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Abstract

Sexual violence prevention in Indonesian higher education requires institutional approaches that
move beyond reactive policy compliance toward visible, educational, and culturally embedded
action. This study examined students’ perceptions of online socialization, training, and awareness
initiatives as components of digital prevention education and anti-violence campus culture. Anti-
violence campus culture is understood as a shared campus environment characterized by prevention
literacy, policy visibility, inclusivity, safe participation, and collective responsibility in preventing
sexual violence. An explanatory sequential mixed-methods design was employed across six
Indonesian higher education institutions. The quantitative phase analyzed student responses to
prevention-related indicators using descriptive statistics and SmartPLS 4, while the qualitative
phase used thematic analysis to explain how participants interpreted the preventive and cultural
value of digital initiatives. The findings revealed consistently high levels of agreement, ranging
from 86.01% to 90.12%, suggesting that students perceived online initiatives as meaningful
mechanisms for strengthening sexual violence prevention. The strongest dimensions were annual
digital program planning, digital socialization of policies and programs, and value-based awareness
promotion, whereas online training and digital documentation were perceived as slightly less
consolidated. Qualitative findings further showed that students associated digital initiatives with
increased literacy, wider access to prevention information, sustained awareness, inclusivity, and a
safer campus environment. These findings indicate that digital prevention education should not be
understood merely as information transfer, but as a potential mechanism for cultural assimilation
through which institutional messages, preventive values, and anti-violence norms become more
visible in campus life. The study contributes to the literature by linking digital prevention education,
student perceptions, and anti-violence campus culture within the Indonesian higher education
context.
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Introduction

Sexual violence in higher education has become a major institutional concern because universities
are expected to provide not only academic instruction but also safe, equitable, inclusive, and
accountable learning environments. Recent scholarship shows that campus sexual violence
extends beyond isolated incidents to include harassment, coercion, abuse of authority, technology-
facilitated harm, and failures in prevention and response, all of which can undermine students’
educational participation and psychosocial well-being (Ali, 2026; D’Enbeau, 2025; Fielding-
Miller et al., 2021; Johansson et al., 2024; Jones et al., 2025; McCall et al., 2024). The problem is
further shaped by unequal power relations, gendered norms, and campus cultures that normalize
silence, ambiguity, procedural uncertainty, or institutional avoidance (Jeffrey, 2024; McCann &
Sharp, 2025; Podreka, 2024; Smrdelj et al., 2024; Suardi, 2025). Research also indicates that
students’ perceptions of safety and reporting are strongly influenced by the visibility, accessibility,
and credibility of institutional policies and support systems, suggesting that prevention is
fundamentally a matter of institutional design rather than moral messaging alone (Lai et al., 2024;
McMahon et al., 2023; Smith et al., 2024; Soenarto-Putri et al., 2024).

The urgency of this issue is intensified by the unequal ways in which sexual violence is
experienced across student populations. Vulnerability, disclosure, help-seeking, and institutional
trust are shaped by disability, sexuality, gender identity, race, social status, and migration status,
meaning that formal policy commitments do not automatically ensure equitable protection or
support (Bestmann-Smith et al., 2026; Gewirtz-Meydan et al., 2026; Linder et al., 2025; Turner,
2024). Sexual violence is also associated with depression, anxiety, distress, and reduced life
satisfaction among university students, reinforcing that prevention is inseparable from the broader
educational mission of inclusion and well-being (Johansson et al., 2024). Yet campus responses
often remain reactive, fragmented, and overly dependent on post-incident reporting, whereas
effective prevention requires sustained education, collective norm formation, accessible
communication, and visible institutional accountability (Coker et al., 2025; Hoxmeier et al., 2024;
Schipani-Mclaughlin et al., 2024; Setianingrum et al., 2026).

In the Indonesian higher education context, the prevention of sexual violence is shaped by a
complex interaction between regulation, institutional governance, cultural norms, and students’
willingness to disclose sensitive experiences. The establishment of sexual violence prevention and

response mechanisms, including programs implemented by the Task Force for the Prevention and
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Response to Violence in Higher Education (TF-PVRHE), has provided a formal institutional
framework for addressing sexual violence in higher education institutions. However, the
implementation of these mechanisms remains affected by cultural sensitivity surrounding
sexuality, reluctance to discuss sexual matters openly, fear of stigma, concerns about institutional
reputation, and unequal power relations between students, lecturers, administrators, and campus
authorities (Nursyifa et al., 2026; Setianingrum et al., 2026; Soenarto-Putri et al., 2024; Suardi,
2025; Toyibah & Riyani, 2025). Indonesian studies further show that prevention requires not only
legal and institutional frameworks, but also education services, accessibility, rights-based
protection, and communication strategies that make students aware of available policies and
support mechanisms (Helminsyah et al., 2025; Suardi et al., 2024a; Suardi et al., 2024b; Suardi et
al., 2026). These conditions indicate that the Indonesian case is not merely an administrative
setting for prevention policy, but a culturally situated context in which institutional messages must
be translated into trusted, understandable, and socially meaningful forms.

A central problem therefore emerges: although many universities have established regulations,
task forces, complaint channels, and formal commitments to sexual violence prevention, these
mechanisms do not necessarily translate into shared understanding, preventive behavior, or an anti-
violence campus culture in everyday campus life (D’Enbeau, 2025; Fasanmi & Seyama, 2024;
Gretgrix & Farmer, 2026; McCall et al., 2024; McMahon et al., 2023; Nursyifa et al., 2026).
Prevention efforts are weakened when students do not know where to obtain information, do not
trust institutional resources, or do not perceive educational interventions as relevant to their daily
interactions and peer environments (Gunby et al., 2025; Lai et al., 2024; Liddell et al., 2024; Smith
etal., 2024). This challenge is especially significant in digitally saturated university settings, where
messages about sexuality, consent, violence, reporting, and institutional responsibility circulate
through online platforms and peer networks more rapidly than through conventional institutional
channels (Champion et al., 2022; Monteiro et al., 2024; Ringrose et al., 2025; Schwab-Reese et
al., 2025). Universities therefore face the task of translating formal commitments into preventive
learning systems that students can actually encounter, understand, trust, and regard as meaningful.
In this study, anti-violence campus culture refers to a shared institutional and educational
environment in which members of the university community recognize sexual violence as
unacceptable, understand prevention and response procedures, support inclusive and respectful

interaction, reject victim blaming and silence, and participate in collective responsibility for
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campus safety. This concept is broader than the existence of policies or reporting channels. It
includes the normalization of anti-violence values, the visibility of institutional commitment, the
accessibility of prevention information, and the internalization of respectful conduct in everyday
academic and social relations. Therefore, anti-violence campus culture is not formed merely
through information transfer, namely the distribution of rules, procedures, or campaign messages.
Rather, it requires cultural assimilation, in which institutional messages are gradually absorbed
into students’ awareness, attitudes, peer norms, and daily practices. This distinction is crucial
because universities may successfully disseminate information without necessarily producing a
shared anti-violence culture.

The literature proposes comprehensive and multilevel prevention systems that integrate policy,
education, communication, bystander engagement, and campus culture. Prevention is more
effective when universities combine curricular and co-curricular learning, repeated awareness
efforts, digital communication, and visible institutional accountability rather than relying on one-
time campaigns or symbolic compliance (Lederer et al., 2023; Makhaye & Dlamini, 2024;
Schipani-Mclaughlin et al., 2024; Vrankovich et al., 2025). Bystander research likewise shows
that prevention depends on whether students recognize warning signs, perceive opportunities to
act, and inhabit peer environments that support intervention rather than silence (Hetzel-Riggin et
al., 2025; Hoxmeier et al., 2024; McMahon, 2024). In this perspective, prevention is not merely a
regulatory function but an educational and cultural process through which campuses shape
knowledge, peer norms, and shared anti-violence values.

