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The research investigated the impact of sexual harassment on withdrawal behaviors and 

attitudes toward harassment by examining the gender composition of the harassment dyad and 

the organizational status of the perpetrator in relation to the victim. Archival data from the Inter-

University Consortium for Political and Social Research at the University of Michigan was used 

to obtain surveys in which participants rated their attitudes and experiences related to sexual 

harassment. Only individuals who reported experiencing sexual harassment within the 24 months 

prior to data collection are included in the current research. A MANOVA was conducted to 

determine if withdrawal behaviors and attitudes of victims varied by the gender dyad and/or the 

organizational status of the perpetrator. Results indicated that individuals harassed by people 

with higher organizational status displayed more withdrawal behaviors in the form of decreased 

productivity and increased use of sick, annual, and unpaid leave. Individuals harassed by a 

member of the same gender also used more unpaid leave. Interestingly, individuals harassed by 

members of the opposite gender, tended to disagree more strongly with the attitude index 

measuring cautious awareness of sexual harassment. 
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INTRODUCTION 

Research has examined sexual harassment in terms of its prevalence, prevention, effects 

on victims, and the type of organizations involved. Extensive press coverage of legal cases (e.g. 

female cadets in military institutions) and movies (e.g., North Country highlighting the struggles 

of the first women to win a major case) are evidence of general interest by the public. Yet gaps in 

the research remain. The proposed research will address possible outcomes for victims, including 

possible differences in effects related to victims’ attitudes toward harassment and their 

withdrawal behaviors based on gender and organizational status of the harasser. 

 In a review of the literature, Gutek (2001) highlighted 20 years of research. MacKinnon 

(1979) provided the first argument that sexual harassment is a form of sex discrimination. A 

legal definition followed shortly thereafter. Fitzgerald (1990) provided the description of sexual 

harassment most often used by researchers:  

the sexualization of an instrumental relationship through the introduction or imposition of 
sexist or sexual remarks, requests, or requirements, in the context of a formal power 
differential. Harassment can also occur where no such formal power differential exists, if 
the behavior is unwanted by, or offensive to, the women (p. 38). 
 

This definition is in accord with Title IX of the 1972 Educational Amendments and Title VII of 

the 1964 Civil Rights Act which provide the legal foundation for sexual harassment cases by 

establishing sex discrimination and sexual harassment as illegal acts (Woody & Perry, 1993). 

The Equal Employment Opportunities Commission Guidelines (1980), do not have any 

assumption about gender.  

Gutek (2001) described the major types of sexual harassment. Quid pro quo is when a 

sexual favor is requested in exchange for maintaining a current position or some other 

organizational benefit. A hostile environment is created when working conditions exist that are 

offensive to one or more employees. The variety of offensive behaviors include distasteful 
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comments, jokes, or gestures that cause others to feel significantly embarrassed or uneasy. 

Hostile environment harassment is more ambiguous and prevalent than quid pro quo and, as 

such, it has been the cause of much study and debate. Because comments and behaviors affect 

individuals differently, a “reasonable person” standard was established. Behavior is deemed 

offensive if it would offend any reasonable individual. The proposed research addresses both 

types.  

An important methodological issue is who defines sexual harassment. This includes 

whether the investigator provides a definition, whether the term is used, whether participants 

respond to a specific set of behaviors, or whether participants provide responses from their own 

perspective. Although each method has its own problems, each has a strength. In the proposed 

study, participants responded using their own definition. That is, respondents reported whether 

they had been harassed and what offensive behaviors they had experienced. While Ilies, 

Hauserman, Schwochau, and Stibal (2003) note that method affects incidence rates, they also 

note that this type of perceptual measure may be most important when examining the effects of 

harassment on the victims.  Because this study will identify impact of experiencing harassment, 

it is reasonable to presume that if an individual feels harassed, he or she could experience 

consequences of that occurrence, regardless of whether it meets the legal standard. Additionally, 

because most sexual harassment does not result in the filing of a formal complaint, self reported 

incidents may provide a reasonably accurate sample of individuals who have been harassed.  

 It is widely established that the majority of those harassed are women (Gutek, 2001; 

Jackson & Newman, 2004; Saperstein, Triolo, & Heinzen, 1995; U.S. Merit Systems Protection 

Board, 1981; 1995).  However, as more women move into positions of power, the number of 

men reporting harassment may increase as well. In an often cited study, Fitzgerald (1993) 
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estimated that approximately half of all working women experience some form of behavior that 

could be considered harassment. A meta-analysis by Ilies et al. (2003) reported that while 24% 

of women reported harassment at work, 58% reported experiencing behaviors that were 

potentially harassing. These findings were supported by the U.S. Merit Systems Protection Board 

(USMSPB, 1995) which showed that although 87% of supervisors and 77% of non-supervisor 

federal employees attended sexual harassment training, the incidence for women remained 

steady at 42% in 1987, and 44% in 1994. Although the incidence for men is considerably lower 

than that of women, the USMSPB found that it, too, was relatively consistent across the two 

surveys, with rates of 14% in 1987 and 19% in 1994. In addition, Stockdale and Hope (1997) 

note that women are 3 to 9 times more likely than men to report each of the varying forms of 

sexual harassment. 

 With such pervasiveness, it is important to look for commonalities among victims in 

order to determine conditions that may increase risk. Mueller, Coster, and Estes (2001) found 

that women with greater tenure, as well as those who are single are more likely than others to 

report experiencing sexual harassment. In addition, women working in a predominately male 

environment also face an increased risk, with male supervisors contributing to a 5% increase in 

the likelihood of receiving unwanted sexual attention (Antecol, Cobb-Clark, 2003; Jackson & 

Newman, 2004). Women in non-traditional jobs tend to experience more harassment than 

women in more traditional positions (O’Connell & Korabik, 2000). For example, women who 

work in blue-collar positions file more harassment complaints than women in professional or 

white-collar positions (Terpstra & Cook, 1985). However, among women in professional 

positions, those who are college educated are more likely to experience harassment (USMSPB, 

1995). One potential explanation is that highly educated women readily recognize the behaviors, 



     

 4

classify them as harassing, and believe they are not necessary. Moreover, they may believe they 

could find other jobs. Finally, women under the age of 35 experience more harassment than 

those who are older (USMSPB, 1995). Thus single young women, working in a predominantly 

male environment are at an increased risk, as are those in blue collar or college educated 

professional position. Perhaps these factors make women appear to be a more available target. In 

addition, it is possible that working in a male dominated group increases the opportunities for 

harassment to occur, and may subject women to the effects of a “good old boys club.” 

Increasingly men experience harassment in the workplace (USMSPB, 1995), as many as 

one in four (Cochran, Frazier, & Olson, 1997). However, there is little understanding of the 

different types of harassment men experience (including same sex harassment) and the effects of 

harassment on men. As understanding is increased, men will begin to classify unwanted sexual 

behaviors as harassment, and the incidence will likely increase (Gerrity, 2000). Therefore, it is 

important to examine factors affecting the likelihood of men experiencing harassment. Gerrity 

found men responsible for 58.5% of harassing behaviors, and women responsible for 41.5%. 

Unlike women, neither marital status nor tenure influences the likelihood of men experiencing 

harassment (Mueller et al., 2001). This study will increase understanding of the differences and 

similarities among male and female victims. 

 

Previous Findings 

 Substantial research in the last few decades addressing the prevalence, responses, 

outcomes, and effects of training on sexual harassment have increased understanding. 

Researchers have worked to develop theories and models that accurately describe its process and 

effects. Several of the commonly proposed explanations of harassment were summarized in 
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Jackson and Newman’s (2004) review of the theoretical literature. From the socio-demographic 

perspective, the likelihood of being harassed is explained by demographic variables such as age, 

gender, and marital status, with the most likely targets on the lower end of the status and power 

hierarchy. Because women have historically been in positions of lower power than men, they are 

more vulnerable to harassing behaviors (Tangri & Hayes, 1997; USMSPB, 1995). This assertion 

is supported by Newman, Jackson, and Baker’s (2003) findings that gender is the best predictor 

of harassment. This approach also offers an explanation for the higher rate of harassment 

experienced by single women. Gutek (1985) proposed that unmarried or widowed women are 

harassed at a higher rate than married women because they may be perceived as not being under 

the protection of a man. Another demographic variable considered is the age of the victim, with 

younger workers disproportionately experiencing harassment (USMSPB, 1995). This study will 

include an examination of gender to see if previous socio-demographic findings are replicated. 

