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2. Situational analysis: Knowledge and experiences of sexualised 

harassment, discrimination and violence at the Faculty of Sociology 

 

This analysis takes as its starting point three workshops organised by the Equal 

Opportunities Commission on the topic with different status groups in order to 

understand experiences of SHDV, the level of knowledge and wishes regarding how to 

deal with and prevent it at our faculty. This overview is relevant for all status groups. 

In the winter semester 2023/24, the Equal Opportunities Commission of the Faculty of 

Sociology held three workshops (one for all status groups, one for (international) BGHS 

doctoral students in English, and one for students) on the topic of SHDV between 

October and December. After a brief introduction to the legal framework of SHDV, the 

participants worked in groups on various questions. Participants were free to answer 

these questions and write their answers on cards. The questions covered topics such as 

risk times and locations, complaint management and preventive measures. The Equal 

Opportunities Commission collected, digitalised and compiled the results of the group 

work. Comments made during the presentation of the results at our regular meeting in 

the winter semester 24/25 were also incorporated. 

The results are analysed and interpreted below. This analysis aims to reveal the specific 

(spatial and personnel) conditions for SHDV at our faculty and to gain a better picture of 

the knowledge about SHDV that exists in different status groups, the questions that 

have been asked, and the wishes and ideas for further development that have been 

brought forward. In addition, the analysis specifically addressed the question whether 

there are sufficient support services available for affected individuals and whether they 

are making use of these services.  

The situational analysis will be continuously revised and supplemented by future 

workshops. This is intended to create visibility for the experiences and perspectives of 

all groups of people at the faculty, ensure a continuous exchange between all status 

groups, and make knowledge about SHDV visible at the faculty. In addition, the 

suggestions and requests for improvements that have been put forward will also be 



2 
 

brought to the attention of the dean's office of the Faculty of Sociology and the central 

university level. 

 

Reasons, places, situations, constellations 

In all three workshops, a wide range of reasons for SHDV were mentioned by all 

status groups. Particular emphasis was placed on the invisibility of certain groups 

of people and their vulnerability. These were placed in the context of university 

structures. All status groups stated that structurally different hierarchical constellations 

and the associated power imbalances can lead to assaults. Among the participants in 

the three workshops, there was an awareness that students and non-professorial 

academics are particularly at risk due to dependencies and power imbalances. 

Almost all lockable rooms in the university building and places that serve the 

infrastructure (supply roads, (underground) car parks, public transport) were 

mentioned as dangerous and frightening places. The group of students listed a 

particularly large number of risky places. Potentially, therefore, every university space 

is perceived as a risk location for SHDV. At the same time, it should be emphasised 

that the respondents' awareness of these spaces often focuses initially on extremes, 

such as dark, deserted places (underground car parks, lonely corridors, etc.). When 

looking at the risky times mentioned by the status groups, the "crime scene" 

perspective is also evident, particularly in the fact that lonely, dark times, such as late 

evening or night, as well as off-peak times or public holidays, are primarily mentioned. 

Awareness of danger is therefore partly shaped by a stereotypical image of crime or 

by a conscious critical view of potential danger zones and places of fear. However, 

the different status groups are also aware of the dangers in everyday spaces such as 

offices, seminar rooms, and toilets. In addition to everyday spaces, temporary spaces 

outside the university campus are also perceived as potentially dangerous, such as 

excursions/field trips, study tour and business trips. 

The perception of risk situations is closely linked to the risk locations. The view of the 

office space as a potential risk location is reflected in the frequent mention of 

consultation hours as a particularly noteworthy risk situation. It is striking that only the 

group of students explicitly highlights the seminar as a risk situation. While unusual 

risk situations, such as parties under the influence of alcohol, are also mentioned, the 

status groups seem to agree that SHDV is possible in almost every everyday situation 
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due to the hierarchical power structures at the university. 

 

Complaints 

When asked why victims of SHDV do not report incidents and do not complain, many 

reasons were given, and there was a great deal of overlap between the responses of 

the status groups. These included lack of transparency, uncertainty about the status 

of one's own experience, lack of knowledge about the relevant contact points and the 

procedures involved in filing a complaint, shame and fear with regard to dealing with a 

possible complaint, helplessness, and hierarchies or power imbalances and related 

dependencies due to, for example, fixed-term contracts. Non-professorial academics 

and students in particular stated that uncertainties about what had happened and 

assigning blame, as well as a relationship with the perpetrator, could lead to a 

decision not to complain. 

When evaluating the answers to the question of where those affected can report 

incidents within the faculty and university, it was noticeable that international BGHS 

doctoral students (in contrast to the other status groups) named only a few competent 

bodies. Overall, there was little overlap in the responses of the status groups to this 

question. Students named the following contact points: AStA, Equal Opportunities 

Commission, Café Anaconda, Fem*Ref, Nightline (accompanying telephone service), 

(self-organised) study groups, safety escort service, and security service. The 

participants in the workshop, to which all status groups were invited, named the 

police, threat management, and the Dean's Office as points of contact. The 

(international) BGHS doctoral students named student services, teachers, institutional 

authorities, and administrations as options for reporting incidents. 

 

When evaluating the answers to the question of how one would like to be treated 

when confiding in someone, it was noticeable that the (international) BGHS doctoral 

students did not write down any answers. It is unclear why this is the case. The 

answers given by the participants in the workshop with all status groups and the 

answers given by the students during their workshop showed many overlaps. It was 

said that complainants want to feel understood and taken seriously, that the 

conversation should be proactive, and that concrete consequences are desired. The 

students found biased, supportive, warm-hearted, and transparent 

counselling/complaints valuable, in which they are involved. Furthermore, skills, 
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knowledge, and referral options are important. Across all status groups, it was 

emphasised that regular information about contact points is important, as is a trusting 

environment/atmosphere and the possibility of remaining anonymous during 

counselling/complaints. Finally, a clear distinction between counselling and 

complaints was also considered relevant. 

 

Measures and prevention 

Finally, the workshops asked for ideas on concrete measures against SHDV within the 

faculty. The workshop participants named a variety of possible measures for all status 

groups. A central request was for a contact point that would deal with complaints 

relating to SHDV anonymously. It was also emphasised that this contact point or contact 

must be geared to the needs of the various status groups, or that there should be a 

separate contact point for each status group. There is a desire for education and 

information on the topic of SHDV, as well as visibility of the issue and transparency 

regarding how SHDV is dealt with at the faculty. Preventive measures such as a 

protection concept, an adjustment of house rules, mandatory workshops (which 

employees complete during their paid working hours), and a clearly communicated code 

of conduct or agreements were deemed appropriate. 

 

Conclusion 

The broad knowledge of SHDV, danger zones, and vulnerable groups is contrasted 

by an opaque complaint structure and a lack of clarity about the exact definition and 

assessment of SHDV. These ambiguities and lack of transparency have led and 

continue to lead to experiences with SHDV not being reported. Internationals have 

particularly little knowledge of structures and are therefore a particularly vulnerable 

group. 

 