Within this broader framework, two preventive strategies are particularly relevant. First, curricular
and educational interventions can improve students’ understanding of the causes and dynamics of
sexual violence, strengthen confidence in discussing the issue, and challenge beliefs that normalize
rape myths, coercion, or gendered harm (Lederer et al., 2023; Liddell et al., 2024; Sheffield et al.,
2025). Related scholarship emphasizes that sexuality education and preventive literacy should be
embedded within educational systems so that students can connect institutional policy with
everyday conduct, consent, and mutual responsibility (Helminsyah et al., 2025; Herlina et al.,
2025; Makhaye & Dlamini, 2024; Vrankovich et al., 2025). Second, digital and mediated formats
have been shown to expand reach, standardize messaging, and improve accessibility through text-
based interventions, mobile applications, learning platforms, online training, and other digital tools

(Anderson et al., 2021, 2024; Bulovec & Eman, 2025; Lee & Lee, 2025; Oh & Ahn, 2025). At the



Suardi et al.

same time, digitalization is not inherently emancipatory, as digital spaces may also reproduce
harmful myths, exclusion, hostile discourse, victim blaming, or new forms of abuse when
disconnected from institutional trust and culturally responsive communication (Champion et al.,
2022; Crowley, 2026; Hanashiro, 2025; Ji, 2025; Mendes et al., 2025; Monteiro et al., 2024;
Palomino-Manjon, 2025; Parekh et al., 2026; Sarkar & Sinha-Roy, 2025). The critical issue,
therefore, is not digitalization itself, but whether digital initiatives function as credible, accessible,
student-centered, and culturally meaningful forms of prevention education.
Despite this growing literature, an important gap remains. Existing research has extensively
examined prevalence, disclosure barriers, policy frameworks, bystander programs, digital harms,
and institutional responses, but relatively few studies have focused on how students perceive
online socialization, training, and awareness initiatives as mechanisms for cultivating an anti-
violence campus culture in Indonesian higher education. Much of the scholarship concentrates
either on formal policy and reporting systems or on specific intervention models without fully
connecting them to the cultural work of norm formation in digitally mediated campus
environments (Ali, 2026; Barter et al., 2025; D’Enbeau, 2025; Hoxmeier et al., 2024; Lederer et
al., 2023; McCall et al., 2024; McMahon et al., 2023; Ringrose et al., 2025). Although information
access, trust, and communication visibility are recognized as central to campus safety, the student
perspective on how online initiatives move from information transfer toward cultural assimilation
remains underexamined, particularly in contexts where discussions of sexuality and disclosure are
culturally sensitive (Lai et al., 2024; Setianingrum et al., 2026; Smith et al., 2024).
The present study addresses this gap by positioning digital prevention education not as an auxiliary
communication practice but as a core institutional mechanism for shaping anti-violence campus
culture in Indonesian higher education. It examines how students perceive online socialization,
training, and awareness initiatives as components of digital prevention education and anti-violence
campus culture. Specifically, the study is guided by the following research questions:

RQI1. To what extent are digital prevention and education programs associated with online

prevention and response training and anti-violence campus culture in Indonesian higher

education?

RQ2. To what extent is digital socialization of policies and programs associated with online

prevention and response training and anti-violence campus culture?
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RQ3. How do students and institutional actors interpret the contribution of online

socialization, training, and awareness initiatives to sexual violence prevention and anti-

violence campus culture?

RQ4. How do qualitative findings explain the quantitative relationships among digital

prevention education, policy socialization, online training, and anti-violence campus

culture?
By addressing these questions, the study contributes to a more integrated understanding of how
universities may use digital educational initiatives to move beyond reactive governance and
information dissemination toward a more visible, participatory, inclusive, and culturally embedded
model of campus safety.

Literature Review

The literature on sexual violence in higher education demonstrates that the issue is not merely an
individual or episodic problem, but an institutional, cultural, pedagogical, and communicative one.
Universities are expected to provide safe and equitable learning environments, yet campus sexual
violence continues to appear in forms such as harassment, coercion, abuse of authority,
technology-facilitated harm, and institutional failures in prevention and response (Ali, 2026;
D’Enbeau, 2025; Fielding-Miller et al., 2021; Johansson et al., 2024; Jones et al., 2025; McCall et
al., 2024). Scholars further note that unequal power relations, gender norms, and campus cultures
of silence or ambiguity can normalize harmful conduct and weaken students’ trust in institutional
systems (McCann & Sharp, 2025; Podreka, 2024; Smrdelj et al., 2024; Suardi, 2025). In this
respect, prevention must be understood as a matter of institutional design, policy visibility, cultural
credibility, and educational communication rather than moral messaging alone (Lai et al., 2024;
McMahon et al., 2023; Smith et al., 2024; Soenarto-Putri et al., 2024).
The literature also emphasizes that sexual violence is experienced unevenly across student
populations. Vulnerability, disclosure, help-seeking, and access to support are shaped by disability,
sexuality, gender identity, race, migration status, religion, and social location, meaning that formal
policy commitments do not automatically translate into equitable protection (Bestmann-Smith et
al., 2026; Gewirtz-Meydan et al., 2026; Linder et al., 2025; Turner, 2024). Research on
institutional credibility and epistemic injustice further shows that prevention systems may remain
exclusionary when materials, procedures, language, and support pathways are not designed for

diverse users (Bower, 2026; Jones, 2025; Mason & Shankar, 2024; McSpadden, 2025). Policy-
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oriented studies similarly stress that clear regulations and complaint mechanisms are necessary but
insufficient when implementation is weak, poorly communicated, or culturally disconnected from
students’ everyday experiences (McMahon et al., 2023; Nursyifa et al., 2026; Soenarto-Putri et al.,
2024). Taken together, these studies indicate that prevention depends not only on the existence of
institutional rules, but also on whether these rules are translated into accessible, trusted, and
meaningful educational practices.

Within the Indonesian higher education context, this problem is particularly significant because
sexual violence prevention is shaped by legal reform, institutional policy, cultural sensitivity, and
contested public meanings of sexuality. Government regulations and campus-based TF-PVRHE
initiatives have provided universities with a formal structure for prevention and response, yet
implementation is still challenged by stigma, fear of disclosure, concern for institutional
reputation, hierarchical power relations, and the tendency to treat sexuality as a sensitive or private
matter (Nursyifa et al., 2026; Setianingrum et al., 2026; Soenarto-Putri et al., 2024; Suardi, 2025;
Toyibah & Riyani, 2025). Indonesian scholarship also shows that prevention must be linked to
education services, accessibility, disability rights, human rights, and culturally appropriate
communication because students’ knowledge of sexual violence prevention and handling is
strongly shaped by institutional learning opportunities (Helminsyah et al., 2025; Suardi et al.,
2024a; Suardi et al., 2024b; Suardi et al., 2026). Recent Indonesian evidence also shows that
students’ sexual violence prevention behavior is shaped by knowledge, institutional support, and
prevention-related awareness, indicating the importance of educational and communicative
strategies in higher education contexts (Salim et al., 2026). Therefore, the Indonesian context
requires an approach that goes beyond formal compliance and considers how prevention messages
are understood, trusted, and internalized by students.

Comparative scholarship from Asian contexts further indicates that sexual violence prevention and
survivor responses are shaped by sociocultural norms, gender relations, stigma, institutional
conditions, and the social acceptability of discussing sexual harm. Research from India, for
example, shows that sexual and gender-based violence in higher education is embedded within
broader institutional and sociocultural conditions, while studies of technology-facilitated sexual
violence demonstrate how survivor experiences and responses are influenced by gendered and
intersectional contexts (Dey, 2026; Sarkar & Sinha-Roy, 2025). These perspectives are relevant to

Indonesian higher education because they suggest that prevention cannot be reduced to policy
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dissemination. Instead, prevention requires culturally situated strategies that make institutional
messages understandable, socially legitimate, and practically useful for students who may
otherwise remain reluctant to disclose violence because of stigma, fear, or uncertainty.

