 Supplemental Figure 1

Plot of Competing Latent Class Models
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Note. Elbow plot of competing latent class models (1-class through 9-class) on different fit indices. Interpretation of plot seeks to identify the “elbow of point of diminishing returns” (Nyland-Gibson & Choi, 2018).


	Supplemental Table 1


	Characteristics of the Sample


	Characteristic 
Category
	n
	%

	Age
	
	

	18
	8,683
	6.5

	19
	18,967 
	14.3

	20
	18,299
	13.8

	21
	18,206
	13.7

	22
	13,568
	10.2

	23
	7,942
	6.0

	24
	6,980
	5.3

	25+
	39,863
	30.0

	Missing
	270
	0.2

	Student Affiliation
	
	

	Undergraduate
	81,782
	61.6

	Graduate or Professional
	50,947
	38.4

	Missing
	49
	<0.01

	Hispanic or Latino
	
	

	Yes
	10,405
	7.8

	No
	122,130
	92.0

	Missing
	243
	0.2

	Race
	
	

	White only
	93,688
	70.6

	Black only
	5,352
	4.0

	Asian only
	24,058
	18.1

	Other or multi-racial
	9,680
	7.3

	Gender Identity
	
	

	Woman
	76,963
	58.0

	Man
	53,795 
	40.5

	Transgender, genderqueer, non-conforming Questioning or not listed
	1,218
	0.9

	Missing
	802
	0.6

	Sexual Orientation
	
	

	Heterosexual
	116,825 
	88.0

	LGBTQ+
	13,969
	10.5

	Missing
	1,984 
	1.5

	Note. N = 132778. 






	Supplemental Table 2


	Mean, Standard Deviations, and Cronbach’s alpha of Items and Scales included in the Analysis


	Scale
	Item
	M
	SD

	Perceptions of Risk (a = .77)
	B1. How problematic is sexual assault or sexual misconduct at [University?]
	2.73
	1.04

	
	B2. How likely do you think it is that you will experience sexual assault or sexual misconduct on campus?
	1.79
	.94

	
	B3. How likely do you think it is that you will experience sexual assault or sexual misconduct during off-campus university sponsored events?
	1.85
	.93

	Knowledge of Campus Resources/Policies (a = .85)
	C2A. How knowledgeable are you about how sexual assault and sexual misconduct are defined at [University]?
	2.73
	1.10

	
	C2B. How knowledgeable are you about where you get help at [University] if you or a friend experienced sexual assault or sexual misconduct?
	2.95
	1.09

	
	C2C. How knowledgeable are you about where to make a report of sexual assault or sexual misconduct at [University]?
	2.72
	1.16

	
	C2D. How knowledgeable are you about what happens when a student reports an incident of sexual assault or sexual misconduct at [University]?
	2.15
	1.10

	Perceptions of Responses to Reporting (a = .80)
	I1. If someone were to report a sexual assault or sexual misconduct to an official at [University], how likely is it that students would support the person making the report?
	3.55
	.88

	
	I2. If someone were to report a sexual assault or sexual misconduct to an official at [University], how likely is it that the alleged offender(s) or their associates would retaliate against the person making the report?
	2.84
	.96

	
	I3. If someone were to report a sexual assault or sexual misconduct to an official at [University], how likely is it that campus officials would take the report seriously?
	3.69
	1.02

	
	I4. If someone were to report a sexual assault or sexual misconduct to an official at [University], how likely is it that campus officials would protect the safety of the person making the report?
	3.54
	1.05

	
	I5. If someone were to report a sexual assault or sexual misconduct to an official at [University], how likely is it that campus officials would conduct a fair investigation?
	3.36
	1.02

	
	I6. If someone were to report a sexual assault or sexual misconduct to an official at [University], how likely is it that campus officials would take action against the offender(s)?
	3.23
	1.06

	
	I7. If someone were to report a sexual assault or sexual misconduct to an official at [University], how likely is it that campus officials would take action to address factors that may have led to the sexual assault or sexual misconduct?
	3.09
	1.09

	Note. N = 132,778




	Supplemental Table 3


	Results of Preliminary Item Analysis


	
	Proportions for Each Level of Response

	Item
	Not at All (1)
	A little (2)
	Somewhat (3)
	Very (4)
	Extremely (5)