Jackson and Newman’s (2004) review also described the social contact explanation. First 

developed by Kanter (1977), harassment is explained as an effect of frequent workplace 

interaction with men. Findings such as women being more likely to experience unwanted sexual 

attention in predominately male work environments (Kanter, 1977) provide some support for this 

theory. Similarly, sex-role-spillover theory suggests that harassment can be explained as a carry 

over of gender roles into the workplace (Gutek, 1985). This perspective suggests that men who 

harass, interact with women in the work place in a manner similar to that they use for all women, 

rather than as coworkers. Fiske (1993) suggests that men in the workplace become aware of 

women’s appearance and friendliness, while women’s awareness is of the power the man has 

over her. As a result, the man may demonstrate sexual behavior as an expression of his 

attraction, while the women views this as harassing behavior. Rotundo, Nguyen, and Sackett 
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(2001) agree, stating that the employment implications are much more apparent when the 

harasser is in a position of power, and the threat is much more ambiguous when originated by a 

peer or less powerful coworker. 

 

Consequences 

 Sexual harassment has far reaching effects. The costs are associated with direct and 

indirect effects on the individual and organization. Feelings of guilt, anger, fear, and discomfort 

are common responses to being harassed (Thacker & Gohmann, 1996). Gerrity (2000) found that 

90% of harassment victims experience some form of emotional distress, and these feelings can 

lead to problems for the organization in the form of withdrawal behaviors such as decreased 

productivity, increased absenteeism, and the loss of employees who choose to leave the 

organization. Pryor (1995) found a decrease in productivity, adding that 60% of those harassed 

had negative attitudes toward their organization. Prior (1995) showed that 58% of victims 

reported some emotional distress and 8% had family problems. Gutek (1985) found that 

experiencing sexual harassment was associated with a decrease in job satisfaction. Yet according 

to Donovan et al., (1998) organizational effects may be attenuated in some studies.  

Individual’s attitudes about sexual harassment and their subsequent behavior may be 

affected by previous harassment. Perry, Kulik, and Schmidtke (1997) found that the experience 

of harassment may not make an individual more likely to formally label it as such. However, this 

does not imply the behavior is viewed as less harassing. In fact, Wayne (2000) found that 

previous sexual harassment resulted in a high correlation between harassing scenarios and the 

unwelcomeness of the behavior. This correlation was higher than that among women who were 

not previously harassed. The present research was designed to examine these attitudinal effects 
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in more detail and determine if differences exist based on the organizational status of the 

harasser.  

 In a study of the annual costs of sexual harassment in the United States Army, Faley, 

Knapp, Kustis, and Dubois (1999) calculated a conservative estimate of over $250 million, with 

a large portion going toward the costs associated with the victim of harassment leaving their 

position. Estimated costs for 22 Federal agencies between the years of 1992 and 1994 were $327 

million. Because of the “bottom line” impact on the financial performance, organizations have a 

vested interest in learning more about, and working to prevent sexual harassment.   

However, Donovan, Drasgow, and Munson (1998) stated that organizations can impact 

victim responses. They found that responses to sexual harassment can be explained by the 

individual’s views on fairness in the organization. Specifically, in organizations in which victims 

feel that they are treated fairly, they believed their organization to be intolerant of harassment, 

reported more satisfaction, and engaged in fewer withdrawal behaviors than those who felt they 

were treated unfairly by their organization. 

Numerous researchers have attempted to classify victim responses to experiencing sexual 

harassment, but few studies go beyond the simple categorization of coping behavior (Cortina & 

Watsi, 2005). In a widely cited study, Knapp, Faley, Ekeberg, & DuBois (1997) developed a two 

by two typology of coping responses based on both the focus of the coping response (self or 

initiator) and the mode of coping (supported or non supported). This typology resulted in the 

following categories of coping responses: avoidance/denial (self focused, nonsupported), social 

coping (self focused, supported), confrontation/negotiation (initiator focused, non-supported), 

and advocacy seeking (initiator focused, supported). Avoidance/denial which includes behaviors 

such as avoiding the harasser and changing the job situation is the most commonly used coping 
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response by victims, but has also been found to be the least effective. Schneider, Swan, and 

Fitzgerald (1997) found that about three fourths of women reported using this response. Knapp et 

al.’s (1997) social coping approach is another commonly used, but typically ineffective response 

in which the victim seeks support from others. Confrontation/negotiation is an approach 

involving the direct confrontation of the harasser, and while it tends to be fairly effective at 

ending the harassment, it is not often used. Finally, Knapp et al. identify advocacy seeking 

another coping response that is generally effective at ending harassment, but is rarely used. 

Perhaps because of the risk involved, victims are hesitant to use this approach which includes 

actions such as speaking to a supervisor and seeking organizational support. Watsi and Cortina 

(2002) found these response types to occur across three different cultures and two different job 

classes, suggesting that they are fairly universal responses to coping with sexual harassment. In a 

study of military personnel, Malamutt and Offermann (2001) applied this typology to harassment 

victims coping responses and found that factors such as type of harassment, organizational 

tolerance, and frequency of harassment affect which coping response is used by a victim. In 

cases where the victim perceived the organization (military) to be tolerant of sexual harassment, 

they were more likely to use an avoidance/denial or social coping approach. As the frequency of 

harassment increased the likelihood of the victim using social coping also increased (Watsi & 

Cortina, 2002; Malamutt & Offerman, 2001). Also, as the power differential between the victim 

and harasser increased, the likelihood of using confrontation decreased, while the use of social 

coping increased (Malamutt & Offermann, 2001). Victims experiencing requests for sexual 

cooperation however, used confrontation as a coping response more often than other harassment 

victims. Cortina and Watsi (2005) suggest that women may try different coping responses as 
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their experience with sexual harassment continues in order to find an effective way to deal with 

the harassment.  

 

Supervisor, Coworker, and Subordinate Harassment 

 Logically, sexual harassment may be committed by supervisors, peers, and subordinates. 

The USMSPB (1995) found that a clear majority of inappropriate or harassing behavior came 

from coworkers rather than higher status employees or subordinates. In contrast, Gutek’s (2001) 

review found that nearly half of all harassment was done by supervisors. Harassing supervisors 

were likely to be of the opposite sex (USMSPB, 1995). Harassment by supervisors may have a 

different impact than harassment by coworkers, but little research has addressed this issue.  

 Supervisors have some degree of legitimate power over the victim (Thacker, 1996). 

Because of this power difference, the victim is in a position of dependence for important work 

related issues such as performance reviews, work assignments, and pay raises. In addition, 

supervisors are in a position to demote or fire potential victims if they refuse or report offensive 

behavior. This control of key aspects of an individual’s career may make supervisor harassment 

more difficult to cope with than coworker harassment. Any response must be balanced with the 

potential cost to the victim. Coworkers do not have the same foundation of power. However, 

Thacker (1996) notes that coworkers may possess other types of individual power, such as “the 

opportunity to access and manipulate important, critical information” (p. 1107), as well as power 

derived from their expertise, experience, and personality. As a result, coworkers are able to place 

considerable pressure on their follow employees to tolerate or comply with their requests. While 

it stands to reason, that subordinates may have some aspects of personal power, they possess 

lower status and lower levels of organizational power than supervisors. When subordinates 
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harass their supervisors, they are victimizing the individual who possesses organizational power 

over them and controls issues directly related to their work performance and evaluations. Thus, 

harassment by supervisors and coworkers has more elements of power associated with them than 

harassment by subordinates.  

 Katz, Hannon, and Whitten (1996) and Hendrix, Rueb, and Steel (1998) found that 

participants rated the same behavior as harassment more often when it was done by a supervisor. 

This may provide indirect evidence that a supervisor’s behavior may have a stronger impact on 

the victim. Bourgeois and Perkins (2003) found that students harassed by higher status 

individuals (regardless of academic or workplace setting) rated themselves as more upset than 

those harassed by equal or lower status individuals. When controlling for status and power, the 

effect only remained when considering power. This suggests it is the control over important 

work-related outcomes and ability to use sanctions rather than other “status symbols” that lead to 

a greater impact on the victim (O’Connell & Korabik, 2000). These findings held for both men 

and women respondents. Gutek (1985) reported similar results, in that women harassed by more 

powerful individuals experienced more negative effects than when harassed by male peers or 

subordinates. O’Connell and Korabik (2000) found that those who experienced harassment from 

higher status men reported more effects than when harassment was by someone of lower status. 

Those harassed by lower status employees did not show effects on mood, stress, or intent to quit, 

and those harassed by peers fell in the middle. In a study of Hispanic women Cortina (2004) 

found harassment severity and perpetrator power were highly correlated, and both were related to 

the victim seeking support from family, friends, and the organization.  