This perspective is reinforced by scholarship on prevention education. Increasingly, researchers
argue that sexual violence prevention should be embedded in educational processes that shape
knowledge, attitudes, values, and norms over time rather than relying on one-time awareness
campaigns. Curricular and co-curricular interventions have been shown to improve students’
understanding of the causes and dynamics of sexual violence, reduce misconceptions, and foster
more critical perspectives on consent, coercion, and gendered harm (Lederer et al., 2023; Liddell
et al., 2024; Sheffield et al., 2025). Related work also emphasizes that sexuality education and
preventive literacy are important for shifting campus responses from reactive case handling to
proactive norm formation and collective responsibility (Helminsyah et al., 2025; Makhaye &
Dlamini, 2024; Vrankovich et al., 2025). Gender awareness can be strengthened through curricular
integration, institutional support, and culturally responsive teaching (Agabekova et al., 2025).
Within the Indonesian context, institutional education services have likewise been associated with
stronger student knowledge regarding the prevention and handling of sexual violence (Suardi et
al., 2024b).

Bystander intervention research extends this educational perspective by showing that prevention
is closely tied to peer norms and everyday student interaction. Students are more likely to intervene
when they recognize risk, perceive responsibility, and believe that intervention is socially
supported (Hetzel-Riggin et al., 2025; Hoxmeier et al., 2024). Evaluations of bystander programs
suggest that such interventions can reduce violence, but their effectiveness depends on
implementation quality, student engagement, reinforcement, and the broader campus environment
in which anti-violence norms are made visible and socially acceptable (Barter et al., 2025; Clear
et al., 2025; Coker et al., 2025). This body of work is important because it positions prevention as
a cultural process in which students learn not only what sexual violence is, but also how they are
expected to recognize, reject, report, and respond to it.

Digitalization has become a central theme in contemporary discussions of sexual violence
prevention and response. On one hand, researchers have documented the expansion of technology-
facilitated sexual violence, including online harassment, image-based abuse, deepfake

exploitation, digital coercion, and digitally mediated victim blaming, all of which complicate



Suardi et al.

conventional prevention approaches (Champion et al., 2022; Crowley, 2026; Ji, 2025; Monteiro et
al., 2024; Sarkar & Sinha-Roy, 2025). Harmful online interactions, including harassment and
exclusion, indicate the need for stronger digital prevention and response systems in universities
(Mahasneh et al., 2024). On the other hand, digital tools have created new opportunities for online
education, safety communication, help-seeking, reporting support, and institutional outreach.
Studies on smartphone applications, text-delivered interventions, mobile safety tools, online
reporting resources, and digital prevention education suggest that digital formats can expand
access, standardize messaging, and make violence-related information more immediate and user-
centered (Anderson et al., 2021, 2024; Bulovec & Eman, 2025; Lee & Lee, 2025). Quasi-
experimental evidence also indicates that digital prevention education can improve knowledge and
self-protective behavior when intentionally designed and aligned with users’ needs (Oh & Ahn,
2025).

However, digitalization should not be treated as a technological fix. Poorly designed systems may
reproduce exclusion, fail to build trust, or remain disconnected from meaningful institutional
support (Garcia-Mingo et al., 2025). Research on digital discourse additionally shows that online
spaces can amplify victim blaming, hostile narratives, secondary victimization, misogynistic
discourse, and symbolic violence, even while creating opportunities for solidarity, disclosure, and
activism (Hanashiro, 2025; Mendes et al., 2025; Palomino-Manjon, 2025; Parekh et al., 2026;
Schwab-Reese et al., 2025). Accordingly, digital prevention education must be evaluated not only
in terms of reach, frequency, or technical accessibility, but also in terms of credibility, inclusivity,
cultural relevance, and its capacity to sustain anti-violence meanings within campus culture.

A crucial distinction must therefore be made between information transfer and cultural
assimilation. Information transfer refers to the dissemination of policies, procedures, campaign
materials, reporting channels, and training content through digital media. It is necessary because
students cannot use or trust systems that they do not know exist. However, information transfer
alone does not guarantee cultural change. Cultural assimilation refers to the gradual internalization
of anti-violence values into students’ knowledge, attitudes, peer norms, and everyday campus
practices. Digital prevention education should also promote responsible participation, ethical
communication, and appropriate online conduct (Boonlab & Pasitpakakul, 2023). In this sense,
digital prevention education becomes culturally significant when students do not merely receive

information, but begin to interpret institutional messages as relevant to their own conduct, safety,
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responsibility, and participation in campus life. This distinction is central to understanding why
online socialization, training, and awareness initiatives should be examined not only as
communication tools, but also as possible mechanisms of anti-violence culture formation.

In this study, anti-violence campus culture is defined as a shared institutional and social
environment in which university members recognize sexual violence as unacceptable, understand
prevention and response mechanisms, support survivors and potential victims, reject silence and
victim blaming, promote inclusivity and gender justice, and participate in collective responsibility
for safety. This definition emphasizes that campus culture is not equivalent to the presence of
policies alone. Rather, it includes the visibility of institutional commitment, the accessibility of
prevention knowledge, the legitimacy of reporting and support systems, and the normalization of
respectful and non-violent interaction. From this perspective, an anti-violence campus culture is
produced through the interaction between policy, education, communication, training, peer norms,
and institutional accountability.

Despite these advances, an important gap remains. Existing scholarship has richly examined
prevalence, policy frameworks, bystander interventions, survivor support, disclosure barriers,
institutional governance, and digital harms, yet fewer studies integrate these strands by focusing
on how students perceive online socialization, training, and awareness initiatives as mechanisms
for building anti-violence campus culture in higher education. Much of the literature concentrates
on governance, survivor support, or intervention outcomes in isolation, without sufficiently
examining how students interpret digitally delivered preventive initiatives as part of the everyday
cultural infrastructure of campus safety (Coker et al., 2025; D’Enbeau, 2025; Gretgrix & Farmer,
2026; Liddell et al., 2024; McCall et al., 2024; McMabhon et al., 2023). This gap is particularly
important in Indonesia, where formal TF-PVRHE mechanisms have developed alongside cultural
challenges related to silence, stigma, hierarchy, and uncertainty in discussing sexual violence.
The reviewed literature nevertheless provides a strong basis for such an inquiry. Sexual violence
in universities is widely recognized as an institutional and cultural problem requiring more than
reactive response systems (Fielding-Miller et al., 2021; Johansson et al., 2024; Jones et al., 2025;
McCann & Sharp, 2025). Prevention scholarship demonstrates that education, bystander
engagement, and sustained communication are central to changing norms and conduct (Barter et
al., 2025; Hoxmeier et al., 2024; Lederer et al., 2023; Sheffield et al., 2025). Digital scholarship

shows that online platforms can either reinforce harmful environments or function as accessible
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preventive pathways, depending on institutional design and credibility (Anderson et al., 2024; Lee
& Lee, 2025; Oh & Ahn, 2025; Parekh et al., 2026). Research on trust and information further
suggests that students’ perceptions are crucial because they shape whether institutional initiatives
are viewed as visible, relevant, legitimate, and safe (Gunby et al., 2025; Lai et al., 2024; Linder et
al., 2025; Smith et al., 2024; Turner, 2024). On this basis, the present study positions online
socialization, training, and awareness initiatives as a critical yet underexamined mechanism
through which universities may strengthen digital prevention education and cultivate anti-violence

campus culture in Indonesian higher education.

Method

Research Design

This study employed an explanatory sequential mixed-methods design. In this design, the
quantitative phase was conducted first to identify patterns in students’ perceptions of digital
prevention education, online socialization, online prevention and response training, and anti-
violence campus culture. The qualitative phase was then conducted to explain and deepen the
interpretation of the quantitative findings. This design was appropriate because sexual violence
prevention in higher education involves not only measurable perceptions but also institutional
meaning, educational interpretation, cultural experience, and students’ understanding of digital
prevention initiatives. Mixed-methods research is widely used when investigators seek to identify
empirical tendencies and then clarify how participants understand them within lived and
organizational contexts (Busza et al., 2021; Krah¢, 2024). Explanatory sequential designs have
likewise been applied in violence-related research to move from pattern identification toward
grounded explanations of meaning, vulnerability, reporting, and institutional implications
(Anderson et al., 2021; Medina et al., 2026).