	B1
	0.13
	0.27
	0.38
	0.17
	0.05

	B2
	0.48
	0.32
	0.14
	0.04
	0.01

	B3
	0.44
	0.33
	0.17
	0.04
	0.01

	C2A
	0.15
	0.27
	0.34
	0.19
	0.05

	C2B
	0.10
	0.24
	0.35
	0.23
	0.08

	C2C
	0.18
	0.25
	0.32
	0.19
	0.07

	C2D
	0.36
	0.28
	0.25
	0.08
	0.03

	I1
	0.02
	0.09
	0.34
	0.44
	0.12

	I2
	0.08
	0.28
	0.42
	0.18
	0.14

	I3
	0.03
	0.10
	0.26
	0.38
	0.23

	I4
	0.04
	0.11
	0.30
	0.35
	0.19

	I5
	0.05
	0.12
	0.36
	0.34
	0.13

	I6
	0.06
	0.17
	0.37
	0.28
	0.12

	I7
	0.09
	0.19
	0.36
	0.26
	0.10

	Note. An item analysis was conducted prior to latent class analysis (LCA) in order to determine the proportion of responses to each scale point. It is recommended to reduce the number of scale points prior to conducting LCA when less than 10% of the sample utilizes the full range of scale points (Aflaki et al., 2022; Samuelson & Dayton, 2019).




	Supplemental Table 4


	Latent Class Prevalences and Item Response Probabilities of the Four-Class Model


	
	Class 1: Ambivalent-Neutral
	Class 2: Knowledgeable-Aware
	Class 3: Unaware-Trusting
	Class 4:
Fearful-Mistrustful

	Latent Class Prevalences
	0.305
	0.273
	0.251
	0.172

	Item Response Probabilities

	Perceptions of Risk
	
	
	
	

	B1
	
	
	
	

	Disagree
	0.300
	0.469
	0.608
	0.161

	Neutral
	0.464
	0.373
	0.327
	0.344

	Agree
	0.237
	0.158
	0.066
	0.495

	B2
	
	
	
	

	Disagree
	0.766
	0.854
	0.947
	0.558

	Neutral
	0.185
	0.111
	0.048
	0.036

	Agree
	0.049
	0.036
	0.006
	0.172

	B3
	
	
	
	

	Disagree
	0.735
	0.830
	0.904
	0.552

	Neutral
	0.212
	0.134
	0.085
	0.300

	Agree
	0.052
	0.036
	0.011
	0.148

	Knowledge of Resources
	
	
	
	

	C2A
	
	
	
	

	Disagree
	0.492
	0.108
	0.629
	0.477

	Neutral
	0.355
	0.388
	0.303
	0.291

	Agree
	0.153
	0.504
	0.068
	0.232

	C2B
	
	
	
	

	Disagree
	0.385
	0.008
	0.588
	0.414

	Neutral
	0.406
	0.304
	0.370
	0.303

	Agree
	0.209
	0.687
	0.042
	0.283

	C2C
	
	
	
	

	Disagree
	0.500
	0.022
	0.695
	0.543

	Neutral
	0.358
	0.361
	0.276
	0.251

	Agree
	0.143
	0.617
	0.030
	0.205

	C2D
	
	
	
	

	Disagree
	0.733
	0.257
	0.888
	0.696

	Neutral
	0.226
	0.448
	0.105
	0.188

	Agree
	0.041
	0.295
	0.008
	0.117

	Perceptions of Responses to Reporting
	
	
	
	

	I1
	
	
	
	

	Disagree
	0.096
	0.029
	0.048
	0.348

	Neutral
	0.491
	0.215
	0.246
	0.388

	Agree
	0.413
	0.756
	0.706
	0.264

	I3
	
	
	
	

	Disagree
	0.043
	0.007
	0.009
	0.633

	Neutral
	0.599
	0.053
	0.045
	0.305

	Agree
	0.359
	0.941
	0.946
	0.063

	I4
	
	
	
	

	Disagree
	0.079
	0.012
	0.014
	0.711

	Neutral
	0.670
	0.104
	0.117
	0.235

	Agree
	0.252
	0.884
	0.869
	0.055

	I5
	
	
	
	