Clearly, previous research suggests the hypothesis that harassment by supervisors will 

have a stronger impact than if done by others in the organization. However, Hendrix noted that 
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much of the research examining sexual harassment and the power differentials used students 

rather than individuals in the workplace, and Bourgeois and Perkins (2003) and O’Connell and 

Korabik (2000) called for research with actual workplace victims outside of the academic setting. 

Thus Hypothesis 1 is: Individuals who receive unwanted sexual attention from their supervisors 

will demonstrate more withdrawal behaviors and a stronger emotional reaction in the form of an 

increased sensitivity to harassing behaviors than those who experience unwanted sexual attention 

from their coworkers or subordinates. Additionally, individuals harassed by coworkers, will 

show more withdrawal behaviors and stronger emotional reactions than those harassed by 

subordinates. 

 

Gender of Harasser 

In addition to examining the impact harasser position has on victims, the proposed 

research will examine the potential effect of sex on the harasser/victim dyad. While sexual 

harassment is traditionally thought of as women harassed by men, both genders can be 

perpetrators and victims. Waldo, Berdahl, and Fitzgerald (1998) found that men tend to be 

sexually harassed by other men, at least as often as they are harassed by women, and perceive 

same sex harassment as more upsetting than harassment by the opposite sex. Additionally, 

Stockdale, Visio, and Batra (1999) found that among victims, 53% of men were harassed by 

other men, where as only 2% of women reported same sex harassment.  

Both genders perceive some behaviors as harassing. Berdahl, Magley, & Waldo (1996) 

found that in addition to sexual coercion and unwanted sexual attention, men also identify 

comments related to traditional gender roles to be harassing (e.g. not being “man” enough). 
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Konik and Cortina (2006) noted that women experience a similar type of harassment when they 

are viewed as acting too aggressive or dominate (outside of their traditional roles).       

Although the harassment dyad has been examined, limited research has specifically 

examined whether having same sex or opposite sex harassment dyads affects the outcomes of 

experiencing harassment. Therefore proposed study will examine the dyad composition and test 

its effect on organizational withdrawal behaviors and sensitivity. Thus, Hypothesis 2 is: 

Individuals harassed by perpetrators of the same sex will display more withdrawal behaviors and 

a higher sensitivity than those harassed by perpetrators of the opposite sex.   

Finally, an exploratory analysis will be conducted to examine the severity of different 

types of sexual harassment. Because harassment can take many forms, ranging from 

inappropriate jokes or comments to sexual assault, it is important to examine the differing impact 

of the various types of sexual harassment on the individual and the organization. Logically one 

would expect behaviors such as sexual assault and stalking behaviors to have a greater impact on 

the individual and organization than harassing comments, letters, or gestures. However, “less 

severe” forms of sexual harassment occur more frequently than sexual assault and stalking, and it 

is possible that the cumulative effects of experiencing “less severe” harassment may result in a 

greater impact to the individual. In order to identify the potentially differing effects of 

experiencing “more severe” or “less severe” harassment, the impact of the different types of 

harassment on organizational withdrawal behaviors and sensitivity to sexual harassment will be 

examined. It is expected that individuals who receive harassment that is more physically 

intrusive will have a greater amount of work withdrawal and a higher sensitivity to sexuality and 

harassment in the workplace. 
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METHODS 

Sample 

 The Sexual Harassment in the Federal Workplace data set was collected by the U.S. 

Merit Systems Protection Board (MSPB) for the current study. The study used a stratified 

random sample of civilian employees working within the executive branch of the United States 

Federal Government and under the jurisdiction of the MSPB. The sample was stratified based on 

sex, minority status, salary, and agency. However, no data were collected on the ethnic 

composition of the sample.   

To participate in this study, federal executive branch employees answered “yes” to an 

item asking if they had ever personally been the victim of sexual harassment on the job in the 

federal government or if they answered questions regarding the effects of harassment they 

experienced. Thus, all participants had experienced sexual harassment. 

 

Procedures 

This study used archival data from the Inter-University Consortium for Political and 

Social Research at the University of Michigan (http://webapp.icpsr.umich.edu/cocoon/ ICPSR-

STUDY/06893.xml. This data set was found after searching websites that store data for public 

use. Upon locating the data, the original survey was examined for relevance to the study of 

organizations and was found to contain information related to the impact of sexual harassment on 

organizations in regards to decreases in productivity. In addition, a literature search was 

conducted in an attempt to identify previous research using the same data set. The reference 

sections of articles using the same data were also searched to ensure that no other research from 

this data set and studying the same variables could be located.  

http://webapp.icpsr.umich.edu/cocoon/ ICPSR-STUDY/06893.xml
http://webapp.icpsr.umich.edu/cocoon/ ICPSR-STUDY/06893.xml
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The Sexual Harassment in the Federal Workplace data set was found to contain a 

sufficient sample size and relevant information for analyzing research questions regarding sexual 

harassment and its relationship to the attitudes and, workplace withdrawal behaviors. The survey 

was sent to the homes of 13,000 potential respondents from 22 federal agencies. The response 

rate was approximately 66% yielding 8,523 completed and returned surveys. From these surveys 

2349 indicated that the respondent had experienced sexual harassment within the last 24 months.  

Although data were collected in 1978-1980, 1987, and 1994, only the latter sample was 

used to obtain the most recent perspective. In addition, these data were chosen to allow for the 

greatest representation of harassment reported by both males and females. This criterion was 

important to address possible differences in response to sexual harassment based on gender and 

to allow a test of the moderating effects of gender composition of the dyad. 

To construct the survey, the MSPB’s Office of Merit Systems Review and Studies 

reviewed the sexual harassment literature, consulted with researchers, federal officials, 

community workers, and union representatives regarding the content. They also reviewed 

applicable laws, programs, and testimonies (USMSPB, 1995). The research team then pre-tested 

the initial survey with over 300 employees and revised the instrument. The survey was prepared 

using the Office of Personnel Management’s definition for sexual harassment: the “deliberate or 

repeated unsolicited verbal comments, gestures, or physical contact of a sexual nature that is 

considered to be unwelcome by the recipient” (USMSPB, 1995).  

 

Measures 

The 1994 survey data consisted of 72 items. Sexual harassment was defined by the 

participants. The measures address incidence, reactions to statements regarding the occurrence of 
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sexual harassment in the workplace, attitudes toward sexual harassment, reporting behaviors, and 

responses to harassment. In addition, demographic data including gender, pay grade, and 

education were collected. Sample survey questions are included in Appendix A. 

The survey included questions asking participants about the frequency of their personal 

experience with uninvited sexual attention. These 8 items had response options of never, once, 

once a month or less, 2-4 times a month, and once a week or more. Participants reported how 

often they had experienced unwanted touching, pinching, etc., sexual looks or gestures, pressure 

for dates, stalking, teasing and joking, calls or letters, pressure for sexual favors, and actual or 

attempted rape or assault within the last 24 months. Participants who experienced more than one 

of these incidents within that period were then asked to pick the experience that had the greatest 

effect on them or was most recent, and identify what type of harassment it was.  

The participants then answered a set of specific questions about their experiences with 

the most impactful or recent incident. These included questions pertaining to the organizational 

status and sex of the harasser. For organizational status, participants selected either immediate or 

higher level supervisor, coworker, subordinate, other, or unknown in response to a question 

asking “who sexually bothered you?” For the purposes of the current research, higher level and 

immediate supervisor responses were combined into one “supervisor” category. Sex of the 

perpetrator(s) was measured by a single question inquiring if the victim was harassed by a male, 

a female, two or more males, two or more females, both males and females, or if the sex of the 

perpetrator(s) was unknown because the unwanted attention was anonymous. The data from 

these questions were used with participant gender to construct the sexual harassment dyad and 

determine if the victim and perpetrator were of the same or mixed sex.  
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The dependent variables for the study were withdrawal behaviors and attitudes toward 

relationships in the workplace. Withdrawal behaviors directly affect the organization because 

they involve a decrease in employee productivity. Withdrawal behaviors included were based on 

four self perceptions. The first item addressed the amount of sick leave used as a result of 

unwanted sexual attention (none, 8 hours or less, 9-16 hours, 17-40 hours, 41-80 hours, more 

than 80 hours). The same response options were used for questions measuring annual leave, and 

leave without pay resulting from unwanted sexual attention. The fourth question directly 

addressed productivity, asking whether participants’ normal productivity rate was affected by 

unwanted sexual attention. Response options for this question were not reduced, slightly reduced 

(10% or less), noticeably reduced (11-25%), markedly reduced (26-50%), dramatically reduced 

(more than 50%), and don’t know. These four items were used as an independent measure of 

withdrawal behaviors. However, respondents who chose the “don’t know” response were 

excluded as uninformative.      