The study adopted a pragmatic approach because the research questions required both quantitative
and qualitative evidence. The quantitative strand addressed the extent to which digital prevention
and education programs and digital socialization of policies and programs were associated with
online prevention and response training and anti-violence campus culture. The qualitative strand
addressed how students and institutional actors interpreted the preventive and cultural value of
online socialization, training, and awareness initiatives. The integration of both strands was

intended to explain how statistical relationships among the variables were reflected in participants’
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narratives about prevention literacy, policy visibility, accessibility, inclusivity, and campus safety.
This orientation is consistent with methodological work in sexual violence research emphasizing
that numerical evidence provides explanatory breadth, whereas qualitative evidence offers
contextual detail and interpretive nuance regarding institutional processes (Lederer et al., 2023;
Parkes et al., 2023).

Research Group/Participants

The study was conducted across six purposively selected higher education institutions in
Indonesia. The selected institutions consisted of three public universities and three private
universities. The public universities were Universitas Negeri Makassar, Universitas Hasanuddin,
and Universitas Lambung Mangkurat. The private universities were Universitas Muhammadiyah
Makassar, Universitas Bosowa, and Universitas Sawerigading. These institutions were selected to
capture variation in institutional type, governance context, digital communication practices, and
implementation conditions related to sexual violence prevention and response. The selection was
not intended to produce national statistical representativeness, but to capture institutional
heterogeneity relevant to digital prevention education and anti-violence campus culture (Clear et
al., 2025).

The quantitative participants were students enrolled in the six participating universities. Students
were selected because they are the primary recipients of digital prevention education and central
actors in the formation of campus culture. The inclusion criteria for the quantitative phase were:
being an active student at one of the participating universities, having access to the online survey,
being willing to participate voluntarily, and providing informed consent. Students who were not
enrolled in the participating institutions or who submitted incomplete responses were excluded
from the analysis. The final quantitative sample consisted of 243 students. Of these participants,
42 students (17.3%) were male and 201 students (82.7%) were female. The participants were
enrolled across the first to eighth semesters, indicating representation from different stages of
undergraduate study.

For the qualitative strand, 30 key informants were selected purposively. They consisted of student
representatives, task force members, and program coordinators who had direct knowledge of
prevention communication, online socialization, digital training, and institutional implementation
of sexual violence prevention programs. The selection of qualitative informants followed several

criteria: direct involvement in or exposure to TF-PVRHE-related prevention initiatives; knowledge
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of online socialization, training, or awareness programs; representation of both public and private
universities; willingness to participate in interviews or focus group discussions; and ability to
provide reflective explanations of how digital initiatives were perceived and implemented. This
sampling strategy was intended to ensure that the qualitative data were obtained from participants
who could explain not only whether digital initiatives were visible, but also how they were
interpreted within institutional and cultural contexts (Gewirtz-Meydan et al., 2026; Rieger et al.,
2025).

Data Collection Tools

The quantitative data were collected using a 32-item Likert-type questionnaire measured on a five-
point scale, ranging from strong disagreement to strong agreement. The questionnaire was
developed to capture constructs related to digital governance and sexual violence prevention in
higher education. Instrument development was informed by policy frameworks on sexual violence
prevention and response, campus climate and institutional governance research, and literature on
digital interventions and educational service systems (Ali, 2026; Compton et al., 2024; McMahon
et al., 2023; Soenarto-Putri et al., 2024). For the present article, the analysis focused on four main
constructs: Digital Prevention and Education Programs, Digital Socialization of Policies and
Programs, Online Prevention and Response Training, and Anti-Violence Campus Culture.

The indicators analyzed in this article included annual digital TF-PVRHE program planning,
learning management system-based training and education, periodic webinars or online sessions,
digital public awareness campaigns, digital socialization of policies and programs, digital archives
of socialization materials, digital promotion of anti-violence and inclusivity values, digital
documentation of anti-violence culture implementation, online training on prevention, and online
training on response. These indicators were selected because they directly reflected the study’s
focus on online socialization, training, and awareness initiatives as components of digital
prevention education and anti-violence campus culture.

The qualitative data were collected using semi-structured interview and focus group discussion
guides. The qualitative instruments were designed to explore participants’ interpretations of online
prevention initiatives, the visibility of digital socialization efforts, the perceived educational value
of online training, and the relationship between awareness programs and campus norms. The
guiding questions encouraged participants to explain how digital initiatives shaped prevention

literacy, access to information, institutional trust, inclusivity, safe campus orientation, and
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readiness to respond to sexual violence. Semi-structured interviews enabled participants to provide
detailed individual interpretations, while focus group discussions allowed collective meanings and
shared perceptions to be explored across institutional contexts (Warrington et al., 2025).

The Data Collection Process

Quantitative data were collected from March 1 to June 10, 2025. The survey was administered
online using Google Forms, which enabled accessible digital distribution across the six
participating higher education institutions. The use of an online survey platform was
methodologically appropriate because the study examined digitally mediated preventive
communication and students’ exposure to online socialization, training, and awareness initiatives
(Anderson et al., 2024; Bulovec & Eman, 2025; Oh & Ahn, 2025). Before completing the
questionnaire, participants received information about the purpose of the study, voluntary
participation, anonymity, and the confidential use of data.

The qualitative phase was conducted from June 15 to August 31, 2025. This phase followed the
quantitative phase and was designed to explain the statistical patterns identified in the survey
results. Semi-structured interviews and focus group discussions were conducted with 30 key
informants. Individual interviews lasted approximately 45 to 60 minutes and explored participants’
interpretations of online prevention initiatives, policy socialization, digital training, awareness
campaigns, and anti-violence campus culture. Focus group discussions were used to clarify
emergent themes, examine shared perceptions, and explore how preventive terminology and digital
practices were interpreted across campus contexts. In explanatory sequential research, qualitative
follow-up is used not to repeat survey findings mechanically, but to enrich their interpretation and
explain why particular statistical patterns may occur (Busza et al., 2021; Lederer et al., 2023).

All procedures followed standard ethical principles for research on sensitive topics. Research
permission and ethical clearance were obtained from the relevant institutional authorities before
data collection. Participation was voluntary, informed consent was obtained in both phases, and
participants were informed that they could withdraw at any stage. The survey was anonymous, and
interview and focus group data were anonymized during transcription and analysis. These
safeguards are consistent with methodological guidance in sexual violence research, which
emphasizes confidentiality, participant safety, trauma awareness, and protection from harm as
conditions of ethical rigor (Krahé, 2024; Warrington et al., 2024). No financial or material

incentives were provided to participants, and participation remained entirely voluntary.
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Data Analysis Techniques

Quantitative data were analyzed using descriptive statistics and structural equation modeling with
SmartPLS 4. Descriptive statistics were used to examine students’ level of agreement with
indicators related to digital prevention education, online socialization, online training, awareness
initiatives, and anti-violence campus culture. The analysis reported the percentage of agreement,
percentage of strong agreement, neutral responses, disagreement, total agreement, and mean scores
for each indicator.

The measurement model was then assessed to evaluate construct reliability and validity.
Cronbach’s alpha and composite reliability were used to assess internal consistency, while average
variance extracted was used to assess convergent validity. Discriminant validity was examined
using heterotrait-monotrait values. After the measurement model was assessed, the structural
model was analyzed to examine the relationships among Digital Prevention and Education
Programs, Digital Socialization of Policies and Programs, Online Prevention and Response
Training, and Anti-Violence Campus Culture. The structural model was subsequently assessed
using path coefficients, t-values, p-values, coefficients of determination (R?), effect sizes (f?),
specific indirect effects, and total effects. Effect sizes (f?) were interpreted using conventional
thresholds of .02, .15, and .35 for small, medium, and large effects, respectively (Hair et al., 2022).
The measurement and structural model assessment followed established PLS-SEM guidelines
(Hair et al., 2022; Henseler et al., 2015).

