comply 

with Title IX (1975), it has been required that universities have at least one staff member 

dedicated to handling Title IX compliance. Previous research on the social construction 

of legal compliance with Title VII would indicate that, especially for such a consistent 

and unambiguous mandate, we would see the bare minimum of resources to meeting this 

requirement—one dual-role employee. I define dual-role Title IX employees as those 

who have Title IX responsibilities in addition to pre-existing responsibilities in another 

role, such as Human Resources or Student Affairs. Previous research indicates that this 

model has been popular, and language over time from the federal government indicates 

that model is both accepted and normal. 

However, in recent years, some schools have popularized the establishment of a 

full-time, solely-dedicated Title IX employee whose responsibilities on campus are only 

related to Title IX—be it a Title IX Coordinator, Investigator, or Director—those which I 

call “sole-role Title IX employees.” Is this symbolic structure spreading? Are those most 

sensitive to their legal environment the ones adopting these structures? 
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The Structure of University Title IX Employee Designation in 2019-2020 

 What I have shown here is a surprising and thus far unexplained amount of 

variation in how institutions are structuring their Title IX employees. In fact, only 4.8% 

of the 400 institutions in my sample have only one Title IX employee. Thus, it is 

impossible that only those particularly sensitive to their legal environment put forth more 

than one employee. Having multiple designated Title IX employees spans institutional 

sector, size, region, and level of legal experience. While one employee is required, I find 

the average university has 7.9 Title IX employees. And while other studies in the past 

few years have found that only about 20-30% of “Title IX Coordinators” are sole-role 

employees, those findings are limited in their explanatory ability (Wiersma-Mosley and 

DiLoreto 2018; Sokolow et al. 2018). These two previous surveys conflated two units of 

analysis—Title IX employees and the universities at which they work. I found a total of 

3,155 Title IX employees at 400 institutions. While only about 10% of those 3,155 

employees are sole-role, over 40% of universities have at least one sole-role Title IX 

employee. This distinction is critical to understanding the current structure of Title IX 

employee designation.  

 Mimetic isomorphism occurs when, unsure of how to respond to external 

pressures like law, organizations copy one another and prioritize mirroring over what 

works best for their organizations (Paul & DiMaggio 1983). Those most sensitive to their 

legal environment, theoretically, should respond earlier, more, and higher investment 

structures. This can lead to the spread of symbolic structures with no proven efficacy 

(Edelman 1992; 2016) as organizations become more and more homogenous over time 

(Paul & DiMaggio 1983). But as I have explained, in the cross-sectional analysis of 

university Title IX adoption I conducted thus far, I see much variation. I found more than 
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16 different offices on campus that house Title IX employees, including those 

hypothesized like Human Resources and Student Affairs, but also Residence Life, Public 

Safety, Academic Departments, General Counsel, and Campus Ministry, for example. 

Further, while 99% of the 400 institutions have someone called the “Title IX 

Coordinator,” as expected, universities have a myriad of other Title IX employee 

positions that are in no-way required by the government. For example, 79% have at least 

one Deputy/Assistant Title IX Coordinator, 56% have a Title IX Investigator, 25% have 

Title IX administration support staff, and 22% have sexual violence advocates. Such wide 

variety in structures of Title IX employee designation is evidence again blind copying in 

mimetic isomorphism. 

If the point of establishing multiple Title IX employees were merely symbolic, 

would we not see uniformity? Would we not see perhaps 2 or 3 Title IX employees at 

those sensitive institutions, instead of 9 or 10? In fact there is so much variety in response 

to the Title IX employee designation mandate, that previous surveys have not built 

enough possibilities into their survey designs to even capture it all. And here I did not 

even discuss so many other facets of employee structures like who does what job and 

what those tasks are, therefore I suspect I am only here scratching the surface. It is still 

possible, though, that having numerous Title IX employees is a merely symbolic 

structure. For example, say, in a symbolism arms race, universities are establishing more 

and more dual-role employees who actually do not achieve gender equality at the 

institution to appear dedicated. At this point, the wide variety, the amount which the bare-

minimum has been passed, and the fact that universities also have numerous sole-role 

employees and not just dual-role employees, are evidence for the argument that 
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universities are not just blindly putting forth merely symbolic structures in place against 

sexual violence.  

Sensitivity to the Legal Environment 

One key factor to consider here is whether those who are most sensitive to their 

legal environment are those putting forth these structures of multiple Title IX employees 

or sole-role Title IX employees. Specifically, in this chapter I looked at whether sector, 

size, legal experience, and region had significant relationships with either symbolic 

structure. Arguably the most important predictor variable at which I looked is sector. 

Public and private universities have very different profiles on crucial variables like 

enrollment, tuition, endowment, and the presence of Greek life, and thus, I ran my 

regression models fully interactively, meaning I interacted all other independent variables 

with sector to run separate models for public and private institutions.  

To summarize, in the table below I present the relationships that I found. In 

predicting both structures, public universities seem more likely to have high numbers of 

Title IX employees and to have a sole-role Title IX employee, but neither of these 

findings is significant. A public university, on average, is predicted to have 9.17 Title IX 

employees, whereas private universities are predicted to have slightly fewer at 8.17, 

however the p-value is p=0.837. The Average Predicted Probability of having a sole-role 

Title IX employee is 0.31 for public institutions and 0.23 for private. Both of these are 

significantly different than zero. However, the p-value for this 8-percentage point 

difference is 0.27. 
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Table 9. Summary of Chapter 4 Findings 
Significantly 
predicting…  Public Universities Private Universities 

Number of Title IX 
Employees 

Sector -- -- 

TIX Invest. Positive Relationship* -- 
 

Size Positive Relationship* -- 

Region -- Relationship* 

Presence of a Sole-Role 
Title IX Employee 

Sector -- -- 

TIX Invest. -- -- 

Size -- Positive Relationship* 

Region Relationship* Relationship* 
     *p<0.05 
  
  

While I therefore do not have enough evidence to assert that sector directly 

impacts the establishment of numerous Title IX employees or sole-role Title IX 

employees, sector does seem to affect how two other major factors in legal environment 

sensitivity—Title IX investigations (legal experience) and enrollment (size)—affect the 

establishment of these symbolic structures. Title IX investigations and undergraduate 

enrollment only significantly predict the number of Title IX employees in public 

institutions. A public university that has had Title IX investigations since the start of the 

Obama Administration is predicted to have about 2.79 more Title IX employees than 

those public schools without OCR investigations. For approximately every extra 450 

undergraduate students, public institutions are predicted to have another Title IX 

employee,21 ranging from seven at 1,000 to sixteen at 60,000. 

 
21 I calculated this figure by creating ratios between enrollment and the predicted average probability (e.g., predicted 

6.91 employees divided by enrollment of 1,000=145). I then calculated the average of the differences from each ratio 
to the next, for a total of 458.10. 
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Therefore, public institutions being more closely tied to the federal government 

appear to be more sensitive to larger enrollments and OCR investigations when it comes 

to predicting the number of Title IX employees. On the other hand, though, size does 

impact private institutions’ likelihood of having a sole-role title IX employee, while it 

does not for public institutions. This finding that size is a  significant predictor of number 

of Title IX employees for public schools and a significant predictor of sole-role 

employees for private schools could mean that size affects the establishment of symbolic 

structures for both public and private schools, but that within each of those organizational 

fields, different structures have become popularized. I would say that this means large, 

public schools are more likely to put forth a lower investment structure (multiple 

employees that may be dual-role) and large, private ones are more likely to put forth a 

higher investment structure (a sole-role employee). But while one sole-role employee 

would definitely be higher investment than one dual-role employee, that no longer feels 

obvious when talking about 8 or 9 dual-role employees. More research is needed to 

understand the investment level of having many Title IX employees around campus. 

However I did find that, in looking at a simple cross-tab, public universities are much 

more likely than private universities to have numerous sole-role employees, which after a 

certain bar may be a high-investment symbolic structure.  

Region paints a slightly more complicated picture. In predicting the number of 

Title IX employees, there are no regional differences significant for public institutions 

from the reference group (Southeast). Public schools in most regions have about 9 Title 

IX employees. For private schools, all Average Predicted Counts are significant at 

p<0.05. The Rocky Mountains (15.5), New England (10.1), and Plains (9.7) are predicted 
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to have the highest counts. That region is significant is generally an indicator of mimetic 

isomorphism because it means that structures may spread between nearby peers in 

instances such as regional conferences and professional organizations. For example I 

have attended numerous small, local conferences for Title IX Coordinators where people 

pick each other’s brains for ideas over lunch. But it is not that simple, and more evidence 

over the next few chapters is needed to really understand the impact of region. For 

example, did these symbolic structures spread within different regions at different times? 

That would supply more evidence of “neighborhood effects” of mimetic isomorphism.  

Conclusion 

 In this chapter, I have shown how the limits of previous Title IX surveys, namely 

the assumption that schools have one Title IX employee, have likely led to distorted 

results. In my survey, I did not ask questions of the Title IX Coordinator, but instead, 

asked one spokesperson for the university about all employees at the university who work 

on Title IX as part of their official university roles. From this, I have uncovered that the 

average university in 2019-2020 had 8 Title IX employees, 10% of which were solely-

dedicated to Title IX. I also found about 40% of universities have a sole-role Title IX 

employee, nearly double previous estimates.  

 Neither having multiple Title IX employees nor having them be solely-dedicated 

to Title IX is required by law. So why are universities taking these steps? Is it merely for 

social appearances (symbolism), or because that is what is needed to combat sexual 

violence and end discrimination (symbolism and substantiveness)? I cannot yet answer 

this question. However, in this chapter, I have explained how the massive variety in the 

number and location of Title IX employees far above what is required by law is, I 

suspect, evidence of substantive effort. We would expect mere symbolism to stem from 
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mimetic isomorphism and thus be much more uniform. We would also expect, perhaps, a 

few Title IX employees, but an average of eight when only one is required feels like more 

than a purely symbolic brand management decision.  

 There is some evidence that sensitivity to the legal environment is significantly 

impacting the presence of these symbolic structures at universities, with regional 

differences being significant, and crucial factors like size and legal experience varying in 

their effectiveness based on sector. In Chapter 5, I expand upon this analysis by bringing 

in time, including the nuances of different legal environments. I analyze when these 

structures emerged in the timeline of different times of federal guidance and requirements 

around Title IX employee designation and what that means for the theoretical 

conversation around symbolism.  
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CHAPTER 5: THE DIFFUSION OF SOLE-ROLE TITLE IX EMPLOYEES 

Introduction 

In Chapter 4, I investigated how many Title IX employees American universities 

have, the presence of sole-role Title IX employees, and how much these structures 

depend on sensitivity to the legal environment, with particular emphasis on sector. In this 

chapter, I bring in time and legislation—the different legal environments of Title IX—

and see how they affect the diffusion of sole-role Title IX employees. 

Many factors affect which symbolic structures spread, when and where they 

spread, and who adopts them first (leaders), or after they have become legitimized 

(followers). For one, these factors include the legal environments, or the periods of 

different combinations of federal mandates, rhetoric, and enforcement styles. Also 

affecting the diffusion patterns of symbolic structures are where those structures fall on 

the investment spectrum; how much work and financial investment are required on the 

part of the organizations adopting them?  

In her study of the diffusion of Title VII, Edelman argues that those more 

sensitive to their legal environments respond first, and generally with higher-investment 

structures (1992; 2016). Like myself, she focused heavily on sector because of how 

important it has proven to be in affecting sensitivity to the legal environment. As I 

showed in my literature review chapter, below is her graph of five-year moving averages 

for the share of organizations having established the structure of an EEO office (Edelman 

2016:114). Organizations within the federal government had an earlier and overall higher 

chance of adopting this high-investment structure. 
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Figure 1. Edelman’s Visualization of the Adoption of EEO Offices 

 

 On the other hand, she found that the low-investment structure of EEO rules 

spread quite differently, with hardly any differentiation in timing or overall amount by 

sector. This graph is presented below (Edelman 2016:116). Therefore she found that EEO 

offices emerged and spread earlier, and then written rules became more popular later on 

and even continued to spread after the federal government pulled back on enforcement 

under the Reagan Administration (beginning 1981) because they had developed 

isomorphic inertia. EEO offices, however, as shown above, largely plateaued after 

Reagan took office, and were never that highly adopted by organizations in more private 

sectors. 