Fifteen questions comprised the Attitudes and Beliefs about Relationships in the 

Workplace section of the questionnaire. These items were conceptualized as sensitivity or 

attitude toward sexual harassment. Items in the sensitivity scale included those measuring views 

toward romantic relationships and provocative dress in the workplace, fear of being accused of 

harassment, and what behaviors constitute sexual harassment. Responses were based on a Likert 

like scale. A list of these questions can be seen in Appendix A. The sensitivity items were used 

to measure of attitudes in the analysis. Again participants who chose the “don’t know” response 

were excluded from further analysis.   
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Proposed Analysis 

 All data were analyzed using SPSS. Descriptive statistics were analyzed first in order to 

gain a clearer understanding of the composition of the sample. Variables such as age, gender, 

marital status, pay grade, education, and government agency that employs the victim were 

included.  

 After the descriptive statistics were completed, the gender dyad variable was constructed 

by comparing the reported gender of the harasser and victim. Victims who reported that the 

harasser or harassing group is primarily composed of a gender that was opposite of their own 

were put in the heterogeneous dyad category and given a value of 1. Those who reported that the 

harasser or harassing group is primarily of the same gender as the victim were put in the 

homogeneous group and given a value of 2. Those who reported that they were harassed by an 

equal mix of males and females, along with those who were harassed by an unknown perpetrator 

will be combined into an “other” category and excluded from further analysis.  

 Next the organizational status of the harasser, in relation to the victim was compiled into 

three groups (supervisor, peer, and direct report) for analysis. Individuals who reported that they 

were harassed by a person more than one status level above them were included in the supervisor 

category with those that were harassed by their direct supervisor and assigned a value of 1. 

Those who indicated that they were harassed by their peers were assigned a value of 2. Finally 

individuals that were harassed by a subordinate were assigned a value of 3, while those how did 

not know the status level of their harasser were excluded from the sample. Both the gender dyad 

and harasser status were used as independent variables in a MANOVA to examine differences in 

the dependent variables of withdrawal behaviors and attitudes. 
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 To complete the exploratory analysis of severity, a factor analysis was conducted on the 

eight types of harassment to identify related items. The results of the factor analysis were then 

used to create two severity groups and an ANOVA was run with severity as the independent 

variable, and productivity, leave used, and the three attitude indices of sexuality at work, 

sensitivity to harassment, and cautious awareness of sexual harassment as dependent variables. 
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RESULTS 

 Of the 8523 participants who completed the survey, 2349 or 27.6% indicated that they 

were harassed within the 24 months before receiving the survey. Approximately 62% had at least 

some college education while 99.2% had at least a high school degree or equivalent. Participants 

were asked to indicate their age range, choosing responses from 16-19 to 55 or older. While 78 

individuals did not report their age, 37.6% (855) of those responding fell within the age range of 

35-44. This was the mode, followed by the 25-34 range which had 593 (26.1%) of the 

participants. These two age ranges, coupled with the 35-44 year old group (581, 25.6%) 

comprise over 89% of the sample. General Schedule was the most common wage category with 

1928 (82.9%) of those who responded. The most frequent government pay grade range endorsed 

across wage categories was 5-10, with 1105 (47.9%) of those responding falling within this 

category. Approximately 74% of the participants in the sample were women, and all participants 

were relatively evenly distributed across the 23 agencies participating in the survey (3-5.5% of 

sample per agency) as shown in Table 1.  

Table 1   

Employing Agency as Indicated by Harassment Victim 

Federal Agency N 
Agriculture 98 
Commerce 89 
Air Force 107 
Army 111 
Navy 88 
Other Department of Defense 118 
Education 85 
Energy 131 
Environmental Protection Agency 84 
General Services Administration 102 
Health and Human Services 69 
Housing and Urban Development 84 
 (table continues)
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Table 1 (continued).  
Federal Agency N 

Interior 116 
Justice 121 
Labor 88 
National Aeronautics and Space Administration 103 
Office of Personnel Management 74 
Small Business Administration 93 
State 69 
Transportation 111 
Treasury 114 
Veterans Affairs 114 
Other 127 

 

Before conducting the analysis missing data were examined, beginning with the 

independent variables of harasser status and gender dyad. Two hundred ten (8.9%) individuals 

who indicated that they had been harassed in the last 24 months did not indicate the status of the 

individual who harassed them. Also, 264 individuals (11%) did not indicate either their own 

gender or the gender of the person who harassed them. For these participants it was impossible to 

construct the gender dyad. Because imputing these data could lead to false results, these 

participants were dropped from analyses in which the gender dyad was used.  

 Missing data for the individual survey questions measuring attitudes toward sexual 

harassment comprised 1.5% or less of the sample for each question. However, items measuring 

withdrawal behaviors had a good deal of missing data. The items measuring the amount of sick 

and annual leave used both had a missing data rate of 13% or 278 cases. Additionally, unpaid 

leave had 14% (290) missing data and productivity decline had approximately 11% (229) 

missing data. For the purposes of the current analysis, these data were excluded from further 

examination.  

 In addition to excluding cases due to missing data, 120 individuals indicated that they 

were harassed by equal numbers of males and females, and were excluded from further analysis 
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because a dyad of harasser/victim gender could not be created. Additionally, 26 individuals who 

were harassed within the previous 24 months were not included because they were unsure of the 

gender of the person who harassed them. In examining the breakdown of harasser status, 552 

individuals indicated that they had been harassed by an individual in the workplace who was not 

a subordinate, peer, or supervisory level coworker. 108 individuals indicated that the individual 

who harassed them was unknown (e.g., via anonymous note). In addition, 340 individuals 

indicated that they were harassed by individuals in more than one of the status groups. All of 

these individuals were excluded from further analysis because the organizational status of the 

harasser could not be determined. 

 For the withdrawal behaviors variable of decrease in productivity, 122 individuals 

indicated that they did not know if their productivity was affected by the harassment they 

experienced. As this response did not provide meaningful information, these participants were 

removed from the analysis. 

 In order to examine attitudes toward sexual harassment, survey items measuring related 

attitudes were grouped together. To create these groups factor analyses were conducted and the 

resulting factors were combined into indices. Due to differences in response scales, two separate 

factor analyses were run. The first factor analysis included 10 items on a six-point agree-disagree 

scale. Respondents that selected the “don’t know” option were removed from the analysis 

because they did not contribute meaningful data, leaving five response choices. The factor 

analysis resulted in a two factor solution with 42% of the variance explained. Item loadings can 

be seen on Table 2. Items included in each of these factors were averaged to create two indices. 

The first index consisted of six items measuring cautious awareness of sexual harassment and 
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had an alpha of .64. The second comprised of four items related to sensitivity to harassment had 

an alpha of .49.  

Table 2  

Attitude Items (Agree to Disagree Scale) Factor Analysis Loadings 

                                                                                                                                Factor Loadings   
 1 2 
Factor 1: Cautious Awareness of Sexual Harassment   
To much attention is paid to sexual harassment .748  -.133  
People who receive unwanted sexual attention brought it on themselves .645 .165 
Fear of being accused of harassment makes the workplace uncomfortable .640 .200 
Some people are too quick to take offense to expressions of personal interest .611 .014 
I don’t feel comfortable complementing appearance because it may be 
misinterpreted. .585 .277 

The workplace is an appropriate place to develop relationships .492 .031 
   
Factor 2: Sensitivity to Harassment   
Sex talk is almost always inappropriate at work .014 .735 
I could be a victim of sexual harassment if I witnessed someone else harassed .111 .654 
Some things can be sexual harassment, even if it is not intended .057 .641 
Employees should not dress provocatively at work .105 .550 
 

The second attitudes factor analysis included four questions measuring the extent 

participants believed in statements related to sexual harassment and sexuality at work. 