Qualitative data were analyzed using thematic analysis. The analysis followed several stages. First,
interview and focus group data were transcribed and read repeatedly to achieve familiarity with
the participants’ accounts. Second, initial codes were generated from statements related to digital
prevention education, policy visibility, online training, accessibility, awareness, institutional trust,
inclusivity, and campus safety. Third, similar codes were grouped into broader categories. Fourth,
these categories were developed into themes that reflected recurring meanings in the data. Fifth,
the themes were reviewed by comparing them across participants and institutional contexts. Sixth,
each theme was named and defined. Seventh, representative participant quotations were selected
to illustrate each theme. Finally, the themes were interpreted in relation to the quantitative findings,
particularly the statistical importance of digital socialization, online training, and anti-violence

campus culture.
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Mixed-methods integration occurred at the interpretation stage. The qualitative findings were used
to explain the institutional and cultural meanings underlying the quantitative patterns. For
example, the quantitative finding that Digital Socialization of Policies and Programs had the
strongest relationship with Online Prevention and Response Training and Anti-Violence Campus
Culture was interpreted alongside qualitative themes concerning policy visibility, repeated
communication, accessibility of information, and students’ perception of institutional seriousness.
This integration allowed the study to move beyond statistical association by explaining how
students understood online initiatives as mechanisms of prevention literacy, awareness formation,
inclusivity, and cultural assimilation. This integration strengthened the interpretive coherence of
the mixed-methods design by connecting quantitative patterns with qualitative explanations of
their institutional and cultural meanings (Huntley et al., 2020; Krahé, 2024; Lederer et al., 2023).
Validity and trustworthiness were addressed at the level of each strand and at the level of the
integrated design. For the quantitative component, validity was supported through theory-informed
instrument development, construct-based measurement, and model assessment procedures
including reliability, convergent validity, and discriminant validity checks (Chiu et al., 2025;
Compton et al., 2024; McMabhon et al., 2023). For the qualitative component, trustworthiness was
strengthened through purposive recruitment of knowledgeable participants, triangulation across
interviews and focus group discussions, comparison of themes across institutional contexts, and
the use of representative quotations. At the mixed-methods level, validity depended on the
coherence between the quantitative trends, qualitative explanations, and the conceptual framework

that positioned digital prevention education as part of anti-violence campus culture.

Findings
The findings indicate that students perceived online socialization, training, and awareness
initiatives as important components of sexual violence prevention and anti-violence campus
culture in Indonesian higher education. Across the prevention-related indicators examined, total
agreement remained consistently high, ranging from 86.01% to 90.12%. This pattern suggests that
students generally viewed digital prevention education as a visible and meaningful part of campus
prevention efforts. However, these results should be interpreted as perception-based evidence
rather than direct evidence of behavioral change. Overall, the descriptive, structural, and

qualitative findings suggest that online initiatives may function not only as channels of information
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transfer, but also as institutional mechanisms through which universities communicate prevention
commitments, reinforce anti-violence values, and support the gradual formation of prevention-
oriented campus norms.

Students’ Perceptions of Digital Prevention Education and Anti-Violence Campus Culture
Table 1 summarizes the descriptive statistics for the 10 indicators most directly associated with
digital prevention education and anti-violence campus culture. The highest level of agreement was
found for annual digital TF-PVRHE program planning (C1), with 90.12% total agreement and a
mean of 4.43. This was followed by digital socialization of policies and programs (K1), with
89.30% total agreement and a mean of 4.37. Learning management system-based training and
education (C2) and digital promotion of anti-violence and inclusivity values (L1) each obtained
88.48% total agreement. These results suggest that students perceived institutional planning,
routine policy communication, and value-oriented digital promotion as the most visible
dimensions of campus prevention.

By contrast, relatively lower, although still strong, levels of agreement were observed for digital
archives of socialization materials (K2) and online training on response (M2), each at 86.01%.
Digital documentation of anti-violence culture implementation (L2) reached 86.42%, while online
training on prevention (M1) reached 86.83%. This pattern suggests that digital prevention efforts
were perceived as more consolidated in terms of communicative visibility than in terms of archival
continuity, documentation, and applied training reinforcement. In other words, students appeared
to recognize the presence of digital prevention initiatives, but the more practice-oriented and

documentary dimensions of those initiatives may still require further institutional strengthening.

Table 1

Descriptive Statistics of Digital Prevention Education and Anti-Violence Campus Culture

Indicators
Total
. Agree Strongly Neutral Disagree
Code Indicator (%) agree (%) (%) (%) agr(e;)n)lent Mean
Cl1 Annual digital TF-PVRHE | 37.45 52.67 9.88 0.00 90.12 4.43
program plan
C2 Learning management | 39.92 48.56 11.52 0.00 88.48 4.37
system-based training and
education
C3 Periodic webinar or online | 38.68 4938 11.93 0.00 88.07 4.37
sessions
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C4 Digital public awareness | 39.51 48.15 12.35 0.00 87.65 4.36
campaign

K1 Digital  socialization of | 41.56 47.74 10.70 0.00 89.30 4.37
policies and programs

K2 Digital archive of | 41.56 44.44 13.99 0.00 86.01 4.30
socialization materials

L1 Digital promotion of anti- | 41.56 46.91 11.52 0.00 88.48 4.35
violence and inclusivity
values

L2 Digital documentation of | 39.51 46.91 13.58 0.00 86.42 4.33
anti-violence culture
implementation

Ml Online training on | 4239 44.44 13.17 0.00 86.83 431
prevention

M2 Online training on response 42.39 43.62 13.99 0.00 86.01 4.30

Measurement Model Assessment

SmartPLS 4 was used to assess the measurement and structural models. The measurement model
showed very high reliability and convergent validity across all constructs. Digital Prevention and
Education Programs showed a Cronbach’s alpha of .942, composite reliability of .963, and average
variance extracted of .896. Digital Socialization of Policies and Programs yielded a Cronbach’s
alpha of .938, composite reliability of .970, and average variance extracted of .941. Anti-Violence
Campus Culture produced a Cronbach’s alpha of .958, composite reliability of .979, and average
variance extracted of .959. Online Prevention and Response Training showed a Cronbach’s alpha
of .969, composite reliability of .985, and average variance extracted of .970.

These values indicate strong internal consistency and substantial shared variance among indicators
within each construct. At the same time, the very high reliability values should be interpreted
carefully because they may also suggest strong conceptual proximity among the measured
indicators. This is particularly important because the constructs were measured using student

perception data collected through the same instrument.

Table 2
Construct Reliability and Convergent Validity
Construct Cronbach’s alpha | Composite reliability | AVE
Digital Prevention and Education Programs (C) 0.942 0.963 0.896
Digital Socialization of Policies and Programs (K) 0.938 0.970 0.941
Anti-Violence Campus Culture (L) 0.958 0.979 0.959
Online Prevention and Response Training (M) 0.969 0.985 0.970
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Discriminant validity was assessed using the heterotrait-monotrait ratio of correlations (HTMT).
The HTMT values ranged from .850 to .963. Using the .90 criterion, the C—K (.876), C—L (.874),
and C-M (.850) values remained below the recommended threshold. However, the K-L (.963),
K-M (.925), and L-M (.912) values exceeded .90, indicating that discriminant validity was not
fully established among Digital Socialization of Policies and Programs, Anti-Violence Campus
Culture, and Online Prevention and Response Training. These results suggest substantial empirical
overlap among these constructs and require cautious interpretation of the corresponding structural
relationships. The highest HTMT value was found between Digital Socialization of Policies and
Programs and Anti-Violence Campus Culture (K-L = .963), suggesting a particularly close
relationship between policy visibility and students’ perceptions of anti-violence campus culture.
This result is theoretically meaningful, but it also indicates the need for cautious interpretation
because the constructs are conceptually interconnected within the broader framework of

institutional prevention.