Figure 2. Edelman’s Visualization of the Adoption of EEO Rules 

 (See key above) 
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In this chapter, I look at the timing of the establishment of sole-role Title IX based 

on my survey data. Sole-Role Title IX employees are, I argue, higher investment 

structures more comparable to EEO Offices than to EEO rules. I asked respondents if 

their university has a Title IX budget (Q20), to which 65% said yes. I find that 84% of 

universities with a sole-role Title IX employee have a Title IX budget, compared to 55% 

of those universities without a sole-role Title IX employee (Chi-square test p=0.000). 

Thus my survey does find empirical evidence that sole-role Title IX employees are 

structures of at least somewhat high investment. Further, rationally, they must at least 

have an office space and a salary for their Title IX work, something dual-role employees 

do not have. 

It has been required since 1975 that universities designate at least one employee 

to handle Title IX compliance. In 1997, they began suggesting that more than one may be 

ideal. In 2011, the Obama Administration drew attention to campus sexual under Title 

IX. In 2011, they added that those employees in Title IX supporting roles should have 

titles clearly indicating such. In 2014, the Obama Administration made the first published 

suggestion that a “full-time Title IX Coordinator” may reduce conflicts of interest. The 

Obama Admin. spearheaded federal anti-sexual violence campaigns like “1is2many” and 

“It’s On Us.” They increased enforcement, opening Title IX investigations and 

publicizing the names of the universities who were under investigation. 

In 2017, the Trump Administration nullified numerous policies put forth by 

Obama’s DOE. Because they had not gone through a notice-and-comment procedure, the 

2011 DCL and the 2014 Q&A could be voided immediately. Thus the 2014 document 

containing the Obama Administration’s suggestion that a “full-time Title IX Coordinator” 
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may be ideal was nullified in late 2017. The Trump Admin. DOE’s 2018 document 

proposed to change the law to require the designated Title IX employee be called the 

“Title IX Coordinator” to “reflect the current reality of Title IX compliance” and to make 

clear that this person can designate tasks across campus and is not required to conduct all 

tasks related to Title IX compliance on their own (2018:61481). The Trump 

Administration also adopted the legal profession’s due-process and rights-of-the-accused 

rhetoric, and began rolling back enforcement. They rapidly closed investigations, closed 

many more for “insufficient evidence” rather than by a resolution agreement, and opened 

fewer investigations. Thus the legal environments I derived (and explained in more detail 

in my literature review chapter) are again presented in Table 1 below. 

Thus the bare minimum to meet the Title IX employee mandate would be, in any 

of the devised legal environments, one dual-role Title IX employee. Previous studies 

have shown this to be popular (see Paul 2016; Wiersma-Mosely and DiLoreto 2018; 

Sokolow et al. 2018). Here I investigate the spread of a structure taking a step beyond 

that requirement—establishing a Title IX employee who only works on Title IX at the 

university and does not share their position with another role. 

Table 1. The Recent Legal Environments of Title IX
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Research Questions and Hypotheses 

In this chapter, then, I investigate the spread of sole-role Title IX employees, 

focusing on the period from 2008-2019, from the start of the Obama Administration 

through the early Trump Administration (up until data collection in the Fall of 2019). 

After lagging my predictors by two years, and accounting for the fact Title IX 

Investigation data is not available after 2018, my regression models cover the years of 

2010-2011 through 2018-2019. My research questions and hypotheses for this chapter 

are: 

1. When and how many universities have universities adopted sole-role Title IX 
employees? 

a. I hypothesize that sole-role Title IX employees will spread earlier but 
stop short of becoming popular because of their high investment, like 
Edelman saw with EEO offices. I also hypothesize their spread will 
plateau after Trump takes office, when high investment structures are 
no longer necessary to maintain public appearance. 

2. What is the probability that any one university will establish this structure (i.e. 
what is the hazard rate) within the four Title IX legal environments?  

a. I hypothesize that in a period of weaker enforcement in the early-
Obama administration (pre-Dear Colleague Letter of 2011), there will 
be a very low hazard rate. I hypothesize the hazard rate will increase 
after enforcement was ramped up in 2011, and even more so after the 
2014 guidance. 

3. How has the establishment of sole-role Title IX employees varied based on 
sensitivity to the legal environment over time? 

a. Sector: Public universities are more tightly connected to the federal 
government and thus more closely monitored. Thus I hypothesize they 
will establish a sole-role Title IX employee earlier. 

b. Size: Larger universities have more visibility, and therefore may be 
held more accountable by the government, employees, or the public. 
Thus I hypothesize they will establish a sole-role Title IX employee 
earlier. 

c. Legal Experience: Universities who experienced a federal Title IX 
investigation by the Office of Civil Rights may have more need to 
prove their commitment to Title IX or have been required to change 



140 
 

their Title IX employee structure in the outcome of the investigation. 
Thus I hypothesize they will establish a sole-role Title IX employee 
shortly after the investigation. 

d. Region: Universities nearby to others who have established a sole-role 
Title IX employee may be more likely to then adopt that structure 
because of the “neighborhood effects” of mimetic isomorphism. Thus, 
while I do not yet have a reason to suspect any particular regions as 
having more likely to have a sole-role Title IX employees, I do 
hypothesize that region will be significant and we will see some 
clusters of universities that established sole-role Title IX employees at 
the same, earlier time.  

 

Cumulative Percentages 

Below I present the cumulative percentage of universities over time that 

established a sole-role Title IX employee, which began to diffuse after the publishing of 

the 2011 DCL. After the 2014 Q&A, the slope steepens, and after 2017-2018 it flattens. 

By 2019-2020, 38% of universities within my dataset established a sole-role Title IX 

employee.22 This structure follows the expected trajectory of not becoming too popular 

(although more popular than EEO Offices for which Edelman found 18% (1992)), and it 

did stall after Trump took office. 

In Chapter 4, I explained that I found that universities have an average of about 8 

Title IX employees, far above the required minimum of one. Thus I also here look at how 

recently the university has established a Title IX role. I measured this by asking those 

schools with 3+ employees when they first had the number of Title IX employees they 

had now. As shown in the graph below, universities are clearly continuing to add 

 
22 The reason this figure is lower than the 40% presented in Chapter 4 is because there are about ten schools who 

reported having a sole-role Title IX employee, but skipped the question where they indicate what year this was 
established. Thus those without timing data were excluded from the event history analysis dataset. 
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additional Title IX roles regularly. Between 2008-2009 and 2019-2020, over 80% of my 

responding universities added a third or more Title IX role at their school.  

 

Edelman found higher investment structures, like having a sole-role Title IX 

employee, saw differences by organizational sector in terms of who established them first 

and how popular they became. Thus I wanted to investigate if similar findings are 

occurring with sole-role Title IX employees. As I show in the graph below, public 

universities did indeed establish sole-role Title IX employees earlier and at higher overall 

rates, as hypothesized.  
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Figure 3. Cumulative Percentage of Universities Having A Sole-Role 
Title IX Employee and Adding A New Title IX Role Over Time
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Figure 4. Cumulative Percentages of Sole-Role Title IX Employee by Sector

 
 

Hazard Rates 

I next engage in Event History Analysis (“EHA”), also known as survival 

analysis, which is used in the social sciences when studying if and when events occur. 

EHA requires three things: “(1) a well-defined ‘event’… (2) a clearly defined ‘beginning 

of time’ and (3) a substantively meaningful metric for clocking time” (Singer and Willett 

2003, ch. 9, p. 2). Here, my event of interest is the establishment of a sole-role Title IX 

employee between 2008-2019, or from the start of the Obama administration through the 

early Trump Administration (data collection took place in Fall 2019). My metric for time 

is academic years, making 2008-2009 the first time point. 

Generally a large consideration in EHA, censoring is defined as the problem of 

unknown event times. Left censoring describes those who have already had the event of 

interest before data collection begins; these cases need to be dropped because EHA 

methods are not equipped to handle them (Singer and Willett 2003, ch. 9, p. 15). 

Therefore, EHA requires that, at the beginning of time, “everyone in the population 
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occupies one, and only one, of the possible states” (Singer and Willett 2003, chapter 9, p. 

7). Here, the possible states are present and not-present (0,1). Therefore, I dropped five 

cases who had a sole-role Title IX employee in 2008-2009 or before from my sole-role 

employee EHA dataset, luckily a very slight loss of data. 

Right-censoring, on the other hand, occurs because the occurrence of the event is 

not observed by the end of data collection, either because of attrition or because the event 

was not experienced. The former is what we call informative censoring, because those 

who drop out are likely systematically different from those who do not. This form of 

censoring is meaningful and problematic. For those who have not yet experienced the 

event when data collection ends, this is non-informative (Singer and Willett 2003, ch. 9, 

p. 13), because it occurs for an external reason (the study ended) and at the same time for 

all participants. The right-censoring in my project is all non-informative; no one 

“dropped out” of the study because all of my data were collected at one instance 

retrospectively via survey methods. Non-informative censoring is not problematic and is 

rather always a part of research design, as studies cannot go on forever. Thus I do not 

need to address right-censoring in my analyses. 

Of the original 400 survey respondents, I dropped 18 for not having data from one 

or more sources for multiple years (IPEDS or Clery), missing necessary survey responses 

(e.g. what year they established their first sole-role employee, if applicable), or for left-

censoring (as explained), leaving 382 available for EHA. I utilize “long” format for my 

longitudinal data, meaning each year in the dataset is one university-year (row 

1=Example University in 2008-2009, row 2 = Example University in 2009-2010, etc.). 
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Then once the university has the event of interest occur, if it ever does, it drops out of the 

dataset. Below in Figure 5 is an example of the data structure. 

To be consistent with my modeling strategies in Chapter 4, within any given year, 

the predictors are lagged by two academic years (meaning when looking at the year 2010-

2011, for example, time-varying predictors like percent of students who are female or 

Title IX investigation opening, are from 2008-2009). This means that my EHA datasets 

include only years 2010-2011 through 2018-2019. Thus, because of the time of my data 

collection, Era 4 only includes 1 academic year. Weighing costs and benefits, lagging the 

data in this way allows me both to rule out the possibility of reverse causation and 

account for the slow-moving, bureaucratic nature of universities in my regression 

analyses. My final sole-role Title IX employee dataset includes 4,012 university-years, 

and after lagging the N used in my models is 2,308. Some of those are dropped during 

regression analysis, however, because of lagging and for missing values on any predictor 

variables.  

 

Figure 5. The Structure of An Event History Analysis Dataset 

 
Note: The unitids used in this figure are an example and do not represent actual universities. 
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The hazard rate is defined as the probability of occurrence of the event of interest 

in a given time period, given the event has not already occurred. In other words, the 

hazard rate is the number of universities who established a sole-role Title IX employee in 

a given academic year, divided by the number who were still at risk for having the event 

in that year (because they had not yet had it) (Cleves et al. 2004; Steele 2012). I 

calculated the hazard rate for each academic year, shown in Table 2, as well as for each 

of the four previously defined eras, shown in Table 3. Tables of hazard rates over time 

are referred to as “Life Estimation Tables.” 

The hazard rate for establishing a sole-role Title IX employee was nearly non-

existent through the 2013-2014 academic year, hovering between 0.005 and 0.021. Then 

beginning in the 2014-2015 academic year, the hazard rate spiked to about a 7% chance 

of establishing a sole-role Title IX employee, which remained for four years through the 

end of the Obama Administration. In other words, in any given academic year from 2014-

2015 to 2017-2018, about 7% of universities who had not yet established a sole-role Title 

IX employee did so. The 2014 guidance by the Obama Administration was the first ever 

federal guidance to say, “designating a full-time Title IX coordinator will minimize the 

risk of a conflict of interest” (Office of Civil Rights 2014:12). Some universities appear 

to have put this advice into play in the few years following this suggestion.  
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Table 2. Life Estimation Table – Sole-Role Title IX Employee 
Establishment, by Academic Year  
 

 

The hazard rate then decreased to about 5% after DeVos’s DOE under the Trump 

Administration altered the legal environment, including nullifying the 2014 Q&A. All-in-

all, the hazard rate for establishing a sole-role Title IX employee has remained relatively 

quite low, with the highest ever risk in 2015-2016 being a hazard rate of 7.4%. The 

overall hazard rate is 0.036, meaning 3.6% of university-years saw the establishment of a 

sole-role Title IX employee in any given academic year from 2008-2009 to 2019-2020. 