Individuals who chose the “don’t know” response were excluded from the analysis, leaving four 

response options for participants. The analysis resulted in a single factor solution accounting for 

53% of the variance. Table 3 contains the complete item loadings for this analysis. The four 

items were averaged to create an index measuring views related to the extent that sexuality is a 

part of the workplace and had an alpha of .63.  
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Table 3  

Attitude Items (Great Extent to No Extent) Factor Analysis Loadings 

                                                                                                                                   Factor Loadings
 1 
Factor 1: Sexuality is a Part of the Workplace  
Extent believe men use their sexuality to gain some work advantage .837 
Extent believe women use their sexuality to gain some work advantage .822 
Extent believe normal attraction in the workplace is misinterpreted as sexual 
harassment .630 

Extent believe sexual harassment at work is an attempt by one person to 
exercise power over another .597 

 

For all three of the indices (Table 4), average index scores were created only if the 

participant answered at least half of the questions in order to ensure that no one question had 

undue influence on the average. There were 2311 participants who completed enough attitude 

items to construct the “cautious awareness of sexual harassment index.” For the “sensitivity to 

harassment” index 2269 individuals completed enough items to be included, while 1935 

participants did the same for the “sexuality as part of the workplace” index. Descriptive statistics 

indicated that the means for each index fell near the midpoint of the scale ranging from 2.45 for 

the sensitivity index to 3.57 for the cautious awareness index (Table 5). Each index, along with 

the withdrawal behavior responses were used as dependent variables in a MANOVA. It is 

important to note that the indices created were comprised of only items included in that factor 

analysis. Each index was used as a separate dependent variable and items were in no way 

combined across the two factor analyses. However, all three of the attitude indices were 

significantly correlated with each other (Table 6). The cautious awareness index was positively 

related to the sexuality at work index, and the sexuality at work index was also positively 

correlated with the sensitivity index. However, the cautious awareness index was negatively 

correlated with the sensitivity to harassment index. 
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Table 4  

Sexual Harassment Attitude Indices 

Cautious Awareness of Sexual 
Harassment Sensitivity to Harassment Sexuality is a Part of the 

Workplace 

The workplace is an appropriate 
place to develop relationships 

Employees should not dress 
provocatively at work 

Extent normal attraction is 
misinterpreted as sexual 
harassment 

Some people are too quick to 
take offense to expressions of 
personal interest 

Sex talk is almost always 
inappropriate at work 

Extent sexual harassment is an 
attempt to exercise power 

I don’t feel comfortable 
complementing appearance 
because it may be misinterpreted. 

Some things can be sexual 
harassment, even if it is not 
intended 

Extent women use sexuality 
for a work advantage 

People who receive unwanted 
sexual attention brought it on 
themselves 

I could be a victim of sexual 
harassment if I witnessed 
someone else harassed 

Extent men use sexuality for a 
work advantage 

Fear of being accused of 
harassment makes the workplace 
uncomfortable 

  

To much attention is paid to 
sexual harassment   

 
 
Table 5  

Descriptive Statistics of Included Dependent Variables 

Dependent Variables Mean SD Range 
Sick Leave 1.23 .86 5 
Annual Leave 1.20 .84 5 
Unpaid Leave 1.07 .55 5 
Productivity Decrease 1.36 .79 4 
Cautious Awareness of Sexual Harassment Index 3.57 .61 4 
Sensitivity Index 2.46 .67 4 
Sexuality is a Part of the Workplace Index 2.49 .52 3 
Sick Leave with missing data replaced 1.24 .86 5 
Annual Leave with missing data replaced 1.22 .84 5 
Unpaid Leave with missing data replaced 1.07 .55 5 
Productivity Decrease with missing data replaced 1.36 .78 4 
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Table 6  

Between-Variable Correlations 

 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 

1. Organizational Status             

2. Gender Dyad .00            

3. Sick Leave     -.14** -.05           

4. Annual Leave      -.13**   -.07*     .81**          

5. Unpaid Leave    -.09**    .08*     .54**   .49**         

6. Productivity Decrease   -.17** -.02     .50**   .51**      .24**        

7. Cautious Awareness of SH 
Index  -.08*      .13**  .03 .04 -.02 .05       

8. Sensitivity Index   .04 -.01   -.07*    -.08* -.02  -.08*  -.13**      

9. Sexuality in the Workplace 
Index  .06 -.04 -.06 -.07* -.03    -.03    .13**     .17**     

10. Sick Leave with data 
replacement   -.14**  -.05  1**    .80**      .54**     .50** .03  -.07* -.06    

11. Annual Leave with data 
replacement   -.13**   -.07*     .80** 1**      .48**     .51** .04  -.08*   -.07*  .79**   

12. Unpaid Leave with data 
replacement   -.08**   -.08*     .53**    .48** 1**     .24**    -.02     -.02 -.03 .53** .47**  

13. Productivity Decrease with 
data replacement   -.12** -.02 .50    .51**      .24**  1** .05   -.08* -.03 .50** .51** .24** 

Note.  * Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level 2-tailed; ** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level 2-tailed. 
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Gender Dyad and Harasser Status Analysis 

 The resulting sample for the MANOVA examining differences in withdrawal behaviors 

and attitude indices included 687 participants who were harassed by individuals of the opposite 

gender, and 70 who were harassed by people of the same gender. Two hundred thirty-one 

participants were harassed by a supervisor, 526 were harassed by peers, and 95 were harassed by 

subordinates. Due to the difference in group size between the status of harasser groups, 

individuals harassed by subordinates were excluded from further analysis. This resulted in a total 

sample size of 757 for these analyses.  

 The MANOVA used the independent variables of harasser status and gender dyad on the 

dependent variables of sick, annual, and unpaid leave used, as well as the sexuality at work, 

sensitivity to harassment, and cautious awareness of sexual harassment indices. While the 

attitude indices displayed a fairly normal distribution, the withdrawal items were positively 

skewed toward lower levels of withdrawal. Independence of observations was assumed. The 

assumption of homogeneity of covariance was violated and an examination of Levene’s test of 

equity of variances indicated that the assumption of homogeneity of variance was met for the 

three attitude indices, but was violated for the withdrawal items. Although MANOVA is a fairly 

robust analysis to such violations, it is important to note that the results should be interpreted 

with a degree of caution.  

The results of the Pillai’s Trace multivariate test indicated multivariate effects for both 

gender dyad F (7,747) = 2.67, p < .05 and status of harasser F (7,747) = 3.25, p < .05, but the 

interaction effect was not significant. The power for both main effects was high, .904 and .957 

respectively. Examination of the between-subject effects suggested that both hypotheses were 

partially supported. For the organizational status of harasser variable, all the withdrawal 
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behaviors were significant and in the predicted direction as shown on Table 7. The amount of 

sick leave used F (1,756) = 7.11; p < .05, varied with victims harassed by superiors (M = 1.42) 

using more sick leave than those harassed by peers (M = 1.14). Similarly, individuals harassed by 

their supervisors used more annual leave (M = 1.39) than those harassed by peers (M = 1.12), F 

(1,756) = 6.48; p < .05. The same pattern was found for both unpaid leave used F (1,756) = 9.22; 

p < .05, and decreased productivity F (1,756) = 6.04; p < .05. Individuals harassed by their 

supervisor used more unpaid leave (M =1.15) and had a greater decrease in productivity (M = 

1.52) than those who were harassed by their peers (M = 1.04; M = 1.29, respectively). However, 

the analysis of the three attitude variables (sexuality at work, sensitivity to harassment, and 

cautious awareness of sexual harassment) with harasser status did not yield significant results 

and therefore did not support the hypothesis.  

Table 7 
  
Univariate Effects of Status of Harasser on Withdrawal Behaviors and Attitudes with Missing 
Data Excluded 
 
 Supervisor Peer  
 M (SD) M (SD) F (1.756) p < 
Sick leave used  1.42 (1.14) 1.14 (.69) 7.11  .05 
Annual leave used 1.39 (1.10) 1.12 (.68) 6.48  .05 
Unpaid leave used 1.15 (.79) 1.04 (.40) 9.22  .05 
Productivity decrease 1.52 (.95) 1.29 (.69) 6.04  .05 
Sexuality at work index 2.42 (.53) 2.52 (.52) 2.29  ns 
Sensitivity index 2.44 (.65) 2.47 (.68) 1.30  ns 
Cautious awareness of sexual 
harassment index 3.61 (.58) 3.54 (.62) 3.71 ns 

 
The analysis of withdrawal behaviors and attitudes with gender dyads also resulted in a 

partially supported hypothesis as seen in Table 8. For the withdrawal behaviors, only unpaid 

leave had a significant difference between dyad groups F (1,756) = 9.73; p < .05. An 

examination of the means indicated that this effect was in the predicted direction with individuals 
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in the “same gender” dyad likely to miss more work (M = 1.22) than people in the “opposite 

gender” dyad (M = 1.06). The amount of sick and annual leave used, along with the amount of 

decrease in productivity did not yield significant results. For the attitude indices, only the 

cautious awareness of sexual harassment index F (1,756) = 5.66; p <.05 was significantly 

different based on the gender dyad. An examination of the means suggested that while both 

groups were close to the midpoint of this bipolar scale (agree-disagree), individuals harassed by 

someone of the same sex (M = 3.34) tended to be more neutral (or disagree slightly less) with 

items measuring cautious awareness of sexual harassment than those harassed by someone of the 

opposite sex (M = 3.59). This finding was in the opposite direction of the hypothesis.  