	Disagree
	0.061
	0.051
	0.028
	0.798

	Neutral
	0.809
	0.163
	0.143
	0.187

	Agree
	0.130
	0.786
	0.829
	0.014

	I6
	
	
	
	

	Disagree
	0.201
	0.035
	0.019
	0.900

	Neutral
	0.726
	0.249
	0.255
	0.084

	Agree
	0.072
	0.716
	0.726
	0.016

	I7
	
	
	
	

	Disagree
	0.301
	0.088
	0.071
	0.846

	Neutral
	0.614
	0.272
	0.318
	0.126

	Agree
	0.085
	0.639
	0.611
	0.029

	Perceptions of Perpetrator Retaliation
	
	
	
	

	I2
	
	
	
	

	Disagree
	0.254
	0.455
	0.452
	0.222

	Neutral
	0.511
	0.387
	0.404
	0.326

	Agree
	0.235
	0.158
	0.144
	0.452

	Note. Bolded values indicate largest categorical response probabilities to assist with qualitative interpretation of response patterns within latent classes.






	Supplemental Table 5

	Parameter Estimates and Odds Ratios for Effect of Victimization Status on Latent Class Membership


	
	Class 1: Ambivalent-Neutral
	Class 2: Knowledgeable-Aware
	Class 3: Unaware-Trusting
	Class 4:
Fearful-Mistrustful

	Beta
	-
	-0.385
	-1.273
	0.730

	(SE)
	
	0.010
	0.033
	0.024

	 OR
	-
	0.681
	0.280
	2.075

	[95% CI]
	
	[.667, .695]
	[.262, .298]
	[1.982, 2.175]

	Note. Results of multinomial latent class regression analysis with Class 1 as the reference group. 




	Supplemental Table 6


	Parameter Estimates and Odds Ratios for Effect of Gender Identity on Latent Class Membership


	
	Class 1: Ambivalent-Neutral
	Class 2: Knowledgeable-Aware
	Class 3: Unaware-Trusting
	Class 4:
Fearful-Mistrustful

	Men vs. Women
	
	
	
	

	Beta
	-
	-0.686
	-0.693
	0.347

	(SE)
	
	0.018
	0.018
	0.022

	 OR
	-
	0.501
	0.500
	1.415

	[95% CI]
	
	[0.49, 0.52]
	[0.48, 0.52]
	[1.35, 1.477]

	Men vs. TGNQ
	
	
	
	

	Beta
	-
	-0.852
	-1.77
	1.22

	(SE)
	
	0.097
	0.142
	0.078

	OR
	-
	0.427
	0.17
	3.387

	[95% CI]
	
	[0.35, 0.52]
	[0.13, 0.22]
	[2.91, 3.95]

	Women vs. TGNQ
	
	
	
	

	Beta
	-
	-0.167
	-1.083
	0.877

	(SE)
	
	0.097
	0.141
	0.076

	OR
	-
	0.846
	0.338
	2.40

	[95% CI]
	
	[0.70, 1.02]
	[0.26, 0.45]
	[2.07, 2.79]

	Note. Results of multinomial latent class regression analysis with Class 1 as the reference group.
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	Supplemental Table 7


	Latent Class Prevalences by Gender


	
	Class 1: 
Ambivalent-Neutral
	Class 2: Knowledgeable-Aware
	Class 3: 
Unaware-Trusting
	Class 4:
Fearful-Mistrustful

	Men
	0.33153
	0.26528
	0.28747
	0.11572

	Women
	0.33225
	0.21092
	0.26894
	0.18789

	TGNQ
	0.30460
	0.23153
	0.22906
	0.23481

	Note. Number of observations for each gender. Men = 53,795; Women = 76,963; TGNQ = 1,218 




	Supplemental Table 8


	Invariant versus Equivalent Models across Gender


	Model
	Parameters
	Log-likelihood
	AIC
	BIC
	Entropy
	BLRT p-value
	Chi-Square Difference
	Chi-Square
p-value

	Constrained
	341
	-1630229.33
	3261140.66
	3264479.19
	0.85
	
	
	

	Unconstrained
	347
	-1629739.93
	3260173.87
	3263571.14
	0.84
	
	
	

	Difference
	
	
	
	
	
	< 0.05
	470.47
	< 0.05

	Note. Fit indices for constrained vs. unconstrained models to test for measurement invariance.
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