(This is different than the percent of universities that established a sole-role Title IX 

employee in that time, for which the figure is 38.2%, as shown earlier in Figure 3). 

Another way to look at the hazard rates would be to look specifically by Title IX 

legal environment. I created a life estimation table for the hazard rates within each of the 

four Title IX legal environments, presented in Table 3 below. As shown, the hazard rate 

for sole-role employees starts in Era 1 at 0.011, increases to a height of 0.071 by the Era 

3, and then declines slightly during Era 4 to 0.051.  
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Table 3. Life Estimation Table - Sole-Role Title IX Employee 
Establishment, by Title IX Era 
 

 

Discrete Time Hazard Regression 

If the sole-role Title IX employee structure follows the trajectory that Edelman 

has seen in studying the high-investment EEO office, then we should see that those 

universities more sensitive to their legal environments would be more likely to establish 

these symbolic structures while the Obama Administration was heavily ramping up 

enforcement. When the Trump Administration pulls back on enforcement, we would not 

necessarily expect them to continue spreading. 

Modelling Strategy 

I utilize discrete time hazard regression models. Using the EHA dataset, which I 

described earlier and showed an example of in Figure 5, I ran a logistic regression 

predicting the presence of the structure of interest in any given academic year. As 

explained above, all time-varying predictors are lagged by two academic years to rule out 

reverse causation and allow for the slow moving nature of the university. I also 

considered and tested a one-year lag model instead, for which the results are very similar, 



148 
 

as I explain further below. Like in Chapter 4, I used a fully interactive model, interacting 

all predictor variables with sector, essentially crafting separate models for public and 

private institutions. Lastly, I used mean-centered predictors to isolate within-institution 

effects for all predictors, except for sector, Greek life presence, and region, which are 

static variables. I also control for institution means for those predictors I mean-centered 

so that, in interpreting the three non-mean-centered predictors, I am able to interpret them 

holding the time-vary predictors constant for within-institution analysis. I do not here 

conduct a between-institution analysis, which was essentially done in Chapter 4. Thus I 

do not present or interpret the institution mean variables, despite controlling for them in 

my model. This is because those coefficients are prone to spuriousness and can be 

confounded by some unobserved institution-level variable. 

In Chapter 4, when predicting the number of Title IX employees or the presence 

of a sole-role Title IX employee in 2019-2020 using 2-year lagged predictors, I found 

some evidence that sensitivity to the legal environment matters. This was true for public 

schools predicting the number of Title IX employees, and private schools predicting the 

presence of a sole-role Title IX employee. While I do not have the number of employees 

institutions had in each year to be able to replicate that model longitudinally, I here 

predict the establishment of a sole-role employee again using 2-year lagged predictors, 

however this time I utilize a longitudinal, institution-fixed effects model, with university-

years each on their own line. I also incorporate a dummy variable for each era of the legal 

environment. These results are in Table 4 below. 

Sensitivity to the Legal Environment 

When looking at sensitivity to the legal environment, I focus on sector, size 

(undergraduate enrollment), Title IX investigations, and region. As shown below, neither 
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Title IX investigation nor undergraduate enrollment is a significant predictor of the 

establishment of a sole-role Title IX employee, for public or private universities, in my 

longitudinal models. For looking specifically at the effect of sector, I calculated the 

Average Marginal Effect (“AME”) of the public dummy variable for predicting sole-role 

Title IX employee, which is not significant. Thus, looking within university from 2010-

2011 to 2018-2019, sector, changes in enrollment, and Title IX investigations do not 

significantly predict the establishment of sole-role Title IX employees. 

I also look at how the effects of the different predictors change by era, if at all. I 

calculated AMEs for Title IX investigation and undergraduate enrollment separately for 

private and public institutions within each era, presented below in Table 5. In calculating 

these, I used models like those in Table 4 above, however I temporarily ran the models 

again interacting the variable of interest with era (in addition to being fully interacted by 

sector).  
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As shown, only one is significant—in era 1, before the Dear Colleague Letter, 

private institutions that had a Title IX investigation were less likely to establish a sole-
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role Title IX employee by about 12 percentage points. This indicates that Title IX 

investigations among private schools may be a proxy for lack of administrative support or 

resources.  

I also investigated the AME of being a public institution in each of the four eras. 

As also shown in Table 5, there is no significant difference between the odds of public 

and private institutions establishing sole-role Title IX employees in any era. Therefore, 

none of these three variables has a significant positive impact on the establishment of a 

sole-role Title IX employee, for neither public nor private institutions in any of the four 

legal environments. 

Table 5. Average Marginal Effects of Two-Year Lagged,  
Mean-Centered Predictors, by Era and Sector 

 

Region is the fourth variable that can help to explain to how sensitivity to the 

legal environment affects structural adoption. I calculated the AME for establishing a 

sole-role Title IX employee for each region within each era, separately for public and 
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private institutions. Almost none of these AMEs is significant, however the Mideast has a 

significant AME for private schools in Era 2 and 3 of 0.033 and 0.044, respectively. Thus 

from right after the DCL of 2011 through the end of the Obama Administration, 

universities in the Mideast region (PA, NY, NJ, MD, and DE) had a significantly higher 

likelihood of establishing a sole-role Title IX employee than universities compared to 

other regions.  

The Effect of Time 

For both private and public universities, all era dummy variables are significantly 

different from the pre-DCL period (reference group) except era 4 for private schools. 

Sole-role employees were hardly established at all during era 1, and so it is not surprising 

that any subsequent eras are significantly different from era 1. However, the odds ratios 

are sizeable. In Era 3, right after the 2014 Q&A document by the Obama Administration, 

public schools were 9x likelier than themselves in era 1 and private schools were nearly 

5x likelier than themselves in era 1 to establish a sole-role Title IX employee. The 

interaction terms for these results being significantly different from each other across 

sector do not reach significance, however. Thus, time here appears to be the most 

significant factor in the odds of establishing a sole-role Title IX employee.  

Tuition and Selectivity for Private Schools 

For public schools, nothing besides time significantly predicts the establishment 

of sole-role Title IX employees. However, as shown in Table 4, for private schools, three 

of the control variables have significant effects: tuition in 10k, log of endowment in 10k, 

and the percent admitted (selectivity). The odds ratio for tuition is quite high at 19.458. 

This means that, when you look at two observations from the same institution, with one 

observation having tuition $10k higher than the other, holding all other variables 
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constant, the observation where the institution has the higher tuition has nearly 20x the 

odds of establishing a sole-role Title IX employee. Further, when you look at two 

observations from the same institution, with one observation having a percent admitted of 

1 percent lower (and thus more selective), holding all other variables constant, the 

observation where the institution is more difficult to enter has odds that are 3.6% higher 

of having a sole-role Title IX investigation. This private schools that are more expensive 

and private schools that are more selective are more likely to establish a sole-role Title IX 

employee. 

Discussion 

In her study of the diffusion of Title VII, Edelman argues that those more 

sensitive to their legal environments respond first and with higher-investment structures 

(1992; 2016). Sole-role Title IX employees are arguably a high-investment symbolic 

structure. While I found some evidence of the same phenomenon that Edelman 

documented in looking at cumulative percentages and hazard rates, these effects largely 

disappear in my regression analyses where I investigate with more statistical rigor. In my 

discrete time hazard regression models, I found that there is almost no significant within-

institution effects of Title IX investigations, undergraduate enrollment, or sector on the 

establishment of a sole-role Title IX employee. The only significant effect that I find is 

the negative effect of Title IX investigations on sole-role Title IX employee 

establishment for private schools in the pre-Dear Colleague Letter of 2011 era, which 

directly goes against my hypotheses that litigious experience would increase the 

likeliness of establishing the structure. When time is brought into my analysis, sensitivity 

to the legal environment appears to have no influence on whether universities establish 

sole-role Title IX employees. Instead, time itself is the strongest predictor.  
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Looking at region, the Mideast region did have some mild effect in eras 2 and 3 

on the probability of establishing the structure. Future researchers could study the 

reasoning behind the Mideast’s larger odds of sole-role employee establishment (PA, 

NY, NJ, MD, and DE). In 2016, the governor of Pennsylvania, Tom Wolf, established 

“It’s On Us PA,” which “was created to provide colleges and universities with supports 

and resources necessary to shift campus culture and promote healthy relationships” 

(Governor.pa.gov, 2021). In 2019, Governor Wolf passed legislation requiring 

anonymous online reporting for sexual violence and protection for students who report 

sexual assault from being disciplined for alcohol and drug violations simultaneously 

(Governor.pa.gov, 2019). Thus PA institutions may have been specifically pressured or 

supported into establishing more Title IX employee structures, causing an increase in the 

Mideast region’s likelihood.  

If sole-role Title IX employees are merely symbolic structures, one would expect 

that those more sensitive to their legal environment would be more likely to establish the 

structures. However, I do not find that. Instead, time is the most significant predictor of 

the establishment of this structure. Sometimes in the study of symbolic structures, 

scholars find that in later periods, once a structure has become institutionalized, 

independent variables lose predictive power because everyone is simply adopting the 

structure. This is not why my predictors lack significance, and I know this because the 

structure is not that widespread (less than 40%). Therefore, blind copying by everyone 

regardless of university profile (mimetic isomorphism) is not a viable explanation for my 

results. 
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Instead, it looks like as the Obama Administration ramped up enforcement, some 

schools started establishing sole-role Title IX employees. It was not those private 

institutions who had already been disciplined for Title IX infractions. In the 2014 

significant guidance Q&A, the Obama Administration made the first published 

suggestion that a “full-time Title IX Coordinator” may best reduce conflicts of interest. 

Some universities seem to have instituted this advice in the following couple of years. 

However, sensitivity to the legal environment, at least conceptualized as sector, size, 

litigation experience and region, does not positively impact which universities took that 

step, except for some mild effects in the Mideast region. 

While public schools see only time as a significant predictor of sole-role Title IX 

employee establishment, private institutions do see some other predictors with significant 

effects. There appears to be a very strong effect of tuition for private schools; more 

expensive translates to much higher odds of having a sole-role Title IX employee. In 

addition, more selective private institutions also see higher odds. Are more expensive and 

more selective private schools more beholden to their investors and parents to show effort 

regarding Title IX compliance (and thus the structures lean toward merely symbolic), or 

do more expensive and more selective private schools have higher need for a sole-role 

Title IX employee? 

There is some evidence for the second theory, that expensive and selective private 

schools may have higher rates of sexual violence, and thus have more need for a full-time 

Title IX Coordinator. This is because of the mediating factor of alcohol consumption and 

party culture that is more likely to exist among wealthier students. Scholars have looked 

at correlates of sexual assault victimization. Alcohol consumption and party culture are 
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also highly correlated with sexual violence. Decades of research indicate that at least half 

of college sexual assaults involve alcohol (Abbey et al 1996a, 1998, 2002; Copenhaver 

and Grauerholz 1991; Harington and Leitenberg 1994; Presley et al 1997). One study 

found that in about 80% cases, both victim and perpetrator were drinking (Abbey 1998), 

and another study found 97% (Harrington and Leitenberg 1994). Overall, the research 

points to the most at-risk population for sexual victimization as white, freshman, female 

women who drink often and have been previously victimized, who may be more present 

at wealthier, more selective private schools. However, more research is needed to 

confirm this hypothesis. And the fact that private schools in era 1 who had been under 

Title IX investigation were less likely to establish a sole-role Title IX employee shows 

that private institutions struggling with sexual violence may have been, at least early on, 

unwilling or unable to address those issues. 