Table 8 
  
Univariate Effects of Gender Dyad on Withdrawal Behaviors and Attitudes with Missing Data 
Excluded 
 

 Same Gender 
Dyad 

Opposite 
Gender Dyad   

 M (SD) M (SD) F (1,756) p  < 
Sick leave used  1.34 (1.14) 1.22 (.83) 1.65  ns 
Annual leave used 1.37 (1.18) 1.19 (.79) 3.10  ns 
Unpaid leave used 1.23 (1.02) 1.06 (.48) 9.73  .05 
Productivity decrease 1.39 (.77) 1.36 (.79)   .21  ns 
Sexuality at work index 2.57 (.56) 2.48 (.52) 1.30  ns 
Sensitivity index 2.46 (.76) 2.46 (.66)   .46  ns 
Cautious awareness of sexual 
harassment index 3.34 (.68) 3.59 (.60) 5.66 .05 

 
To account for the effects of missing data, the missing values for the withdrawal 

behaviors were replaced using linear trend at point. The analysis was then rerun with the 

estimated values included in order to identify any differences based on estimation or missing 

data. This analysis included the same variables as the original analysis and yielded similar 

results. The sample for this analysis consisted of the same individuals from the previous analysis, 
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with the addition of individuals who were missing data leave or productivity variables. This 

MANOVA included 252 individuals who were harassed by supervisors and 544 individuals 

harassed by peers. Additionally, 721 people indicated that they were harassed by someone of the 

opposite gender while 75 individuals comprised the same sex dyad, for a total of 796 participants 

in the analysis. The data replacement increased the group size for the analysis by 39 participants. 

This relatively small increase was due to missing or excluded data in the independent variables 

of gender and harasser status. All the normality assumption data remained the same, again with 

violations of the assumptions of homogeneity of covariance and homogeneity of variance for the 

withdrawal items. The results with missing data replaced were also similar in magnitude and 

direction to the MANOVA with missing data excluded. Tables 9 and 10 contain the complete 

results of the analysis. The one difference was the gender dyad effect on annual leave used. 

When the missing data were estimated and replaced, this became a significant effect F (1,756) = 

5.53; p < .05, so that individuals harassed by someone of the same sex used more annual leave 

(M = 1.42) than those harassed by someone of the opposite sex (M = 1.20). This result is in the 

same direction as the result from the MANOVA with missing data excluded and reached 

significance due to sample size.  

Table 9  
 
Univariate Effects of Status of Harasser on Withdrawal Behaviors and Attitudes with Missing 
Data Replaced 
 
 Supervisor Peer  
 M (SD) M (SD) F (1,795) p < 
Sick leave used  1.44 (1.12) 1.15 (.68) 11.10  .05 
Annual leave used 1.41 (1.01) 1.14 (.69) 10.84  .05 
Unpaid leave used 1.15 (.78) 1.04 (.39)   8.23  .05 
Productivity decrease 1.51 (.92) 1.29 (.69)   7.28  .05 
Sexuality at work index 2.44 (.53) 2.51 (.52)   1.39  ns 
      (table continues)
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Table 9 (continued). 
 
 Supervisor Peer  
 M (SD) M (SD) F (1,795) p < 
Sensitivity index 2.44 (.65) 2.46 (.68)   1.26  ns 
Cautious awareness of sexual 
harassment index 3.64 (.59) 3.54 (.62) 3.71 ns 

 
 
Table 10  
 
Univariate Effects of Gender Dyad on Withdrawal Behaviors and Attitudes with Missing Data 
Replaced 
 
 Same Gender 

Dyad 
Opposite Gender 

Dyad 
 

 M (SD) M (SD) F (1,795) p < 
Sick leave used  1.38 (1.15) 1.23 (.82) 3.09 ns 
Annual leave used 1.42 (1.20) 1.20 (.80) 5.53 .05 
Unpaid leave used 1.22 (.99) 1.06 (.48) 7.84 .05 
Productivity decrease 1.41 (.77) 1.36 (.78)    .68 ns 
Sexuality at work index 2.56 (.56) 2.48 (.52) 1.11 ns 
Sensitivity index 2.45 (.74) 2.46 (.66)   .37 ns 
Cautious awareness of sexual 
harassment index 3.34 (.67) 3.59 (.60) 7.91 .05 

 

In addition to the above analysis, a separate exploratory MANOVA was conducted to test 

for potential gender differences within the same sex dyads. The sex of the victim and the gender 

dyad were the independent variables, and the withdrawal behaviors and attitude indices were the 

dependent variables. The analysis resulted in significant main effects for both gender F (7,747) = 

6.32, p < .001 and sex dyad F (7,747) = 2.59, p < .05, but the interaction effect was not 

significant. An examination of the univariate results and means suggest that women displayed 

more withdrawal behaviors in the form of sick leave (F (1,753) = 11.36, p < .001, M = 1.27), 

annual leave (F (1,753) = 9.99, p < .001, M = 1.24), unpaid leave (F (1,753) = 3.94, p < .05, M = 

1.08), and reduced productivity (F (1,753) = 7.96, p < .05, M = 1.40) than men (M = 1.08, M = 

1.10, M = 1.06, M = 1.24). Additionally, women tended to agree more strongly with items 
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measuring sensitivity to harassment (F (1,753) = 6.78, p < .05, M = 2.40) and disagree more 

strongly with items measuring cautious awareness of sexual harassment (F (1,753) = 25.97, p < 

.001, M = 3.70) than men (M = 2.66, M = 3.14). The sexuality in the workplace index was not 

significant. Additionally, individuals who experienced harassment from a member of the same 

sex were significantly different from individuals harassed by a member of the opposite sex on 

measures of sick leave F (1,753) = 10.12, p < .001, annual leave F (1,753) = 11.96, p < .001, 

unpaid leave F (1,753) = 9.84, p < .001, and reduced productivity F (1,753) = 4.75, p < .05. 

Measures of attitude variables were not significant. An examination of the means indicated that 

members of the same sex dyad used more sick leave (M = 1.34), more annual leave (M = 1.37), 

more unpaid leave (M = 1.23), and had a greater decrease in productivity (M = 1.39) than victims 

of opposite sex harassment (M = 1.22, M = 1.19, M = 1.06, M = 1.36)   

 

Exploratory Analysis of Severity 

  In order to analyze the effects of severity of harassment, a factor analysis of the eight 

types of harassment measured in the survey was conducted and resulted in a two factor solution. 

Of the 2349 participants who indicated that they had been harassed, 2153 provided information 

on the type(s) of harassment they experienced and were therefore included in the factor analysis. 

The first factor included three items measuring inappropriate looks, jokes, and touching, and 

accounted for 26.7% of the variance. The second factor was comprised of stalking, pressure for 

dates, unwanted calls, pressure for sex, and rape/assault; accounting for 22.5% of the variance. 

Together, the two factor solution accounted 49.2% of the variance. Complete factor loadings can 

be seen on Table 11. Items in each factor were combined to create two groups of participants. By 

creating the two groups to identify individuals who experienced more or less severe harassment, 
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the groups could then be compared to examine whether the possible effects of harassment 

differed. The first, “less severe” group consisted of inappropriate looks, teasing/jokes, and 

touching/leaning. One thousand two-hundred and seven (57.9%) individuals reported 

experiencing only these less severe behaviors. The second group included behaviors that were 

expected to be more severe and was made up of individuals reporting stalking, unwanted calls, 

pressure for dates, pressure for sex, and rape/assault (Table 12). Based on the type of harassment 

they indicated receiving, 173 individuals (8%) were placed in this group. These individuals 

reported being the victim of the more severe harassing behaviors without experiencing any of the 

behaviors classified as “less severe.” Also included in the “more severe” group were individuals 

who reported experiencing behaviors from both severity groups, as the logical expectation is that 

individuals who sustained more severe harassment would experience effects more similar to 

those who only experienced severe harassment than to those in the less severe group. There were 

497 individuals (23.1%) who indicated that they had experienced some form of harassment that 

fell within the more severe category.  