Table 3
Discriminant Validity
Construct pairing HTMT

C-K 0.876
C-L 0.874
Cc-M 0.850
K-L 0.963
K-M 0.925
L-M 0.912

Structural Relationships among Digital Prevention, Socialization, Training, and Campus
Culture

The structural model accounted for a substantial proportion of variance in the endogenous
constructs. The coefficient of determination was .801 for Online Prevention and Response
Training and .867 for Anti-Violence Campus Culture. Thus, Digital Prevention and Education
Programs and Digital Socialization of Policies and Programs accounted for 80.1% of the variance
in Online Prevention and Response Training. Digital Prevention and Education Programs, Digital
Socialization of Policies and Programs, and Online Prevention and Response Training jointly

accounted for 86.7% of the variance in Anti-Violence Campus Culture.
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Although these values indicate strong explanatory capacity within the model, they should not be
interpreted as proof of causal effects. The relatively high R? value for Anti-Violence Campus
Culture may reflect the conceptual closeness of the constructs, the shared institutional focus of the
indicators, and the use of student perception data collected through a single survey instrument.
Therefore, the results are best interpreted as evidence of strong associations among digital
prevention education, digital policy socialization, online training, and perceived anti-violence

campus culture.

L1 L2
* A
- 0.000  0.000
K1
_0.000”
c2
0.000
A
K2

Figure 2. Structural model estimated using SmartPLS 4
Note. C = Digital Prevention and Education Programs; K = Digital Socialization of Policies
and Programs; M = Online Prevention and Response Training, L = Anti-Violence Campus
Culture. Values on the arrows represent standardized path coefficients and outer loadings, while
values inside endogenous constructs represent R>.
The direct effects in the structural model were all positive and statistically significant. Digital
Prevention and Education Programs had a significant positive association with Anti-Violence
Campus Culture (B =0.177, t = 4.668, p < 0.001) and Online Prevention and Response Training
(B=0.267,t=6.127, p < 0.001). Digital Socialization of Policies and Programs had a stronger
positive association with Anti-Violence Campus Culture (f = 0.534,t=10.430, p <0.001) and the
strongest association with Online Prevention and Response Training (f = 0.662, t = 16.064, p <
0.001). Online Prevention and Response Training also had a significant positive association with

Anti-Violence Campus Culture (B =0.264, t=5.190, p <0.001).
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These results suggest that all proposed structural relationships were supported. Among the
predictors, Digital Socialization of Policies and Programs emerged as the strongest variable
associated with both Online Prevention and Response Training and Anti-Violence Campus
Culture. This indicates that students’ perceptions of policy visibility, routine communication, and
access to institutional prevention information were closely connected to how they perceived

training initiatives and campus anti-violence culture.

Table 4
Direct Effects
Path Beta t-value p-value Result

C—oL 0.177 4.668 <.001 Supported
C—-M 0.267 6.127 <.001 Supported
K—L 0.534 10.430 <.001 Supported
K—-M 0.662 16.064 <.001 Supported
M—->L 0.264 5.190 <.001 Supported

Effect size analysis further clarified the relative contribution of each predictor within the structural
model. Using the conventional f> thresholds of .02 for a small effect, .15 for a medium effect, and
.35 for a large effect, Digital Prevention and Education Programs showed a small effect on Online
Prevention and Response Training (> =.116) and a small effect on Anti-Violence Campus Culture
(f* = .068). Digital Socialization of Policies and Programs showed a large effect on Online
Prevention and Response Training (f2=.711) and a large effect on Anti-Violence Campus Culture
(f* = .404). Online Prevention and Response Training showed a small effect on Anti-Violence
Campus Culture (f2=.104). Within the specified structural model, Digital Socialization of Policies
and Programs therefore exhibited the largest effect sizes among the exogenous predictors, although
these results should be interpreted cautiously given the substantial empirical overlap observed

among several constructs.

Table 5
Effect Sizes
Predictor — Outcome f?

C—->M 0.116
C—L 0.068
K—-M 0.711
K—L 0.404
M-—-L 0.104
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Mediating Role of Online Prevention and Response Training

The mediation analysis showed that Online Prevention and Response Training significantly
mediated the relationships between the exogenous variables and Anti-Violence Campus Culture.
Digital Prevention and Education Programs had a significant indirect association with Anti-
Violence Campus Culture through Online Prevention and Response Training (B =.070, t=3.579,
p <.001). Digital Socialization of Policies and Programs also had a significant indirect association
with Anti-Violence Campus Culture through Online Prevention and Response Training (B =.175,
t=15.230, p <.001).

Because both direct and indirect effects remained significant, the mediation is best interpreted as
partial mediation. This means that online training did not replace the role of digital prevention
programs and policy socialization, but rather strengthened the relationship between these
initiatives and students’ perceptions of anti-violence campus culture. In practical terms, students
appeared to perceive training as a reinforcing mechanism that translated institutional

communication into more applied prevention knowledge and response readiness.

Table 6
Specific Indirect Effects

Indirect path Beta t-value p-value Interpretation
CoM->L 0.070 3.579 <.001 Significant partial mediation
K—-M-—-L 0.175 5.230 <.001 Significant partial mediation

The total effects provide a clearer ranking of influence within the model. Digital Socialization of
Policies and Programs had the largest total association with Anti-Violence Campus Culture ( =
709, t =19.936, p <.001), followed by Online Prevention and Response Training ( = .264, t =
5.190, p <.001), and Digital Prevention and Education Programs ( =.247, t = 6.928, p < .001).
Digital Socialization of Policies and Programs also showed the strongest total association with
Online Prevention and Response Training (f=.662,t=16.064, p <.001), clearly exceeding Digital
Prevention and Education Programs (f = .267, t = 6.127, p < .001). These findings suggest that
visible, repeated, and accessible policy communication may be especially important in shaping

students’ perceptions of both online training and anti-violence campus culture.
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Table 7
Total Effects
Path Beta t-value p-value

C—L 0.247 6.928 <.001
C—-M 0.267 6.127 <.001
K—L 0.709 19.936 <.001
K—-M 0.662 16.064 <.001
M-—-L 0.264 5.190 <.001

The outer model also showed strong indicator loadings. Loadings for Digital Prevention and
Education Programs ranged from .938 to .953, Digital Socialization of Policies and Programs from
970 to .971, Anti-Violence Campus Culture from .979 to .980, and Online Prevention and
Response Training was .985 for both indicators. These values indicate strong alignment between
the observed indicators and their respective latent constructs.

Qualitative Themes Explaining the Quantitative Findings

The qualitative findings helped explain why students perceived online socialization, training, and
awareness initiatives as meaningful components of prevention. Across the open-ended responses,
participants described digital initiatives as useful because they improved literacy, widened access
to prevention information, sustained awareness, supported inclusivity, and strengthened readiness
to respond. These themes helped explain the quantitative finding that Digital Socialization of
Policies and Programs had the strongest association with both Online Prevention and Response
Training and Anti-Violence Campus Culture.

First, students emphasized that digital platforms such as learning management systems, webinars,
social media, and online campaigns increased their understanding of sexual violence and
prevention. This theme corresponds with the descriptive finding that annual digital TF-PVRHE
program planning, LMS-based education, and digital public awareness campaigns received high
levels of agreement. It also suggests that digital prevention education was perceived as a
knowledge-building process rather than merely an administrative announcement.

Second, participants highlighted the importance of accessibility and broad reach. They explained
that digital platforms made prevention messages easier to access, especially when materials were
available repeatedly and not limited to one-time meetings. This helps explain why digital

socialization of policies and programs became the strongest structural predictor in the model.
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Students appeared to value regular and accessible communication because it made institutional
prevention efforts more visible and easier to remember.

Third, participants connected online prevention initiatives with a safer campus orientation. Digital
initiatives were interpreted as signs that the university was paying attention to sexual violence
prevention and attempting to create a safer learning environment. This theme supports the
quantitative relationship between digital prevention initiatives and Anti-Violence Campus Culture.
Fourth, participants associated awareness initiatives with anti-violence values and inclusion. They
described prevention not only in terms of reporting and punishment, but also in relation to respect,
gender equality, inclusivity, and shared responsibility. This finding is important because it shows
the movement from information transfer toward cultural assimilation, in which students begin to
connect institutional messages with norms and values in campus life.