Altogether, these results, as well as my findings from Chapter 4, continue to beg 

the question of: where do sole-role Title IX employees fall on the spectrum of merely 

symbolic to both symbolic and substantive? Even though sole-role Title IX employees 

have not spread very widely, there are logical reasons to believe that being a sole-role 

employee could solve some of the frustrations of dual-role employees. For the schools 

that have adopted them, have they shown signs of progress? I turn to these questions in 

Chapter 6.  
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CHAPTER 6: THE EFFECT OF SOLE-ROLE TITLE IX EMPLOYEES 

 

Introduction and Research Questions 

Since 1975 the federal government has required that colleges and universities 

have at least one employee designated to Title IX. The bare minimum to meet this Title 

IX employee mandate would be one dual-role Title IX employee. Previous studies on 

Title IX have shown dual-role employees to be quite popular (see Paul 2016; Wiersma-

Mosely and DiLoreto 2018; Sokolow et al. 2018), and indeed, 90% of the over 3,000 

Title IX employees counted at my 400 responding institutions are dual-role employees 

(shown in Chapter 4). Dual-role employees often speak of the struggles they face in 

trying to keep up with a complicated and ever-changing law with such weighty 

importance while working a full-time job related to something else at the university (Paul 

2016). Previous research indicates dual-role Title IX employees often do not receive 

budgets for Title IX, nor extra pay for their work on Title IX, and may have been misled 

into how much work it would be. 

Rationally, sole-role Title IX employees do seem like they could address some of 

these underlying issues that frustrate dual-role Title IX employees. Sole-role Title IX 

employees by definition have a lot more time to dedicate to Title IX; it is their actual job 

at the university. They also likely have an office space and a budget, and are being paid 

specifically for their Title IX labor. I asked respondents if their university has a Title IX 

budget (Q20), to which 65% overall said yes. I find that 84% of universities with a sole-

role Title IX employee have a Title IX budget, compared to 55% of those universities 

without a sole-role Title IX employee (Chi-square test p>0.01). Thus my survey does find 

empirical evidence that sole-role Title IX employees are structures of at least somewhat 
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high investment. As Edelman has explained, this does not necessarily mean that they are 

substantive or effective, but it does illustrate that actual finances are more likely to be 

dedicated to Title IX when a school has a sole-role Title IX employee. 

There are a variety of independent axes upon which to study symbolic structures 

that develop in response to law—how widely they have spread, how much investment is 

required, and where they fall on the spectrum from merely symbolic (symbolic and not 

meeting the goal of the law) to symbolic and substantive (symbolic and yes meeting the 

goal of the law) (Edelman 2016). In this chapter I turn to the third—the issue of 

substantiveness. While my one study alone cannot fully determine whether these 

structures have a positive impact in preventing or responding to campus sexual violence, 

my goal here is to begin to gather evidence to answering these questions and begin to 

refine the methods for doing so. 

Scholars have studied the effectiveness of EEO/AA structures, generally looking 

at changes in the racial and gendered makeup of managers or executives (see, e.g. 

Bradley et al. 2018; Kalev et al. 2006). In this way, they study structures’ effects on racial 

and gender discrimination in the workplace. Measuring the share of powerful corporate 

positions that are people of color or women is by no means a perfect estimate of a lack of 

discrimination, but it is, at least, a concrete and measurable number that covers part of 

discrimination in the workplace. To see whether Title IX structures have a positive 

impact on campus sexual violence is arguably harder to operationalize. In an ideal 

research scenario, I would look at whether instances of sexual assault decrease on 

campuses after they adopt sole-role Title IX employees. This is not possible, however, 
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given how incredibly underreported campus sexual violence is. Thus I had to devise 

alternate methods, which I here discuss. 

Clery Statistics 

The Jeanne Clery Disclosure of Campus Security Policy and Campus Crime 

Statistics Act of 1990 (“The Clery Act”), requires that universities report formal, annual 

crime statistics, including the number of sex offenses that happened in the previous 

calendar year. As noted in my methodology chapter, Clery data are not from my survey, 

but are rather available for public download from the U.S. government (see: 

https://ope.ed.gov/campussafety/#/). I utilize a bump in Clery statistics as an 

operationalization of a positive impact regarding gender discrimination on campus. 

This is an appropriate method because these numbers have historically been 

unrealistically low. For example, looking at Clery sex offense counts among my 397 

responding universities in both the years 2008 and 2018, for example, the most popular 

number of sex offenses per campus is zero. The mean in my dataset for year 2008 is 2.3 

with a median of 1. In 2018, the mean is 12.02 and a median of 6.23 These figures 

illustrate how recent Clery figures are still very low, with most of these colleges and 

universities still reporting zero instances of sex offenses—include rape, fondling, incest, 

and statutory rape—for the entire calendar year of 2018 (the definitions for these can be 

seen in Appendix A; 2018 is the most recent year available). 

The dependent variable I use is what I call a “Clery bump.” Clery figures are 

measured by calendar year and thus a Clery bump is an increase of 5 or more from one 

calendar year to the next (for example, having 1 sex offense reported in 2008, and 6 in 

 
23 The mean for 2018 is inflated by one school having over 1,000, while the second highest figure is only around 100. 

https://ope.ed.gov/campussafety/#/
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2009). Below in Figure 2, I plot the share of universities in my dataset experiencing a 

Clery bump in each year from 2008 to 2018, by sector. From 2008 to 2009 less than 4% 

saw a Clery bump. In 2018, nearly 20% did so. 

Figure 1. Share of Universities with a Clery Bump of 5+ From 2008 to 2018, by Sector 

 

 

As discussed in detail in my literature chapter, Clery sex offense figures are 

known to be wildly inaccurate. For one, sexual violence prevalence studies show ample 

support that this is a widespread problem (see, e.g., a systematic review of campus sexual 

violence prevalence studies by Fedina et al. 2016). Yung (2015) studied Clery figures in 

particular and found that universities undercount sexual violence statistics in their Clery 

reports. Under Clery audit by the federal government, university counts of sexual assault 

increase by an average of 44%. Then, the following year, they return back down to levels 

statistically indistinguishable from the pre-audit year. Thus Yung argues that, in a 

normal, non-auditing year, Clery counts are artificially minimized. 

Thus, I argue that a small increase in Clery statistics within a university is a 

positive thing. If a university reports 0-2 instances of sexual violence per year, and then 

that same university reports 10 the next year, that likely indicates that victims feel more 
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comfortable coming forward and/or the reporting system is working better. This is 

because we know both 0 and 10 are heavy underestimates. This also illustrates the 

importance of using an institution-fixed effects model to look for within-institution 

variation, because it is important to look at how those figures change at one institution, 

rather than their absolute value.  

In a 2014 Huffington Post article, the author explains that it is “good news that 

many schools accused of mishandling sexual assault cases announced higher numbers for 

sexual assaults on campus” (Kingkade 2014). Occidental College, for example, had 12 

sexual violence incidences in 2011 and 11 in 2012, but jumped up to 64 reported in 2013. 

A professor explains there had recently been a “survivor-led campaign for better 

reporting and transparency,” and of those 64 reports, more than half were of incidents 

that actually occurred prior to 2013 but were reported in 2013 (Kingkade 2014). 

Therefore, this was an increase in reporting due to positive changes in campus reporting 

and victim support, rather than an increase in new sexual violence incidents. 

Research questions: 

1. Does the establishment of a sole-role Title IX employee predict an increase 
in likelihood of Clery statistics going up by 5 or more from the previous 
year? 

2. Does variation in demographics of the university impact how effective this 
structure is? In other words, does it appear substantial for some sub-
organizational fields, and less substantial for others? 

 

Modelling Strategy 

Predicting Clery bumps is different from predicting the establishment of a 

structure because Clery bumps are not limited to happening only once. Thus, instead of 

having an EHA dataset where each university drops out the year after its first instance of 
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the event of interest like I did in Chapter 5, I instead utilize as many years of data as I 

have for university-years. I also use the “svyset” command in Stata to identify the data as 

survey data, and set the Unit ID as the unit identifier, so that, the program develops 

clustered standard errors by university. This corrects for the issue of dependence among 

the residuals in the model, which lead to underestimated standard errors and increased 

chances of Type I error. 

I again used a fully interactive model, interacting all predictor variables with 

sector, essentially crafting separate models for public and private institutions. Also like in 

Chapter 5, I utilized institution-fixed effects models, using mean-centered predictors to 

isolate within-institution effects for all predictors, except for sector, Greek life presence, 

region, and era, which are static variables and/or the same for all institutions. I also 

control for institution means for those predictors I mean-centered so that, in interpreting 

the non-mean-centered predictors, I am able to interpret them holding the time-vary 

predictors constant for within-institution analysis. In Chapters 4 and 5, I lagged my time-

varying predictors by two academic years, and I continue that here. 
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Title IX Employee Structures and Clery Bumps 

Does the establishment of sole-role Title IX employees have a positive impact on 

Clery bumps? Here I run a discrete-time, fixed-institution effects logistic regression 

model to answer this question. Results are presented in Table 2 below. As shown, at 

neither public nor private institutions does establishing a sole-role Title IX employee 

have a significant effect on a Clery bump 2 years later. The key predictors for sensitivity 

to the legal environment of Title IX investigation, undergraduate enrollment, and region 

also appear non-significant in predicting Clery bumps. I calculated the AME of public 

dummy variable to confirm that sector, too, is not significant (AME=0.082, p=0.212). I 

also looked at the models using a one-year lag, for which the sole-role Title IX employee 

dummy, as well as the four legal sensitivity variables, all remain insignificant (not 

shown). In the one-year lagged public model, the odds ratio for mean-centered, one-year 

lagged sole-role Title IX employee establishment is 0.737 with a p-value of 0.259. In the 

private model, the odds ratio is 0.689 with a p-value of 0.231. 

Effect of Sole-Role Title IX Employees on Clery Bumps by Demographics 

Second, I sought to understand how, if at all, variation in demographics of the 

university impacts how effective sole-role Title IX employees are. In other words, while 

overall there is no effect, might there be a significant effect of sole-role Title IX 

employees on Clery bumps for some subsets of institutions? To answer this, I calculated 

the Average Marginal Effects (AMEs) of the sole-role Title IX employee variable at 

different levels of other covariates, presented below in Table 2. In calculating these, I 

used models like those in Table 1, however I temporarily ran the models again interacting 

the variable of interest with the two-year lagged, mean-centered sole-role Title IX 

employee variable (in addition to being fully interacted by sector). As shown, I looked at, 
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separately by sector, the AME of sole-role Title IX employee at its base, by Greek life, 

by Title IX Investigations, at various levels of tuition, and at various levels of 

undergraduate enrollment. Therefore, for example, in looking at the AMEs by Greek life, 

they are derived from the institution-fixed effects model in Table 1 with an additional 

interaction effect between the mean-centered sole-role Title IX employee variable and the 

Greek life variable.  

 

As shown, none of these produced a significant AME. I repeated these analyses 

using the one-year lagged models, with no differences in results. Thus, the (lack of) effect 

of sole-role Title IX employees on Clery bump does not seem to vary based on university 

characteristics.  
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Discussion 

Therefore, the answers to my research questions here of whether the 

establishment of a sole-role Title IX employee predicts an increase in likelihood of Clery 

statistics, and whether that varies by other variables, are both no. From this, I cannot 

draw a definitive conclusion as to whether sole-role Title IX employees are symbolic or 

substantive. Does this mean that sole-role Title IX employees have no positive effects on 

campus? While I argue and maintain that a positive effect would be evidence for 

substantiveness, I do not believe it fair to argue that the absence of effect proves mere 

symbolism. We just do not know enough about how Clery figures interact with other 

factors on campus to know that the lack of an effect on Clery means that sole-role Title 

IX employees are not having a positive impact on campus. And thus my idea to use Clery 

bumps as an outcome as one way to possibly measure positive changes regarding sexual 

violence on college campuses here proves not enough to answer the question of where 

sole-role Title IX employees fall on the spectrum from merely symbolic to symbolic and 

substantive. However I do feel I set the stage for the continuation of this research to keep 

looking for ways we can determine the substantiveness of Title IX structures.  

We know that positive changes are happening on college campuses because Clery 

figures have continued to climb in recent years. While the main point of my models here 

was to look at the effect of sole-role Title IX employees, there are other variables in the 

models predicting Clery bumps that are significant. For public institutions, tuition is the 

main driving factor in predicting Clery bumps, with a very large effect. For private 

schools, time, percent white, and endowment significant predict Clery bumps. This paints 

a picture that perhaps, for more privileged students, their ability to successfully report 

their victimizations has been on the rise regardless of the employee structure of the 
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schools. This hypothesis and understanding what drives increases in Clery, however, 

would require another dissertation. But I hope this inspires future research on the topic. 
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CHAPTER 7: OVERALL DISCUSSION 

Scholars of the sociology of gender and of sexual violence specifically have 

illustrated that local-level instances of discrimination and violence can be traced back 

through institutional and state policies (see, e.g. Farmer 2004, Acker 1990, Armstrong et 

al. 2006). An instance of campus sexual assault is simultaneously both an intensely 

personal and traumatic experience, as well as a product of structural forces. Armstrong et 

al. lived in a freshmen “party dorm” for one year to conduct an ethnography about social 

class and college life. But the sexual violence from which their participants repeatedly 

suffered changed the course of their study. They ultimately concluded that sexual assault 

is a “predictable outcome of a synergistic intersection of both gendered and seemingly 

gender neutral processes operating at individual, organizational, and interactional levels” 

(Armstrong et al. 2006:484). 