Table 11  

Type of Sexual Harassment Factor Analysis Loadings 

                                                                                                                                Factor Loadings   
 1 2 
Factor 1: less severe harassment   
Unwanted sexually suggestive looks or gestures. .790 .139 
Unwanted sexual teasing, jokes, remarks, or questions. .753 .055 
Unwanted, deliberate touching, leaning over, cornering, or pinching. .742 .126 
   
Factor 2: more severe harassment   
Stalking (unwanted following or intrusion into your personal life). .032 .661 
Actual or attempted rape or sexual assault. -.076 .630 
Unwanted letters, telephone calls, or materials of a sexual nature. .256 .578 
Unwanted pressure for dates. .394 .567 
Unwanted pressure for sexual favors. .409 .525 
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Table 12  

Severity of Harassment 

“More Severe” Sexual Harassment Items “Less Severe” Sexual Harassment Items 

• Unwanted letters, telephone calls, or 
materials of a sexual nature 

• Unwanted, deliberate touching, leaning 
over, cornering, or pinching 

• Stalking (unwanted following or intrusion 
into personal life) 

• Unwanted sexually suggestive looks or 
gestures 

• Unwanted pressure for dates • Unwanted sexual teasing, jokes, remarks, 
or questions 

• Unwanted pressure for sexual favors  

• Actual or attempted rape or sexual assault  
 

For the ANOVA examining harassment severity with the attitude indices and withdrawal 

behaviors from the previous analysis of gender dyad or harasser status, group size varied based 

on the dependent variables as seen in Table 13. Before the analysis was conducted, missing data 

and individuals who chose the “I don’t know” response option were removed from the analysis. 

This resulted in the reduction of the group size from 2153 individuals who were harassed, to 

group sizes ranging from a low of 1795 for the analysis of sexuality at work by severity and a 

high of 2136 for the cautious awareness of sexual harassment by severity analysis. The 

assumption of normality was met for all three of the sexual harassment attitude indices from the 

original analysis, but again the withdrawal behaviors were positively skewed toward less 

withdrawal. In addition, the assumption of homogeneity of variance was violated for all variables 

except the cautious awareness of sexual harassment index. While ANOVAs are fairly robust, the 

results should be interpreted with a degree of caution due to these violations. The analysis of 

severity and amount of sick leave used yielded a significant effect F (1,2027) = 78.34; p < .001. 

An examination of the group means indicated that individuals who experienced more severe 

harassment (M = 1.45) reported more use of sick leave than individuals in the less severe group 
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(M = 1.11). Amount of annual leave used F (1,2029) = 92.72; p < .001, unpaid leave used F 

(1,2018) = 26.26; p < .001, and decrease in productivity F (1,1961) = 88.91; p < .001 were all 

significantly different, indicating that individuals in the more severe group (annual leave M = 

1.45, unpaid leave M = 1.12, productivity M = 1.55) were more likely to use both types of leave 

and experience a slightly higher decrease in productivity than individuals in the less severe group 

(annual leave M = 1.09, unpaid leave M = 1.01, productivity M = 1.23). In addition, the ANOVA 

indicated significant differences in two of the three attitude indices. The more severe group (M = 

2.40) agreed to a greater extent than the less severe group (M = 2.50) that sexuality is 

present/used in the workplace F (1,1793) = 15.17; p < .001. Sensitivity to harassment was also 

significant F (1,2098) = 6.41; p < .05 with the means indicating that individuals in the less severe 

group (M = 2.44) tended to be slightly more sensitive to harassment than those in the more 

severe group (M = 2.53). The cautious awareness of sexual harassment index was not significant. 

Full results can be seen in Table 14. The ANOVA examining differences in gender dyad and 

status level did not yield significant results. 

Table 13  

Group Sizes for Severity Analysis 

 More Severe 
(n) 

Less Severe 
(n) 

Total 
(n) 

Sick Leave Used 630 1399 2029 
Annual Leave Used 634 1397 2031 
Unpaid Leave Used 629 1391 2020 
Productivity Decrease 606 1357 1963 
Sexuality at Work Index 548 1247 1795 
Sensitivity Index 651 1449 2100 
Cautious awareness of sexual harassment 
index 662 1474 2136 
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Table 14  
 
Analysis of Variance for the Withdrawal Behaviors and Attitudes of Sexual Harassment Victims 
Based on Severity of Harassment 
 
Source More Severe Less Severe F* p < 
 M (SD) M (SD)   
Sick leave used  1.45 (1.16) 1.11 (.58) 78.34 .001 
Annual leave used 1.45 (1.16) 1.09 (.52) 92.72 .001 
Unpaid leave used 1.12 (.66) 1.01 (.25) 26.26 .001 
Productivity decrease 1.55 (.96) 1.23 (.55) 88.91 .001 
Sexuality at work index 2.40 (.55) 2.50 (.51) 15.17 .001 
Sensitivity index 2.52 (.65) 2.44 (.67) 6.41     .05 
Cautious awareness of sexual 
harassment index 3.52 (.64) 3.56 (.60) 1.57 ns 

*DF Range from (1, 1793) to (1, 2134)  
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DISCUSSION 

The results of the analysis indicated mixed findings. Hypothesis 1 was partially 

supported, with individuals harassed by someone with supervisory status showing more 

withdrawal behaviors, including an increase in the use of sick leave, annual leave, and unpaid 

leave, as well as a decrease in productivity. However there were no differences based on harasser 

status in the attitude indices. The use of more withdrawal behaviors by individuals who were 

harassed by higher status coworkers lends support to previous research by O’Connell and 

Korabik (2000) who found that students harassed by higher status individuals displayed more 

outcome effects. However, the lack of significant differences in attitude variables showed that 

while there may be differences in sensitivity to harassment between individuals who have or 

have not been harassed, sensitivity level did not vary by harasser status in the current research 

(Wayne, 2000). Hypothesis 2 was also partially supported. Individuals harassed by someone of 

the same gender used more unpaid leave than those harassed by members of the opposite sex. 

Those who were harassed by the opposite sex tended to disagree with items measuring cautious 

awareness of sexual harassment at a higher rate than those that were a member of the same sex 

dyad. Other forms of withdrawal such as decreased productivity, an increase in sick and annual 

leave used, as well as scores on the sexuality as a part of the workplace, and sensitivity to sexual 

harassment indices did not support the hypothesis. While these findings were not significant, 

they do add an applied focus to Konik and Cortina’s (2006) examination of harassment dyads 

and help to fill the gap in the literature examining same sex harassment. The analysis conducted 

with missing data replaced offered slightly more support for the gender dyad hypothesis, adding 

a significant effect for the amount of annual leave used.  
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 Although the size of the mean differences were small, it is important to examine the 

effect they may have on both the individual and the organization. For example, when looking at 

the means for the significant withdrawal behaviors for both gender dyads and organizational 

status of harasser, the groups of individuals who used more leave, (those harassed by supervisors 

or individuals of the same sex) averaged only eight or less hours of missed work. While this is a 

small amount of leave, the results show support for Knapp et al.’s (1997) findings of the frequent 

use of avoidance as a coping mechanism. A similar result was found for decrease in productivity, 

with means remaining between the “no reduction” and “slight; less than 10% reduction” 

response range. While these results indicated that as a whole, there was a relatively slight 

increase in leave and decrease in productivity, from the organizational perspective these are still 

important results. A 10% decrease in productivity, or a day of missed work can be costly for an 

organization. When one considers estimates that more than half of women and a quarter of men 

have experienced unwanted sexual behaviors in the workplace, the costs of missed work and 

reduced productivity could easily climb to substantial amounts for the organization (Cochran, ett. 

1997, Fitzgerald 1993). 

The attitude indices, with the exception of cautious awareness of sexual harassment, did 

not differ based on the status of harasser or the gender dyad. However, individuals who were 

harassed by people of the same sex had neutral views on the index measuring cautious 

awareness, while victims of opposite sex harassers tended to show more disagreement with items 

in this index. This finding was interesting, as individuals who were harassed by someone of the 

opposite gender were less likely to feel that workplace relationships are appropriate, and less 

likely to blame the victim or believe that victims are too quick to take offense to unwanted 

behaviors. However, they also showed less discomfort with complementing others appearance 
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than individuals harassed by someone of the same sex. These findings suggest that when a 

person was harassed by an individual of the same sex, they may have interpreted it differently 

than if they were harassed by a person of the opposite sex. Additionally, the exploratory analysis 

of the effects of gender and the same sex dyad found that women who were sexually harassed 

displayed more withdrawal behaviors, were more sensitive to harassment, and disagreed with 

items measuring cautious awareness of sexual harassment more than men. This finding suggests 

that sexual harassment may have a greater impact on women than men, in terms of the 

organizational measures tested in the current study. However, the analysis also found that 

individuals harassed by someone of the same sex, displayed more withdrawal behaviors than 

victims of opposite sex harassment. This finding coupled with the nonsignificant interaction 

effect suggests that individuals who are victims of same sex harassment, regardless of whether 

they are male or female, react more strongly than victims of opposite sex harassment. While 

there are many possible reasons for this effect, nontraditional same sex harassment may 

challenge the traditional views of victims and cause them to display more withdrawal behaviors 

and stronger attitudes toward sexual harassment. 