Fifth, participants viewed online prevention and response training as a reinforcing mechanism.
Training was perceived as useful because it provided more practical understanding of what
students should do, how they should respond, and where they could seek support. This theme is
consistent with the mediation finding, which showed that Online Prevention and Response
Training partially mediated the relationship between digital prevention programs, digital
socialization, and Anti-Violence Campus Culture.

Table 8

Summary of Qualitative Themes Related to Online Prevention Education and Anti-Violence

Campus Culture

Theme Core meaning Il-ltel.'pretlve Representative quote
significance
Digital literacy | Online initiatives | Prevention is | “The use of LMS, webinars, and social media
and awareness | improve perceived as | increases the literacy and awareness of campus
understanding of | knowledge-based members, thereby helping to prevent sexual
sexual violence and | and educational violence.” (S1)
prevention
Accessibility Learning management | Digital  delivery | “Prevention and response programs delivered
and broad reach | systems,  webinars, | expands exposure, | through digital platforms, such as LMS,
and social media make | repetition, and | webinars, or social media campaigns, make it
preventive messages | visibility easier for students to access materials,
easier to access understand reporting channels, and become
more willing to speak up when cases occur.
Literacy increases, stigma can gradually be
reduced, and collective awareness is formed.”
(82)
Safe  campus | Students connect | Prevention is | “Continuous  socialization increases the
orientation online initiatives with | linked to feelings | understanding, awareness, and compliance of
a safer ~ campus | of security, | the academic community, thereby strengthening
environment vigilance, and
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institutional a safe campus culture with a prevention-oriented
concern perspective.” (S3)
Anti-violence Awareness efforts | Campus culture is | “The promotion and application of anti-violence
values and | promote inclusivity, | seen as a | values, inclusivity, gender equality, and
inclusion gender equality, | preventive domain, | collaboration in the implementation of the
respect, and | not merely a | Tridharma can prevent sexual violence because
collaboration reporting system they shape attitudes, norms, and a campus
environment that is respectful, safe, and just for
students.” (S4)
Training as | Online training | Students value | “Training on the prevention and handling of
reinforcement strengthens repeated and | sexual violence increases the knowledge and
preparedness and | applied learning | sensitivity of the academic community
practical response opportunities regarding the forms, impacts, and risks of sexual
violence, while also equipping them with skills
to prevent, respond to, and report cases
appropriately.” (S5)

Note. Participant quotes were translated from Indonesian into English for manuscript presentation.
Overall, the findings support a cautious but coherent interpretation of digital prevention education
in Indonesian higher education. The descriptive analysis showed consistently strong student
agreement with online prevention initiatives. The SmartPLS 4 model indicated significant positive
associations among Digital Prevention and Education Programs, Digital Socialization of Policies
and Programs, Online Prevention and Response Training, and Anti-Violence Campus Culture.
Online Prevention and Response Training also functioned as a significant partial mediator. The
qualitative findings clarified that these mechanisms were meaningful because they increased
literacy, widened access, sustained awareness, supported inclusivity, and helped students interpret
campus safety as a shared responsibility.

Taken together, the findings suggest that online preventive initiatives were perceived not merely
as administrative communication, but as institutional practices that may contribute to the formation
of a safer, more informed, and more explicit anti-violence campus environment. However, because
the data were perception-based and cross-sectional, the results should be interpreted as evidence
of perceived institutional and cultural significance rather than direct evidence of long-term

behavioral or cultural transformation.

Discussion, Conclusion and Implications
Discussion
The findings indicate that students perceived online socialization, training, and awareness

initiatives as meaningful components of sexual violence prevention and anti-violence campus
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culture in Indonesian higher education. The consistently high agreement scores suggest that digital
prevention education was not viewed merely as a peripheral administrative activity, but as part of
the institutional environment through which prevention messages, responsibilities, and
expectations are communicated. However, because the study relied on perception-based data, the
findings should be interpreted as evidence of students’ perceived institutional and cultural
significance of digital initiatives rather than direct evidence of behavioral transformation. This
interpretation supports multilevel prevention perspectives, which emphasize that prevention is
most effective when embedded in institutional systems, peer cultures, and sustained educational
practices rather than isolated compliance efforts (McMahon et al., 2023; Schipani-Mclaughlin et
al., 2024; Soenarto-Putri et al., 2024). It also aligns with scholarship that treats campus sexual
violence as a structural and cultural problem rather than merely a set of individual incidents
requiring disciplinary response (Ali, 2026; McCall et al., 2024; Podreka, 2024).

The first major finding concerns the role of Digital Prevention and Education Programs. The
descriptive results showed that annual digital TF-PVRHE program planning, learning management
system-based training, webinars, and digital public awareness campaigns received strong student
agreement. These findings suggest that students recognized planned and repeated digital programs
as visible signs of institutional commitment to prevention. Structurally, Digital Prevention and
Education Programs were positively associated with both Online Prevention and Response
Training and Anti-Violence Campus Culture, although the effect size was smaller than that of
Digital Socialization of Policies and Programs. This pattern indicates that digital prevention
programs are important as institutional infrastructure, but their cultural influence depends on
whether they are continuously communicated, pedagogically meaningful, and connected to
students’ everyday campus experience. In the Indonesian context, where discussion of sexuality
and disclosure of sexual violence may be constrained by stigma, hierarchy, and concern for
institutional reputation, digital prevention programs may provide a more accessible entry point for
building prevention literacy (Nursyifa et al., 2026; Setianingrum et al., 2026; Suardi, 2025;
Toyibah & Riyani, 2025).

The second and strongest finding concerns Digital Socialization of Policies and Programs. This
variable had the largest direct and total associations with Anti-Violence Campus Culture and
Online Prevention and Response Training. This suggests that students’ perceptions of policy

visibility, routine communication, and access to institutional information were closely linked to
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how they understood prevention training and campus culture. In other words, students did not
appear to perceive policy socialization merely as the transmission of rules. Rather, repeated digital
socialization helped make institutional commitments more visible, intelligible, and credible. This
finding is consistent with communication-centered perspectives on institutional legitimacy, which
suggest that organizations become trustworthy when their commitments are made visible,
repeated, and understandable to the communities they serve (Lai et al., 2024; Setianingrum et al.,
2026; Smith et al., 2024). It also resonates with studies showing that preventive systems often fail
not because policies are absent, but because they remain opaque, inaccessible, or disconnected
from students’ everyday awareness (D’Enbeau, 2025; Gretgrix & Farmer, 2026; Nursyifa et al.,
2026).

The centrality of digital socialization also clarifies the distinction between information transfer and
cultural assimilation. Information transfer occurs when universities distribute policies, procedures,
reporting channels, or campaign messages through digital media. This is necessary, but it is not
sufficient for cultural change. Cultural assimilation occurs when students begin to internalize
prevention messages as part of their awareness, peer norms, ethical responsibility, and everyday
conduct. The qualitative findings support this interpretation. Participants described digital
socialization as increasing literacy, reducing stigma, widening access to reporting information, and
gradually forming collective awareness. Thus, digital socialization may function as a bridge
between institutional policy and campus culture. It allows formal prevention commitments to
become more publicly legible and more likely to be interpreted by students as part of shared
campus responsibility.

The third major finding concerns Online Prevention and Response Training. The structural model
indicated that online training was positively associated with Anti-Violence Campus Culture and
partially mediated the relationships between digital prevention programs, digital socialization, and
campus culture. This suggests that training did not replace the role of institutional programs or
policy socialization, but strengthened their relationship with perceived anti-violence culture.
Training appears to function as a reinforcing mechanism because it translates general institutional
messages into more applied knowledge about prevention, response, reporting, and support. This
interpretation is consistent with prevention education research showing that sustained educational
interventions can improve students’ understanding of sexual violence, challenge harmful beliefs,

and support more informed responses to risk and harm (Lederer et al., 2023; Liddell et al., 2024;
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Sheffield et al., 2025). It also supports bystander intervention literature, which emphasizes that
students are more likely to respond when they can recognize risk, understand responsibility, and
perceive intervention as socially supported (Hetzel-Riggin et al., 2025; Hoxmeier et al., 2024;
McMahon, 2024).