Title IX of the Educational Amendments of 1972 declared that “No person in the 

United States shall, on the basis of sex, be excluded from participation in, be denied the 

benefits of, or be subjected to discrimination under any education program…” As with 

any law, decades of the building of social meaning around the law’s scope and meaning 

ensued. About 30 years later, Title IX began to be understood as applying to campus 

sexual violence. If a female student has a 20-25% chance of suffering from sexual assault 

on campus, and then have an inadequate resource structure to receive them in the 

aftermath, female students’ access to education is being systematically hindered. Thus it 

is important to understand how universities have responded to Title IX and how effective 

the emergent symbolic structures are.  

I chose to focus on Title IX staffing because it is one of the oldest Title IX 

mandates and is, as is rare, arguably clear; since 1975 all schools receiving any federal 
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funding must designate at least one employee to handle Title IX compliance. The word 

“designate” means to nominate or signify. This seems to have been interpreted, 

understandably so, to mean that an existing employee on campus would also take on Title 

IX responsibilities. These dual-role employees, as I call them, have been popular. For 

example, the Director of Human Resources also takes on handling Title IX compliance, 

although not necessarily with any additional pay or resources. Of course some Title IX 

Coordinators as they are often called, have budgets, offices, or it may even be their full-

time job (what I call “sole-role Title IX employees), however we do not know unless we 

ask. The law does not require any certain structure to this Title IX Employee Designation 

Mandate. I wanted to know how schools have interpreted and enacted this law over time. 

And so, I asked them.  

I conducted an online survey of 400 Title IX employees at universities around the 

country in the semester of Fall 2019. I worked hard to recruit participants using an 

institutional recruitment method (inviting multiple people at each university where 

possible) and using a widely attractive incentive of a chance to win one of three $250 

Visa gift cards. I contacted all schools out of 1,216 meeting my population definition: 

subject to Title IX law, located in the 50 US states and D.C., not-for-profit, 4-year 

institutions with 1,000 or more undergraduates including full-time, first-time freshmen 

and with on-campus housing for 200 or more students. Thus I achieved a response rate of 

about one-third. In my nonresponse analysis I show that respondents and non-respondents 

are nearly identical, with very few statistically significant differences.  

Summary of Empirical Findings 

In Chapter 4, I presented a description of the structure of Title IX employee 

designation. Previous surveys seem to ask the “Title IX Coordinator” at an institution 
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about their policies and procedures, thus acting on the assumption that the school has one 

Title IX employee. In my pre-survey research and pre-test interviews, I learned that 

schools have more than one Title IX employee. And so I started my survey by asking 

how many Title IX employees they had, of what titles and roles, and where on campus 

they each were located. This is a unique contribution to the literature. 

Edelman, Dobbin, and other sociolegal scholars argue that organizations do the 

bare minimum to meet social meanings of legal “compliance,” and prioritize social 

appearances over meeting the goal of the law (Edelman 1992, 2016; Dobbin and Sutton 

1998; Dobbin and Kelly 2007). Thus one would hypothesize, as I did, that universities 

would only have that which has been required by law since 1975: one employee 

designated to handle Title IX efforts. And perhaps those who are more sensitive to their 

legal environments, meaning they are larger, have litigation experience, are in the public 

sector, and are in regional clusters with other sensitive institutions, may designate 2-3 

Title IX employees to prove their attention to Title IX law. 

But I found that universities are doing much more than the bare minimum. Only 

5% of my responding institutions have one Title IX employee. Instead, I found a total of 

3,155 Title IX employees across my 400 participating institutions. I found that about 90% 

of those employees are dual-role Title IX employees, and about 10% are sole-role Title 

IX employees. The mean number of Title IX employees per school is around 8, with a lot 

of variation. I did find some evidence in my cross-sectional analysis in Chapter 1 that by 

2019-2020, universities more sensitive to their legal environments were more likely to 

establish sole-role Title IX employees or have numerous Title IX employees, compared 

to their less sensitive counterparts. Public schools’ sensitivity to their legal environments 
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directly relates to how many Title IX employees they have, and for private schools, 

sensitivity to the legal environment seems more directly related to establishing a sole-role 

Title IX employee. However none of these findings were very strong, nor all-

encompassing; there remains a lot of unexplained variation. 

In Chapter 5, I brought time into these models, and I found that there is no 

significant within-institution effects of Title IX investigations, undergraduate enrollment, 

sector, or region on the establishment of a sole-role Title IX employee. When time is 

brought into my analysis, sensitivity to the legal environment appears to have no positive 

influence on whether universities establish sole-role Title IX employees. Instead, time 

itself is the strongest predictor.  

And lastly, in Chapter 6 I tested whether the establishment of a sole-role Title IX 

employee leads to a bump of 5 or more in Clery sex offense counts either one or two 

academic years later, for a variety of different institutional profiles. Unfortunately, there 

proved to be no statistically significant relationship. 

Limitations and Potential Sources of Bias 

As with any study, the current study has limitations. For one, as discussed in my 

methods chapter, I utilized an institutional recruitment method where I reached out to 

numerous people at each university, where possible. For 46% of universities I contacted, 

I contacted one person, either because the first person completed the survey, or because 

there were no additional contacts. This means that for more than half of my responding 

institutions, I invited two or three people at that university to participate in my survey. 

While I had an individual person response rate of 18%, I had an institutional response 

rate of 33%. An important part of my findings relates to how many Title IX employees 
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the university has. Thus it is certainly a possibility that my recruitment method may 

inflate the number of Title IX employees, because schools with more Title IX employees 

had more chances to answer the survey or be contacted. Similarly, it is also possible that 

schools with sole-role Title IX employees would be more likely to answer than non-sole-

role Title IX employees because they have more time available. These are important 

limitations to keep in mind. However I do not find them overly concerning because the 

survey took a very brief amount of time to complete, my nonresponse analysis (in the 

methods chapter) shows respondents and non-respondents are highly similar, and only 

about 5% of all responding institutions reported having only one Title IX employee. 

However this issue could never fully be settled unless I were able to do a non-response 

analysis on the number of Title IX employees or the share of universities with a sole-role 

Title IX employee (which is not possible). 

 One other potential source of bias I identified in my methods chapter is that I 

suspect and provide quantitative evidence indicating that individual people who have or 

are working on a PhD were drawn to completing my survey because I openly described it 

as being for a dissertation. While I cannot be sure if or how this may bias any results, it is 

important for readers to keep in mind.  

Final Conclusion 

Sole-role Title IX employees may be heavily symbolic structures. This would 

likely not surprise my sociolegal predecessors like Edelman and Dobbin. Decades of high 

quality scholarship on the social construction of legal compliance with Title VII shows 

that almost no structures put forth have a direct, measurable, positive outcome on the 

organizations that adopt them in terms of how many people of color and women make it 
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to management. The two previous studies I did find that purport to test the efficacy of 

sexual harassment policies on universities (in the UK and South Africa, see Thomas 2004 

and Joubert et al. 2011) conclude that the policies are having little to not positive impact. 

Here, I too, was unable to provide any evidence that sole-role Title IX employees have a 

positive impact on sexual violence reporting at American universities.  

The intense moral weight that comes with preventing and responding to students 

being raped where they live and study makes it hard to stomach that universities would 

put forth pure symbols to check-off the compliance box without prioritizing efficacy. 

And while I naively wanted to believe campus rape was immune from the drive for 

maintaining public appearance over meeting the goal of the law, Yung’s (2015) finding 

that Clery figures are knowingly and artificially depressed by universities proves that is 

simply not the case. 

I argue, however, that there is another explanation for why the establishment of 

sole-role Title IX employees does not lead to a measurable positive outcome on 

campus—one full-time employee is not nearly enough. For one, sensitivity to the legal 

environment has little to no impact on the establishment of a sole-role Title IX employee 

when controlling for time. If sole-role Title IX employees were mere symbols, we would 

expect to see positive significant relationships of size, Title IX investigations, and 

sector—but, we do not. Further, the blind copying of mimetic isomorphism cannot 

explain the surprising level of variety that I have found in how universities respond to the 

clear and unambiguous Title IX employee designation mandate. If symbolism to maintain 

public appearances is the goal of having numerous Title IX employees and sole-role Title 
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IX employees, why are institutions having so many Title IX employees, including, often, 

sole-role (and thus high-budget) Title IX employees?  

I allowed respondents to type any additional comments into an open-ended 

question at the very end of my survey. Even institutions with sole-role Title IX 

employees explain that they need a lot more from their administrations to dight against 

sexual violence. For example, one employee at a university with one sole-role and three 

dual-role Title IX employees said: 

We are severely understaffed.  The investigators both have regular 
full-time appointments at the College in other areas…No support 
or administrative support whatsoever. 
 

Similarly, these respondents said: 
  

We definitely need more staff and resources. (1 sole-role; 9 dual-
role) 
 
Title IX deserves and needs more wholly devoted professional 
support at my institution. (1 sole-role; 4 dual-role) 
 
We need a lot more staff.  We need more staff to handle intake and 
supportive measures.  We need one or two staff members solely 
dedicated to prevention education.  We need an admin staff 
member and we need at least one more investigator. We are so 
swamped by cases that we have no time to provide comprehensive 
and strategic prevention education. (2 sole-role; 3 dual-role) 

 

Thus I argue that establishing a sole-role Title IX employee is not a meaningless 

or merely symbolic endeavor. In fact, I assume it does offer something positive to the 

school, even if we cannot quantitatively measure the comfort that person may have 

offered to sexual violence victims on campus. But the issue here is that, even those 

institutions who have numerous Title IX employees and one or more sole-role employees 

explain that they need way more staff. One full-time person and a few part-time people is 
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simply not enough to prevent, respond to, investigate, and adjudicate sexual violence and 

rape in a community. 

Lastly, I want to thank the survivors who have shared their stories, just like 

Obama himself declared in 2014 when he said “To the survivors who are leading the 

fight against sexual assault on campuses, your efforts have helped start a movement” 

(Lierman 2014). Reporting rates have climbed, the #metoo movement has spread like 

wildfire, and even though we know sexual violence still happens on campus and 

establishing a full-time Title IX Coordinator cannot solve that, there is evidence that 

things are getting better. Students themselves have continued to increase their reporting 

of sexual violence and break the silence that has bound victims for so long. And it 

appears that this would happen regardless of universities have responded to the Title IX 

employee designation mandate. Here I measure the effectiveness of a role in an 

institution  ̧not the person who fills that role. If establishing a sole-role Title IX employee 

doesn’t do anything to raise reports of sexual violence at the school, that does not mean 

that individual person does not care. Sole-role Title IX employees, themselves as people, 

even if they lack effectiveness to make much change on campus, still, too, deserve huge 

amounts of credit. They can only be as effective as they are supported to be by their 

institutions, which right now, still appears to be heavily lacking. 

I hope this serves as a call to university administrators that students and staff need 

more support and resources to be able to put an end to rape on campus; they cannot do it 

without the power you hold. And to the students who have shared your stories, the Title 

IX employees who have worked extra unpaid hours on top of your full-time job to try and 
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make a difference, and to those who answered my survey: Thank you. Your efforts are 

not unnoticed. 
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APPENDIX A 
 

CLERY ACT CRIME DEFINITIONS 
 

These definitions are taken verbatim from the “Dictionary” from the Clery data website, 
http://ope.ed.gov/campussafety. 