The results of the exploratory analysis of severity were generally in the expected 

direction, indicating that individuals who displayed more withdrawal behaviors and agreed more 

strongly that sexuality was a part of the workplace experienced more severe harassment. 

However, the greater sensitivity to harassment of those in the less severe group was surprising. 

While this finding was not in the predicted direction, it is possible that those who experienced 

the more severe harassment became desensitized to some unwanted sexual behaviors and 

therefore showed less sensitivity than those in the less severe group. Again the higher levels of 

withdrawal behaviors displayed by the more severe group were only slightly higher than those 
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displayed by the less severe group. Means for the more severe group fell between no leave used 

or no productivity reduction, and 8 hours of leave used or 10% reduction or less in productivity. 

However, it is important to note that it appears that the type of harassment experienced does have 

an effect on the individual and the organization. 

 

Limitations 

As with any research, there are a number of limitations that should be considered when 

interpreting the results. First the research was conducted on archival data that was not designed 

with the current research questions in mind. As a result, there were some limitations with the 

structure of the survey. Participants were asked to skip all questions included in the current 

research if they had not experienced unwanted sexual behavior in the last 24 months. Therefore 

individuals who may have experienced these behaviors, but did not feel comfortable answering 

the survey items were classified as “not harassed” rather than as missing data. Also, individuals 

were asked to complete the survey for either the most recent case or the most severe case of 

unwanted sexual behavior experienced, but were not asked to identify which of these experiences 

their answers were related to. This may impact the results of the severity analysis as some 

participants may be rating their withdrawal behaviors based on their most serious case, while 

others on their most recent experience. 

Another limitation is that approximately 1500 participants who indicated that they had 

experienced harassing behaviors where excluded from analyses testing the hypotheses. While 

this was due to various reasons, including the inability to construct a gender or supervisor dyad 

due to missing data, and harassment by multiple, unknown, or mixed gender and organizational 

status individuals, it is still a significant limitation of the research. It is possible that participants 
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who chose to leave survey items unanswered were concerned with being identified from the 

gender, agency, and harassment related information they were asked to provide. Additionally, 

individuals who were harassed by a member of the same sex, especially males, may have been 

uncomfortable reporting their experience and could have also feared being identified as a victim 

of same sex harassment, because it is outside of the perceived norm for gender role and harassing 

behaviors. Participants who chose the “don’t know” response were also part of the group of 

individuals excluded from the current research. While individuals choosing this response were 

not missing data, their response did not provide any information as to the change, or lack of 

change in withdrawal behaviors and attitudes. 

The small sample size of individuals harassed by people of the same sex is another 

limitation of the current research. While it is expected that this sample would be smaller than the 

opposite gender dyad due to the rate of occurrence, more research needs to be done on the effects 

of same gender harassment for both heterosexual and homosexual individuals. 

 The use of likert scales rather than continuous data to measure the amount of leave used 

and decrease in productivity is also a limitation of the current research. Participants were asked 

to choose the amount of leave used/productivity reduced based on a five point scale rather than 

writing in their own estimate or gathering this data from organizational records. 

 Finally, the low alpha scores on the attitude indices are a limitation of the current 

research. With scores of .49, .63, and .64, the reliability of all three of the attitude indices falls 

well below the accepted standard of .80, suggesting that the scales may be multidimensional 

rather than unidimensional constructs.     
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Future Research 

Future research should be conducted to determine if the effects found in the current study 

can be replicated with a survey constructed to analyze differences in the impact of harassment 

based on sex dyad and organizational status. Additionally, more complete data is needed to see if 

the relationships found in the current research can be generalized to the broader population. 

Future studies should examine potential relationships between harassment victims, types of 

harassment, and willingness to indicate data about the harasser, as it is possible that the harasser 

and victim organizational status or gender dyad could influence reporting behavior (e.g., men 

may be less likely to respond to sexual harassment items when they are victims of other men, 

individuals may be more likely to report harasser data when the perpetrator is of an equal or 

lesser organizational status level). Though outside the scope of the current research, the impact 

of anonymous harassment, such as letters or phone calls, on withdrawal behaviors and attitudes 

should also be examined.  

 The effects of harasser status and gender dyad should also be reexamined with more 

exact estimates of how much leave was used, or how much productivity decreased. Information 

such as the amount of leave used and in some cases productivity ratings could be pulled from 

organizational records to identify exactly how many withdrawal behaviors were used. This 

would provide a more unbiased account of withdrawal measures and allow researchers to 

account for withdrawal behaviors that may be an indirect result of harassment. 

Future research should also be conducted to replicate and explore the reasoning for why 

individuals in the opposite sex dyad displayed stronger attitudes on the cautious awareness index 

than those in the same sex dyad. Additionally, future studies should include measures of victim 

satisfaction with the level of fairness the organization displayed in handling the harassment 
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complaint. This would allow researchers to determine if the current findings of dyad differences 

in the cautious awareness of sexual harassment index can be replicated after controlling for the 

organization’s response as suggested by Donovan, Drasgow, and Munson (1998). 

Additionally, the effects of the most severe form of harassment experienced and other 

incidents including the most recent harassment experience should be studied in order to look for 

differences in effects on the individual and the organization. This research should also explore 

the possibility of a relationship between experiencing multiple types and occurrences of 

harassing behavior.  

 While the current research explored the basic impact of severity of harassment, much 

more research can be done here. Currently there is limited information in the literature on what 

types of harassment have the largest effect on the victim. In addition to the type of behavior 

experienced, the impact of frequency should also be examined. Perhaps repeated exposure to less 

severe forms of harassment can result in effects similar to those of more severe harassment. Both 

frequency of harassment and type of harassment should be examined for main and interaction 

effects to determine how to better predict the impact of experiencing sexual harassment. 

 Additionally, there is limited literature on the theory behind why individuals react to 

sexual harassment as they do. Much of the published research is focused on classifying the types, 

frequency, and effects of harassment. Future research should examine the theoretical rational for 

reactions such as an increase in withdrawal behaviors. Perhaps the victim is avoiding the 

harasser and therefore missing more work, or perhaps they are distracted by the harassing 

behaviors and seek support from empathic others, taking their attention away from their job 

responsibilities, or perhaps its some combination of both.  
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Finally the relationship between withdrawal behaviors should be more deeply examined. 

For example, is the decrease in productivity a result of missed work from using leave? Do the 

withdrawal behaviors of those harassed by supervisors or persons of the same gender lead to a 

higher rate of turnover? In the highly competitive world organizations face today, companies 

can’t afford to constantly recruit, hire, and train new employees to replace those that left due to 

harassment, nor can they afford to lose their talent, likely one of their top competitive 

advantages, due to the sexually harassing behaviors of one employee. 

 

Practical Implications 

The identification of differences in attitudes of harassment victims may help 

organizations counter the effects of sexual harassment. The current research indicated that 

individuals harassed by people of the opposite gender have more strongly held beliefs on items 

related to the cautious awareness of sexual harassment. As a result, they may react more 

intensely to any violation of their beliefs. By identifying the attitudes of harassment victims, 

organizations may be able to develop company policies that are more targeted, (e.g., possibly 

prohibiting workplace relationships), and take steps to ensure that their training addresses the 

cautious awareness of others, which may impact the work environment. 

Individuals who experience more severe harassment (e.g., stalking, assault) are more 

likely to be less efficient, resulting in potentially substantial costs for the organization. By 

beginning to identify what types of behaviors lead to a greater impact on the individual and 

organization, the company can take steps to ensure that it remains vigilant in these areas. 

Additionally, while one would assume that organizations would take steps to prevent sexual 
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harassment in all forms because it is the ethical thing to do, these findings support previous 

research showing the financial impact of sexual harassment. 

The current research indicates that organizations may want to pay particular attention to 

harassment claims that are filed by individuals who say that they were harassed by their 

supervisor or a person of the same sex. Additionally, organizations may benefit from 

incorporating more information on the impact of harassing others in sexual harassment training 

for supervisors. By teaching supervisors about behaviors that can be harassing and showing them 

how harassing behavior, even if unintended, can impact the performance of their area, they can 

raise awareness and may be able decrease harassment. Organizations that are lax with 

supervisors and members of management when it comes to sexual harassment can expect to see 

the impact on their bottom line. 

 



     

 45

APPENDIX 

UNITED STATES MSPB SEXUAL HARASSMENT SURVEY ITEMS 

INCLUDED IN ANALYSIS
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If you have not received any uninvited and unwanted sexual attention in the last 24 months, skip to 
question 39. 
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