Nevertheless, the relatively lower descriptive scores for digital archiving, digital documentation,
and online response training indicate that students perceived universities as more successful in
making prevention visible than in embedding it into durable learning and documentation systems.
This distinction is analytically important. Awareness is a necessary starting point, but it does not
automatically produce preparedness, reporting confidence, or behavioral change. Prior evaluations
of campus interventions similarly show that positive responses to awareness initiatives do not
necessarily translate into lasting attitudinal or behavioral transformation without repetition,
reinforcement, applied learning, and structural consistency (Clear et al., 2025; Coker et al., 2025;
Lederer et al., 2023). Therefore, the findings suggest that digital prevention education becomes
culturally stronger when online campaigns are supported by accessible archives, recurring training,
practical response simulations, transparent reporting pathways, and visible institutional follow-up.
The fourth major finding concerns Anti-Violence Campus Culture as the outcome construct. The
model accounted for a high proportion of variance in this construct, with R? = .867. Although this
indicates substantial explanatory capacity within the model, it should be interpreted cautiously.
The high R? may reflect the conceptual closeness of the constructs, the shared institutional focus
of the indicators, and the use of student perception data collected through the same survey
instrument. Therefore, the result should not be read as proof that digital prevention education has
already transformed campus culture in a behavioral or longitudinal sense. Rather, it indicates that
students’ perceptions of digital prevention programs, policy socialization, and online training were
strongly associated with their perceptions of anti-violence campus culture. This cautious
interpretation is important for avoiding over-inference from PLS-SEM results and for recognizing
the limits of cross-sectional perception-based evidence.

The qualitative findings further explain why students associated digital initiatives with anti-
violence campus culture. Participants linked online initiatives with literacy, accessibility, safety,
inclusivity, gender equality, collaboration, and practical readiness. These narratives suggest that
students understood prevention not only as reporting and punishment, but also as the formation of

respectful norms and shared responsibility. This supports relational and cultural approaches to
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campus safety, which argue that sexual violence is sustained by gendered norms, ambiguity around
consent, and cultures of silence that extend beyond formal policy language (Gonzélez Chia et al.,
2026; Jeffrey, 2024). It also aligns with educational theories of prevention that place knowledge,
critical reflection, and normative formation at the center of anti-violence work (Helminsyah et al.,
2025; Herlina et al., 2025; Makhaye & Dlamini, 2024; Vrankovich et al., 2025).

The findings also contribute to debates about digitalization in sexual violence prevention. Some
studies warn that digital environments can facilitate harm, including online harassment, image-
based abuse, deepfake exploitation, and hostile digital discourse (Champion et al., 2022; Crowley,
2026; Ji, 2025; Monteiro et al., 2024; Sarkar & Sinha-Roy, 2025). Other studies suggest that digital
tools can expand safety communication, improve access to resources, and strengthen prevention
when carefully designed (Anderson et al., 2024; Bulovec & Eman, 2025; Lee & Lee, 2025; Oh &
Ahn, 2025). The present study supports the latter position, but conditionally. Students interpreted
digital initiatives positively when these initiatives were part of an organized institutional strategy
rather than isolated technological add-ons. Thus, digitalization appears preventive only when it is
pedagogically intentional, institutionally credible, culturally responsive, and connected to
accessible systems of support.

Theoretical Implications

Theoretically, this study contributes to the literature by conceptualizing digital prevention
education as more than a communication channel. It positions digital prevention education as a
possible cultural infrastructure through which universities make prevention knowledge, policy
commitments, and anti-violence values visible to students. This extends existing prevention
scholarship by showing that digital initiatives may support not only awareness, but also the
perceived formation of anti-violence campus culture.

The study also contributes by distinguishing between information transfer and cultural
assimilation. Previous discussions of digital prevention often emphasize accessibility, reach, or
efficiency. The present findings suggest that these functions are important but incomplete. Digital
initiatives become culturally meaningful when students interpret them as relevant to campus
safety, peer norms, institutional seriousness, and shared responsibility. This distinction is
especially important in culturally sensitive contexts such as Indonesian higher education, where
sexuality, disclosure, and institutional accountability are shaped by social norms, hierarchy,

stigma, and public trust.
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Empirical Implications

Empirically, the study shows that Digital Socialization of Policies and Programs was the strongest
variable associated with both Online Prevention and Response Training and Anti-Violence
Campus Culture. This indicates that students’ perceptions of campus safety culture were especially
linked to whether institutional policies and prevention programs were communicated clearly,
repeatedly, and digitally. The mediation analysis further showed that Online Prevention and
Response Training partially mediated the relationships between digital prevention programs,
digital socialization, and anti-violence campus culture. This means that training strengthens the
connection between institutional communication and perceived campus culture by providing more
applied prevention and response knowledge.

The qualitative findings support and explain these statistical patterns. Students described digital
initiatives as increasing literacy, expanding access, reducing stigma, encouraging awareness,
supporting inclusivity, and clarifying response mechanisms. These narratives explain why digital
socialization had the strongest effect in the model: students valued prevention communication
when it was visible, accessible, repeated, and connected to practical understanding.

Practical Implications

Practically, the findings suggest that universities should not treat digital prevention initiatives as
one-time campaigns or administrative announcements. Digital prevention education should be
designed as a continuous institutional system that combines annual planning, LMS-based learning,
webinars, social media campaigns, accessible digital archives, online training, and clear reporting
information. In Indonesian higher education, TF-PVRHE-related digital programs should be
communicated repeatedly and in language that is accessible, culturally sensitive, and
understandable to students.

Universities should also strengthen the weaker dimensions identified in the study, particularly
digital archiving, documentation, and online response training. Digital archives should allow
students to access policies, reporting procedures, training materials, and support resources at any
time. Online training should include applied scenarios, reporting simulations, survivor-sensitive
communication, bystander response, and clear guidance on where students can seek help. In
addition, digital prevention materials should be audited for accessibility, linguistic clarity,
disability inclusion, gender sensitivity, and cultural responsiveness. Although the overall

agreement scores were high, prior literature indicates that campus safety systems are experienced
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unevenly across student groups, particularly among disabled students, racialized students,
international students, and sexual and gender minorities (Bestmann-Smith et al., 2026; Gewirtz-
Meydan et al., 2026; Linder et al., 2025; Turner, 2024). Therefore, universities should involve
diverse student groups in the co-design and evaluation of digital prevention education (Bower,

2026; Mason & Shankar, 2024; McSpadden, 2025; Rieger et al., 2025; Warrington et al., 2024).

Conclusion

This study indicates that digital prevention education is perceived by students as a meaningful
institutional pathway for strengthening anti-violence campus culture in Indonesian higher
education. Students generally viewed online socialization, training, and awareness initiatives as
credible and relevant mechanisms for sexual violence prevention. The strongest empirical pattern
was observed in Digital Socialization of Policies and Programs, which had the largest association
with Online Prevention and Response Training and Anti-Violence Campus Culture. Online
Prevention and Response Training also functioned as a partial mediator, suggesting that training
reinforces the relationship between institutional communication and perceived campus culture.

The study contributes to the literature by linking digital prevention education, student perceptions,
and anti-violence campus culture within the Indonesian higher education context. It also clarifies
that digital prevention should not be understood merely as information transfer, but as a potential
process of cultural assimilation through which prevention values become more visible and
meaningful in campus life. Nevertheless, the study has limitations. The findings are based on
perception data, the design is cross-sectional, and the high explanatory power of the model may
reflect conceptual proximity among constructs and common-source measurement. Future research
should examine behavioral outcomes, reporting confidence, trust in institutional mechanisms, and

long-term changes in campus climate across diverse institutions and student groups.
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