Sex Offenses 

Up through 2013: 

Sex offenses - forcible 

Any sexual act directed against another person, forcibly and/or against that person's will; 
or not forcibly or against the person's will where the victim is incapable of giving 
consent. A. Forcible Rape - The carnal knowledge of a person, forcibly and/or against 
that person's will; or not forcibly or against the person's will where the victim is incapable 
of giving consent because of his/her temporary or permanent mental or physical 
incapacity (or because of his/her youth). B. Forcible Sodomy - Oral or anal sexual 
intercourse with another person, forcibly and/or against that person's will; or not forcibly 
against the person's will where the victim is incapable of giving consent because of 
his/her youth or because of his/her temporary or permanent mental or physical incapacity. 
C. Sexual Assault With An Object - The use of an object or instrument to unlawfully 
penetrate, however slightly, the genital or anal opening of the body of another person, 
forcibly and/or against that person's will; or not forcibly or against the person's will 
where the victim is incapable of giving consent because of his/her youth or because of 
his/her temporary or permanent mental or physical incapacity. D. Forcible Fondling - The 
touching of the private body parts of another person for the purpose of sexual 
gratification, forcibly and/or against that person's will; or, not forcibly or against the 
person's will where the victim is incapable of giving consent because of his/her youth or 
because of his/her temporary or permanent mental incapacity. 

Sex offenses - non-forcible 

Unlawful, non-forcible sexual intercourse. A. Incest - Non-forcible sexual intercourse 
between persons who are related to each other within the degrees wherein marriage is 
prohibited by law. B. Statutory Rape - Non-forcible sexual intercourse with a person who 
is under the statutory age of consent. 

 

 

 

 

 

http://ope.ed.gov/campussafety
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2014 and Beyond: 

Rape 

The penetration, no matter how slight, of the vagina or anus, with any body part or object, 
or oral penetration by a sex organ of another person, without the consent of the victim. 

Fondling 

The touching of the private body parts of another person for the purpose of sexual 
gratification, without the consent of the victim, including instances where the victim is 
incapable of giving consent because of his/her age or because of his/her temporary or 
permanent mental incapacity. 

Incest 

Non-forcible sexual intercourse between persons who are related to each other within the 
degrees wherein marriage is prohibited by law. 

Statutory Rape 

Non-forcible sexual intercourse with a person who is under the statutory age of consent. 

 

Criminal Locations 

On Campus 

(1) Any building or property owned or controlled by an institution within the same 
reasonably contiguous geographic area and used by the institution in direct support of, or 
in a manner related to, the institution's educational purposes, including residence halls; 
and (2) Any building or property that is within or reasonably contiguous to paragraph (1) 
of this definition, that is owned by the institution but controlled by another person, is 
frequently used by students, and supports institutional purposes (such as a food or other 
retail vendor). 

Noncampus building or property 

(1) Any building or property owned or controlled by a student organization that is 
officially recognized by the institution; or (2) Any building or property owned or 
controlled by an institution that is used in direct support of, or in relation to, the 
institution's educational purposes, is frequently used by students, and is not within the 
same reasonably contiguous geographic area of the institution. 

Reported by Local Police 

All institutions must request annual statistics for all of their Clery Act geographic areas 
from all local law enforcement agencies that have jurisdiction over some or all of the 
school's Clery Act geography. Institutions must combine statistics obtained from local 
law enforcement agencies with the institution’s own statistics and report them together in 
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the appropriate on campus, noncampus, and public property categories in the online 
survey. However, if an institution has obtained statistics from local and state police for 
incidents that occurred on the institution's Clery Act geography, but is unable to 
determine whether the incidents occurred on on-campus, noncampus, or public property, 
the institution submits these statistics separately on screens titled "Reported by Local and 
State Police". Institutions that are able to combine statistics from local and state police 
with their own statistics do not enter data on these screens. 

Unfounded Crime 

A reported crime that upon investigation by law enforcement authorities is found to be 
false or baseless. Only sworn or commissioned law enforcement personnel may unfound 
a crime. Crime reports can be properly determined to be false only if the evidence from a 
complete and thorough investigation establishes that the crime reported was not, in fact, 
completed or attempted in any manner. 
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APPENDIX B 
 

ORIGINAL SURVEY DESIGN USED DURING PRE-TEST 
 

Appendix B 

Original Survey Design Used During Pre-Test 

 

[PAGE 1] 

On the next page you will see an overview of the research project. If you choose, at the 

bottom of that page, please click the link to consent to participating and begin the survey. 

 

[PAGE 2- Consent form] 

Request for Consent  

Title IX-Related Employee Survey 

Principal Investigator: Dr. Joshua Klugman, Temple University 

Why am I being invited to take part in this research? 

We invite you to take part in our survey because you are listed as a Title IX-related 

employee on your college or university website. 

What should I know about this research? 

• Participation only includes filling out this one-time survey. 
• We only ask for factual data about your university, and not for any personal 

information or opinions.  
• This survey is voluntary and confidential. 
• Whether or not you participate is up to you. 
• You can agree to take part and later change your mind by closing your web 

browser. 
• Your decision will not be held against you. 
• You should feel free to ask questions about the project. 
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Why is this survey being done? 

This survey is being conducted as part of a dissertation project on the social construction 

of legal compliance. The researcher seeks to understand patterns of and reasons for 

organizational adoption of different policies and structures in response to law, and is 

utilizing Title IX as a case study to answer these broader research questions. This study 

will also inform policy recommendations for universities on how to organize their Title 

IX efforts. 

Statement on Confidentiality 

This survey is confidential, and your privacy is very important to us. No one besides the 

researchers will be able to trace your responses to your university. We connect your 

university to the responses so that we can link it to demographic data. We will not ask 

you for any personal opinions, and your responses will only be used in the aggregate. If 

any quotes are used from your responses, they will be completely anonymized. Your 

name, university, and any identifying information will never be mentioned in any 

writings about the results of this survey, nor shared with anyone besides the researchers. 

How long will I be in this research? 

This survey should take about 10 minutes to complete (will update after pilot study). 

How many people will be studied? 

We estimate that a few hundred Title IX employees will return our survey. 
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Who can I talk to about this research? 

If you have questions, concerns, or complaints, please contact:  

Molly Sapia 
PhD Candidate 
molly.sapia@temple.edu 
Temple University Sociology  
Gladfelter Hall, 7th Floor 
1115 West Berks Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19122 
 

This research has been reviewed and approved by an Institutional Review Board. You 

may talk to them at (215) 707-3390 or e-mail them at: irb@temple.edu for any of the 

following: 

• Your questions, concerns, or complaints are not being answered by the research 
team. 

• You cannot reach the research team. 
• You want to talk to someone besides the research team. 
• You have questions about your rights as a participant in this survey. 
• You want to get information or provide input about this research. 

 

 Do you consent to participating in this survey? 

1. Yes (Qualtrics allows them to move onto the survey) 

2. No (Qualtrics does not allow them to move onto the survey) [TO 

DISQUALIFICATION PAGE] 

[DISQUALIFICATION MESSAGE:] 

Thank you for your time. If you have comments or questions, please contact: 

Molly Sapia 
PhD Candidate 
Temple University Sociology  
molly.sapia@temple.edu 
Gladfelter Hall, 7th Floor 
1115 West Berks Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19122 
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[PAGE 3- Various employee counts] 

Please indicate the number of people in your institution in the following roles. Please 

include yourself, if appropriate, and please include individuals in only one category. 

Title IX Coordinator(s) 

Deputy/Associate/Assistant Title IX Coordinator(s) 

Separate Title IX Investigator(s) (who is not also a Coordinator) 

Title IX Liaison(s) 

 

[EACH HAS A BOX WHERE THEY ENTER A NUMBER, AND IT AUTO-TOTALS 

TO FILL IN A TOTAL BOX AT THE BOTTOM] 

 

Please list any other Title IX roles at your institution that are not included above. 

[INSERT COMMENT BOX] 

 

Please include any additional details here, if you wish: 

[INSERT COMMENT BOX] 

 [IF Q2 TOTAL=0, SKIP TO FORMS SECTION/ PAGE 12] 
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[PAGE 4- Office representation] 

Often, people who work on Title IX are located in different offices across campus. Please 

think of the offices that house the person(s) you included on the previous page. Which 

offices on campus, if any, are represented? Please select all that apply. 

1. Academic Department 
2. Dean of Student's Office  
3. Health and Wellness 
4. Human Resources Office 
5. Office of Compliance 
6. Office of Equity/Inclusion/Diversity/AA/EO 
7. Office of the President or Vice President 
8. Residence Life 
9. Student Life Office 
10. Title IX Office  
11. Other (please specify): [INSERT TEXT BOX] 

 

 

[PAGE 5- In-person meetings] 

 [DISPLAY IF Q2 TOTAL>2] 

You indicated that you have [PIPE TOTAL FROM Q2] Title IX Coordinators, Deputy 

Coordinators, Liaisons, and/or Investigators on campus. Approximately how often do 

these people all meet together (in person) regarding Title IX? [RANDOMIZE 

RESPONSE OPTION ORDER BETWEEN 1-8 AND 8-1] 

1. This has not yet occurred 
2. Once per academic year 
3. Once per semester 
4. Twice per semester 
5. Monthly 
6. Every other week 
7. Weekly 
8. More than once a week 
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[PAGE 6- Sole employee identification] 

Do any of the Title IX employees you listed work entirely on Title IX, i.e., they do not 

hold other titles or responsibilities on campus? (This may or may not include yourself.) 

1. Yes 

2. No [SKIP TO Q10] 

 

[PAGE 7- Sole employee follow-up] 

How many people work entirely on Title IX, i.e., they do not hold other titles or 

responsibilities on campus? Please include yourself if appropriate. [TEXT BOX, 

REQUIRE NUMBER FORMAT BETWEEN 1 AND 100] 

 

During what academic year did your university begin having at least one person in this 

undivided role (either filled by the current person or someone else)?   

[INSERT DROP DOWN BOX WITH ACADEMIC YEARS BEGINNING 00-01 TO 

PRESENT, INCLUDING, “We will begin 2020-2021,” “Before 2000-2001,” AND 

“Don’t know/not sure”] 

 

 [PAGE 8- Small-team follow-up] 

 [DISPLAY IF Q2 TOTAL =2 or 3] 

You indicated that your university has [PIPE TOTAL FROM Q2] Title IX Coordinators, 

Deputy Coordinators, Liaisons, and/or Investigators. During what academic year did your 

university first begin utilizing this model of a small team of people coordinating Title IX 

efforts? 
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[INSERT DROP DOWN BOX WITH ACADEMIC YEARS BEGINNING 00-01 TO 

PRESENT, INCLUDING, “We will begin 2020-2021,” “Before 2000-2001,” AND 

“Don’t know/not sure”] 

 

[PAGE 9- Large-team follow-up] 

[DISPLAY IF Q2 TOTAL < 3] 

You indicated that your university has [PIPE TOTAL FROM Q2] Title IX Coordinators, 

Deputy Coordinators, Liaisons, and/or Investigators. During what academic year did your 

university first begin utilizing a large team model of 4+ people coordinating Title IX 

efforts? 

[INSERT DROP DOWN BOX WITH ACADEMIC YEARS BEGINNING 00-01 TO 

PRESENT, INCLUDING, “We will begin 2020-2021,” “Before 2000-2001,” AND 

“Don’t know/not sure”] 

 

[PAGE 10- Either team follow-up] 

[DISPLAY IF Q2 TOTAL > 1] 

Please describe the history of how your university landed at this model. 

[INSERT COMMENT BOX] 

 

[DISPLAY Q2 TOTAL > 1] 

In general, how do these people divide the workload around Title IX? 

[INSERT COMMENT BOX] 
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[PAGE 11- Timing for Title IX Investigators] 

[DISPLAY IF Q2 TOTAL FOR TITLE IX INVESTIGATORS > 0] 

You said that your university has at least one separate Title IX Investigator. During what 

academic year did your university begin having at least one person in this role (either 

filled by the current person or someone else)? 

[INSERT DROP DOWN BOX WITH ACADEMIC YEARS BEGINNING 00-01 TO 

PRESENT, INCLUDING, “We will begin 2020-2021,” “Before 2000-2001,” AND 

“Don’t know/not sure”] 

 

 [PAGE 12 – Forms section] 

Does your university currently have any of the following, or has it in the past? Please 

select all that apply. [RANDOMIZE OPTION ORDERING] 

 

Anonymous online reporting link for incidences of sexual violence  

1. A sexual assault response team (a group of faculty/staff on campus that has 
received training in responding to sexual violence and helps in responding to 
incidents) 

2. A campus climate study conducted 
3. A separate Title IX office on campus 
4. A 24-hour phone line for help with sexual violence 
5. A women’s center on campus 
6. A poster or similar physical campaign on campus about sexual violence resources 

and/or reporting options 
7. A social media campaign about sexual violence resources and/or reporting options 
8. Other: [INSERT COMMENT BOX] 
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[PAGE 13- Forms follow-up] 

[DISPLAY IF THEY SELECTED AT LEAST ONE OPTION ON Q13.] 

[CARRY FORWARD ALL RESPONSES FROM Q11 INTO THEIR OWN ROWS] 

Please indicate the academic year during which your university first had the following 

initiatives on campus. 

(Example:) 

  

[CONTENTS OF DROP DOWN MENU: ACADEMIC YEARS BEGINNING 00-01 TO 

PRESENT, INCLUDING, “We will begin 2020-2021,” “Before 2000-2001,” AND 

“Don’t know/not sure”] 

 

[PAGE 14- Extra demographics not in IPEDS] 

 

Does your university have a budget specifically for Title IX efforts? 

1. Yes  

2. No 

3. Don’t know/Not sure 

 

Does your university have formal Greek life, meaning fraternities and sororities?  

1. Yes 

2. No 
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Are you or is someone on campus a member of ATIXA (Association of Title IX 

Administrators)? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

3. Don’t know/Not sure 

 

Are you or is someone on campus a member of Student Affairs Administrators in Higher 

Education (NASPA)? 

1. Yes 

2. No 

3. Don’t know/Not sure 

 

[PAGE 15- Other comments] 

Do you have any other comments on how your university organizes, staffs, or structures 

your Title IX efforts? 

[INSERT COMMENT BOX]  

 

 

[CONCLUSION PAGE] 

Thank you for completing our survey. We appreciate your time. 

Three participants will be chosen at random to win a $250 VISA gift card. If you win, we 

will contact you via email by [DATE]. 

If you have comments or questions, please contact: 
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Molly Sapia 
PhD Candidate 
Temple University Sociology  
molly.sapia@temple.edu 
Gladfelter Hall, 7th Floor 
1115 West Berks Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19122 
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APPENDIX C 
 

PRE-TEST RECRUITMENT EMAILS 
 
 
Email 1: Recruitment  
 
Subject: Invitation to Participate in a Survey Pilot Study for PhD Student Dissertation 
 
Email Body Text: 
 
Dear [Name], 
 
I am a PhD candidate in Sociology at Temple. In the fall, I will administer a national, 
online survey to university Title IX Coordinators for my dissertation. I am currently 
seeking some local Coordinators like yourself to assist me in piloting my survey. 
 
Participation in the pilot study involves scheduling a meeting of about 30 minutes with 
me at a time and location convenient for you. At our meeting, you would take the survey, 
and then I would ask some questions about your experience taking it and your ideas for 
its improvement. The purpose is to test and improve the survey before national 
distribution. 
 
The survey questions are about how your school staffs and organizes 
Title IX efforts; it does not ask you for any personal information or opinions. You would 
have the option to read more about the project and consent to participating before taking 
the actual survey. This project has been approved by the Temple University IRB. 
 
Please let me know if you are willing to participate, and if you have any questions. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Molly Sapia 
 

Email two: Day of the Meeting 

Hi [Name], 

Here is a link for our meeting today. Please do not click it in until I am there to explain it 
to you. 

[Insert Survey Link] 

Thanks and see you soon, 

Molly Sapia  
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APPENDIX D 
 

PRE-TEST CONSENT FORM 

Request for Consent  

Online Survey of University Title IX Coordinators- Pilot Study 

Principal Investigator: Dr. Joshua Klugman, Temple University 

Why am I being invited to take part in this research? 
We invite you to take part in our survey because you are a Title IX-related employee at your 
college or university. 

What does participation entail? 
Participation includes filling out this one-time survey, answering some questions about your 
experience, and, if you choose, being recorded during the discussion portion. The survey only 
asks for factual data about your university, and not for any personal information or opinions. You 
can participate in the pilot study without being audio-recorded, if you prefer.  

What should I know about this research? 
• This survey is voluntary and confidential. 
• Whether or not you participate is up to you. 
• You can agree to take part and later change your mind by closing your web browser. 
• Your decision will not be held against you. 
• You should feel free to ask questions about the project. 

Why is this survey being done? 
This survey is being conducted as part of a dissertation project on the social construction of legal 
compliance. The researcher seeks to understand patterns of and reasons for organizational 
adoption of different policies and structures in response to law, and is utilizing Title IX as a case 
study to answer these broader research questions. This study will also inform policy 
recommendations for universities on how to organize their Title IX efforts. 

Why is this pilot study being done? 

This pilot study is being conducted to check and improve the survey. Your contributions will help 
the researchers ensure that the back-end programming is working correctly, and that the 
questions and organization are both clear and answerable for respondents.  

Statement on Confidentiality 
This survey and your participation in the pilot study are confidential, and your privacy is very 
important to us. No one besides the researchers will be able to trace your responses to you. Your 
name, university, and any identifying information will never be mentioned in any writings about 
the results of this survey, nor shared with anyone besides the researchers. If any quotes are used 
from your responses, they will be completely anonymized. 

How long will I be in this research? 
This survey should take 10-15 minutes to complete and interviews typically last 20 minutes. 
However, you can end your participation in the pilot study at any time. 
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How many people will be studied? 
Five to ten Title IX employees will participate in the pilot study. 

Who can I talk to about this research? 
If you have questions, concerns, or complaints, please contact:  
 
Molly Sapia 
PhD Candidate 
molly.sapia@temple.edu 
Temple University Sociology  
Gladfelter Hall, 7th Floor 
1115 West Berks Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19122 
 

This research has been reviewed and approved by an Institutional Review Board. You may talk to 
them at (215) 707-3390 or e-mail them at: irb@temple.edu for any of the following: 

• Your questions, concerns, or complaints are not being answered by the research team. 
• You cannot reach the research team. 
• You want to talk to someone besides the research team. 
• You have questions about your rights as a participant in this survey. 
• You want to get information or provide input about this research. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Your signature here documents your consent to participate in this research. 

   

Signature of adult subject capable of consent  Date 
   
   

Printed name of subject   

   

Signature of person obtaining consent  Date 
 

 
Printed name of person obtaining consent 

 

mailto:molly.sapia@temple.edu
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Your signature here documents your consent to be recorded during the interview portion of 
this research. You can also choose to participate without being recorded. 

 
    

Signature of adult subject capable of consent  Date 
   
   

Printed name of subject   

   

Signature of person obtaining consent  Date 
 

 
Printed name of person obtaining consent 
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APPENDIX E 
 

PRE-TEST INTRODUCTORY SCRIPT AND INTERVIEW SCHEDULE  
 
 
 

[THIS QUESTIONNAIRE WILL BE ASKED IN PERSON, OR OVER THE 
PHONE WHEN AN IN-PERSON MEETING IS NOT POSSIBLE. THE 
RESEARCHER WILL HAVE A PRINTOUT OF THE SURVEY AVAILABLE 
FOR RESPONDENTS TO REFER TO WHEN ANSWERING THE QUESTIONS.] 

Introduction Script (to be read before the survey) 

Thank you for participating in the pilot study for a survey for Title IX employees. Before 
we begin, I have a consent form here that explains the project and asks for permission to 
record you during our interview portion so that I can focus on our conversation, rather 
than taking notes. Please take your time reviewing the form, and if you choose to, sign 
the first section to consent to participating, and the second section to consent to being 
recorded. 

Continue if consent is obtained 

Thank you. I am still finalizing my survey design, and your feedback will help me 
improve it. Please feel free to be fully honest in sharing your opinions about the survey. 
Your actual responses to the survey will not be used as part of the final data, but rather 
your feedback about the survey will be used in its design before I send the final version 
out to participants. 

Please open your email and click the link I sent you earlier to get to the survey. Please 
take it just like you normally would if you were a participant. Please don’t do anything 
differently because I am here. If you have comments or questions while you are taking 
the survey, please feel free to mention anything. When you are finished, I have some 
questions for you about your experience taking the survey.  

Does that make sense? Do you have any questions before we get started? 

Introduction Script (to be read after the survey) 

Great, thank you! I have a few follow-up questions for you. Here is a copy of the survey 
in case you want to refer to it in answering my questions. Please be honest in your 
answers, as your opinions are very valuable. 

First Impressions 

1. Do you have any initial feedback about the survey? 

Survey Clarity and Feasibility 

2. Was anything in the survey confusing or unclear?  
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a. [PROBE IF NEEDED] What was confusing? 
 

3. As you saw, I ask for various dates from respondents. Did you know the dates I 
was asking for? 

POTENTIAL FOLLOW-UP QUESTIONS: 
a. Did you need to look up this information? 
b. Do you think that Title IX employees will know this information? 
c. Are there any particular dates you think they may struggle with? 
d. Do you think anyone else on campus may actually know this information 

better? 
 

4. Are there any other questions you think participants may have trouble answering? 
 

5. In Question 3 [SHOW THEM THE PRINTOUT], I ask about the offices that 
could potentially house Title IX employees on campus. Do you have any 
feedback on this list? Can you think of any potential offices that are missing? 
 

6. In Question 15 [SHOW THEM THE PRINTOUT], I ask about some initiatives 
campuses may have undertaken to attempt to increase reporting on campus. Do 
you have any feedback on this list? Can you think of any potential initiatives that 
are missing? 
 

Survey Logistics and Response  

7. Did the survey feel too long or too short? 
 

8. How likely do you think Title IX coordinators will be to complete the survey? 
Please be honest. 
 

9. Do you have any ideas for how I might increase the chances people will fill out 
the survey? 
 

10. I am planning to distribute the survey in the fall. Is there a specific time you think 
I would receive the most responses? 

b. [PROBE IF NEEDED] Why? 
 

Overall Feedback  

11. Overall, can you think of any other ways I could improve the survey? This could 
be visually, content-wise, logistically, or any other way. 
 

12. Do you have any other feedback for me today? 
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APPENDIX F 

FINAL SURVEY INSTRUMENT 

[BLOCK 1- Intro Page] 

On the next page you will see an overview of the research project. If you choose, at the 
bottom of that page, please click yes to consent to participating and begin the survey. 

[BLOCK 2- Consent Form] 

Request for Consent  

Online Survey of University Title IX Coordinators 

Principal Investigator: Dr. Joshua Klugman, 
Temple University 

Why am I being invited to take part in this research? 
We invite you to take part in our survey because you are listed as a Title IX-related 
employee on your college or university website. 

What should I know about this research? 
Participation only includes filling out this one-time survey. 
We only ask for factual data about your university, and not for any personal 

information or opinions.  
This survey is voluntary and confidential. 
Whether or not you participate is up to you. 
You can agree to take part and later change your mind by closing your web browser. 
Your decision will not be held against you. 
You should feel free to ask questions about the project. 

Why is this survey being done? 
This survey is being conducted as part of a dissertation project on the social construction 
of legal compliance. The researcher seeks to understand patterns of and reasons for 
organizational adoption of different policies and structures in response to law, and is 
utilizing Title IX as a case study to answer these broader research questions. This study 
will also inform policy recommendations for universities on how to organize their Title 
IX efforts. 

Statement on Confidentiality 
This survey is confidential, and your privacy is very important to us. No one besides the 
researchers will be able to trace your responses to your university. We connect your 
university to the responses so that we can link it to demographic data. We will not ask 
you for any personal opinions, and your responses will only be used in the aggregate. If 
any quotes are used from your responses, they will be completely anonymized. Your 
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name, university, and any identifying information will never be mentioned in any 
writings about the results of this survey, nor shared with anyone besides the researchers. 

How long will I be in this research? 
This survey should take about 10 minutes to complete. 

How many people will be studied? 
We estimate that a few hundred Title IX employees will return our survey. 

Who can I talk to about this research? 
If you have questions, concerns, or complaints, please contact: 
 

Molly Sapia 
PhD Candidate 
molly.sapia@temple.edu 
Temple University Sociology  
Gladfelter Hall, 7th Floor 
1115 West Berks Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19122 
 
This research has been reviewed and approved by an Institutional Review Board. You may 
talk to them at (215) 707-3390 or e-mail them at: irb@temple.edu for any of the following: 

Your questions, concerns, or complaints are not being answered by the research team. 
You cannot reach the research team. 
You want to talk to someone besides the research team. 
You have questions about your rights as a participant in this survey. 
You want to get information or provide input about this research. 

 
 
 

 
Q1.  Do you consent to participating in this survey? [REQUIRE RESPONSE] 

 
1. Yes (Qualtrics allows them to move onto the survey) 
2. No (Qualtrics does not allow them to move onto the survey) [TO 

DISQUALIFICATION PAGE] 
 
 
 
[DISQUALIFICATION MESSAGE:] 
 
Thank you for your time. If you have comments or questions, please contact: 
 

mailto:molly.sapia@temple.edu
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Molly Sapia 
PhD Candidate 
Temple University Sociology  
molly.sapia@temple.edu 
Gladfelter Hall, 7th Floor 
1115 West Berks Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19122 
 

[BLOCK 2a - Intro Page 2] 

Thank you for your willingness to participate in our study. 

If your institution is part of a larger university system… 

• If you work on Title IX only for a specific campus that is part of a larger 
university system, please answer the survey with only your campus or jurisdiction 
in mind. 

• If you are a system-wide Title IX Coordinator for a larger university system, 
please answer the survey with the larger system in mind. 

 

[BLOCK 3- Various Employee Counts] 

Q2. Please indicate the number of people at your institution in the following Title 
IX-related roles or synonymous roles. Please include yourself, if appropriate, and 
include individuals only once. If a “coordinator” is dedicated only to investigations, 
please include that person as an investigator. 
 
Title IX Coordinator(s) 

Deputy/Associate/Assistant Title IX Coordinator(s) 

Title IX Investigator/ or Coordinator solely for Investigations 
(Internal staff member(s) dedicated solely to Title IX investigations) 

Other Title IX-Related Employee(s)  
(This may include Title IX Liaison(s), Advocates, Allies, Administrative support 
staff, etc.) 

[CONSTANT SUM QUESTION—EACH HAS A BOX WHERE THEY 
ENTER A NUMBER, AND IT AUTO-TOTALS TO FILL IN A TOTAL BOX 
AT THE BOTTOM] 
 
[EMBEDDED DATA—CREATE A VARIABLE: 
 Field = total 
 Value = Total sum ( ${q://QID11/TotalSum} )  ] 
 

mailto:molly.sapia@temple.edu
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[DISPLAY BLOCK 4 IF “Other Title IX-Related Employees” IS GREATER 
THAN ZERO.] 
[BLOCK 4- Other Employees Follow-Up] 

Q3. You mentioned you have [PIPE Q2 TOTAL FROM “Other Title IX-Related 
Employees”] other Title IX-Related Employee(s) on campus. Please indicate below 
the number of people that fall under each title. 

Title IX Liaison(s) 

Advocate(s) 

Ally/Allies 

Administrative Support Staff 

Other(s) 

 

Q4. Please list any others in the box below, including the number of people in each role. 
[INSERT COMMENT BOX]. 

 
 

[BLOCK 5- Investigations] 

[ASK Q5a IF Q2 TOTAL FOR “Title IX Investigators…” > 0] 

Q5a. You indicated that your institution has [PIPE Q2 TOTAL FOR “Title IX 
Investigators…”] Title IX Investigator(s) or other staff dedicated solely to Title IX 
investigations. In addition to them, does anyone else conduct investigations related to 
alleged sexual violence between students? If so, please select all that apply. 

a. No one else conducts student Title IX investigations [EXCLUSIVE] 
b. Title IX Coordinator 
c. Deputy Title IX Coordinator  
d. Public Safety/Campus Police 
e. Internal Volunteer Investigators (trained community members who hold 

other roles on campus) 
f. External Investigator(s) brought in for cases 
g. Other (please specify): [INSERT TEXT BOX] 

 

[ASK Q5b IF Q2 TOTAL FOR “Title IX Investigators…” = 0] 

Q5b. You indicated that your institution does not have any Title IX Investigators or 
other staff members dedicated solely to Title IX investigations. Who conducts Title IX 
investigations related to alleged sexual violence between students? Please select all that 
apply. 
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1. Title IX Coordinator 
2. Deputy Title IX Coordinator  
3. Public Safety/Campus Police 
4. Internal Volunteer Investigators (trained community members who hold 

other roles on campus) 
5. External Investigator(s) brought in for cases 
6. Other (please specify): [INSERT TEXT BOX] 
7. Internal Title IX Investigator(s) who have other responsibilities on campus 

(part-time Title IX Investigator(s))  [ADDED AFTER ABOUT 100 
RESPONSES WERE ALREADY COLLECTED WHEN REALIZED IT 
WAS MISSING] 
 

[IF total=0, SKIP TO BLOCK 11-Forms Identification] 

 

[BLOCK 6- Office Representation] 

Q6. Often, people who work on Title IX are located in different offices across campus. 
Please think of the offices that house the person or people you have included up to 
this point in the survey. Which offices on campus are represented? For each person, 
please select only one option that is the best fit for that person. 

1. Academic Department(s) 
2. Academic Affairs  
3. Athletics 
4. Campus Ministry 
5. Dean of Students Office 
6. Disability Services 
7. Equity/Inclusion/Diversity/AA/EO/Compliance 
8. General Counsel 
9. Human Resources  
10. Office of the President or Vice President 
11. Public Safety  
12. Residence Life 
13. A separate campus or abroad campus 
14. Student Services/Student Affairs/Student Life 
15. Student Conduct 
16. Title IX Office  
17. Other(s) (please specify): [INSERT TEXT BOX] 
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[BLOCK 7- Sole Employee Identification] 

Q7. Does one or more of the Title IX employee(s) you listed work entirely on Title IX, 
i.e., they do not hold other titles or responsibilities on campus? (This may or may 
not include yourself.) 

1. Yes 
2. No 

 

[BLOCK 8- Sole Employee Follow-up] 
 

[DISPLAY BLOCK IF: Q7==1/Yes] 

Q8. How many people work entirely on Title IX, i.e., they do not hold any other titles or 
responsibilities on campus? Please include yourself if appropriate. [TEXT BOX, 
REQUIRE NUMBER FORMAT BETWEEN 1 AND 100] 

 

Q9. During what academic year did your university begin having at least one person in 
this Title IX-only role (either filled by the current person or someone else)?   
 

[INSERT DROP DOWN BOX WITH ACADEMIC YEARS BEGINNING 05-06 
TO PRESENT, INCLUDING “Before 2005-2006”] 
 

 

[BLOCK 9- Team Follow-Up] 

[DISPLAY Q10 IF: total is greater than or equal to 3] 

Q10. You indicated that your university has [PIPE total] Title IX Coordinators, 
Deputy Coordinators, Investigators, and/or other Title IX-related employees. During 
what academic year did your university first have [PIPE total] people working on 
Title IX efforts? 
 

[INSERT DROP DOWN BOX WITH ACADEMIC YEARS BEGINNING 05-06 
TO PRESENT, INCLUDING “Before 2005-2006”] 
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[BLOCK 10- Timing for Title IX Investigators] 

[ASK Q11 IF Q2 TOTAL FOR “Title IX Investigators…” > 0] 

 

Q11. You said that your university has at least one separate Title IX Investigator (or 
coordinator dedicated solely to investigations). During what academic year did your 
university begin having at least one person in this role (either filled by the current 
person or someone else)? 

[INSERT DROP DOWN BOX WITH ACADEMIC YEARS BEGINNING 05-06 
TO PRESENT, INCLUDING “Before 2005-2006”] 

 
 

[BLOCK 11– Forms Identification] 

Q12. Does your university have any of the following? Please select all that your 
institution has currently, or has had in the past. If the answer is none of these, 
please just click the arrow to move forward. [RANDOMIZE OPTION 
ORDERING]  
 
1. Anonymous online reporting for incidences of sexual violence 
2. Amnesty policy 

(Student protection from alcohol and drug sanctions when reporting a sexual 
violence incident) 

3. A sexual assault response team 
(SART, or a group of faculty/staff on campus that has received training in 
responding to sexual violence and helps in responding to incidents) 

4. A campus climate study conducted  
(A survey of students to measure student awareness and the prevalence of 
sexual misconduct) 

5. A campaign on campus about sexual violence resources and/or reporting 
options  
(Either on social media or a physical poster campaign) 
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 [BLOCK 12- Forms Follow-up] 

[DISPLAY Q13 IF THEY SELECTED AT LEAST ONE OPTION ON Q12] 

[CARRY FORWARD ALL RESPONSES FROM Q12 INTO THEIR OWN ROWS] 

 

Q13. Please indicate the academic year during which your university first had the 
following initiatives on campus. 

 
(Example of what respondent sees on the screen:) 

 

[INSERT DROP DOWN BOX WITH ACADEMIC YEARS BEGINNING 05-06 
TO PRESENT, INCLUDING “Before 2005-2006”] 

 
 
 
 
 
 
[BLOCK 13- Time at University] 
 

Q14. During which academic year did you start working for this university in 
any capacity?  

 
[INSERT DROP DOWN BOX WITH ACADEMIC YEARS BEGINNING 05-06 
TO PRESENT, INCLUDING “Before 2005-2006”] 

 

Q15. During which academic year did you start working in a Title IX-related 
role at this university? 

 
[INSERT DROP DOWN BOX WITH ACADEMIC YEARS BEGINNING 05-06 
TO PRESENT, INCLUDING “Before 2005-2006”] 
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[BLOCK 14-Prof Development Resources] 

Q16. Do you rely on any of the following information/professional development 
resources to help you in your work related to Title IX? Please select all that 
apply. 

1. ATIXA (Association of Title IX Administrators) membership 
2. ATIXA publications, events, or services other than membership 
3. Another professional organization membership  
4. Attending Title IX-related conferences 
5. Attending online Title IX-related webinars/trainings 
6. Non-profit websites such as RAINN or Know Your IX 
7. General counsel/legal advice 
8. Online or social media group about Title IX (e.g. Facebook group of Title 

IX Coordinators) 
9. Other (please specify) [INSERT TEXT BOX] 

 
[BLOCK 15- Prof Org follow-up] 

[DISPLAY IF Q17 OPTION 3==YES] 

Q17. You mentioned that you belong to professional organization(s) besides ATIXA. 
Which organizations were you referring to? Please select all that apply. 

1. ASCA (Association for Student Conduct Administration) 
2. Clery Center Membership  
3. NACUA (National Association of College and University Attorneys) 
4. NASPA (Student Affairs Professionals in Higher Education) 
5. Other (please specify) [INSERT TEXT BOX] 

[BLOCK 16- Other Demographics] 

We have just a few final questions for you today. 
 

Q18. What is your highest completed degree of education? 
1. High School Diploma 
2. Associate Degree 
3. Bachelor’s Degree 
4. Master’s Degree 
5. Law Degree 
6. Doctoral Degree 
7. Other (please specify): [INSERT TEXT BOX] 

 

 

 

 



217 
 

Q19. Are you currently working on any of the following degrees? 
1. Associate Degree 
2. Bachelor’s Degree 
3. Master’s Degree 
4. Law Degree 
5. Doctoral Degree 
6. None of these 
7. Other (please specify): [INSERT TEXT BOX] 

 
 

Q20. Does your university currently have a budget specifically for Title IX efforts? 
1. Yes  
2. No 
3. Don’t know 

 
Q21. Does your university have formal Greek life, meaning fraternities and/or 

sororities?  
1. Yes 
2. No 

 
 

[BLOCK 17- Other Comments] 

Q22. Lastly, do you have any comments on how your university organizes, staffs, or 
structures your Title IX efforts? 

[INSERT COMMENT BOX]  

 

 
 
[CONCLUSION PAGE] 
Thank you for completing this survey. We appreciate your time. 

Three participants will be chosen at random to win a $250 VISA gift card. If you win, we 
will contact you via email by the end of November.  

If you have comments or questions, please contact: 

Molly Sapia 
PhD Candidate 
Temple University Sociology  
molly.sapia@temple.edu 
Gladfelter Hall, 7th Floor 
1115 West Berks Street 
Philadelphia, PA 19122 

mailto:molly.sapia@temple.edu
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