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ABSTRACT 

The courts have made how women respond to alleged sexual harassment a 

primary issue in determining if legal sexual harassment has occurred. There is an 

expectation that women who are harassed, often referred to as targets of harassment, will 

demonstrate that the behavior was unwelcome by reporting the incident. There is limited 

empirical support for this notion that observers' judgments of harassment are influenced 

by the demonstration of unwelcomeness through the target's response. This study 

investigated this notion by examining what factors impact observers' ratings of sexual 

harassment and evaluations of the target of harassment and her response in sexual 

harassment scenarios by including several manipulated contextual variables. The target's 

response, the frequency of the alleged harassing behavior, and the target's history of 

complaining about other workplace conditions were manipulated. Respondents (an 

undergraduate sample of psychology students) read a lengthy written scenario of a sexual 

harassment trial. The sex of the respondent was also recorded to determine if this 

variable affected the ratings and evaluations. The frequency of the alleged harassing 

behavior, the target's history of complaining about other workplace conditions, and sex 

of the respondent produced reliable differences in sexual harassment ratings. These 

ratings were higher in the conditions where the behavior was more frequent, the target 

did not have a history of complaining about other workplace conditions, and when the 

respondent was female. These same variables produced reliable differences in ratings of 

the target, with the target being viewed more favorably when the behavior was more 

frequent, the target did not have a history of complaining about other workplace 
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conditions, and when the respondent was female. The target's response and sex of the 

respondent produced reliable differences in ratings of the target's response with reporting 

the behavior having the highest ratings of appropriateness and men having higher ratings 

of response effectiveness than women in all conditions. Contrary to assumptions made in 

the law that reporting serves as a signal that the behavior was unwelcome and therefore 

harassing, target response did not impact any ratings of harassment or evaluations of the 

target. 



CHAPTER 1; INTRODUCTION 

"Given the immense psychological and economic costs to individuals who use formal 

action, in contrast to the potentially meager gains, it is not surprising that so few victims 

choose this response" (Livingston, 1982, p. 15). 

Target response, or how someone reacts to alleged harassing behaviors, is not the 

traditional focus of harassment cases. In all other types of harassment cases except 

sexual harassment, the notion of unwelcomeness is assumed, and the focus is on the 

harasser and his behaviors (Fitzgerald, Swan, & Fischer, 1995). Since unwelcomeness is 

not assumed in sexual harassment (because sometimes, some of these behaviors are 

welcome) it has become the responsibility of the plaintiff to prove that the behavior was 

unwelcome. This shifts the focus of harassment cases from the harasser's behavior to the 

target's behavior. The defense scrutinizes the target's response to the alleged harassment 

and often malces the argument that if she did not report the behavior, or if she did not 

report it soon enough, then the behavior must not have been unwelcome, and therefore 

not harassment. Furthermore, jurors in sexual harassment cases must decide if a 

reasonable person (or reasonable woman in some cases) would have been offended by the 

behavior in question. 

From a legal perspective, this focus on the target's response to harassment as a 

way to determine unwelcomeness seems appropriate, but it may be problematic. How 

does one demonstrate unwelcomeness? The most obvious way would be to confront the 

harasser and tell him to stop, or to report the behavior to authorities. These reactions 

appear to be the logical course of action for someone who is experiencing behaviors that 



could be considered harassment. It is often assumed that if the woman does not react in 

one of these ways, or if she waits too long to respond, then the behavior was welcomed. 

This assumption that failing to report means the behavior was welcomed is problematic 

because the vast majority of women do not report harassment (Gutek, 1985; Loy & 

Stewart, 1984; Welsh, 2000). It is actually the minority of women who respond to 

harassment in a way that would clearly demonstrate to observers the behaviors' 

unwelcomeness, i.e. reporting. As a result, the focus on the target's response may not be 

the best way to determine whether or not harassment occurred. While obviously the 

target's response must be considered, other aspects of the case (e.g., the behavior in 

question) may be of equal or greater importance. 

Despite this incorrect assumption that behavior that is unwelcome will be 

reported, the courts have maintained this focus on how targets respond in determining 

harassment. At least some attorneys have utilized this assumption as the basis of their 

defense strategy (see, e.g., Kresko v. Rulli, 1988; U.S. v. Lanier, 1992). Several recent 

Supreme Court rulings have also validated this assumption by emphasizing the role of 

targets' responses in determining if sexual harassment occurred. In Burlington 

Industries, Inc. v. Ellerth, 1998 and Faragher v. City of Boca Raton, 1998, the Supreme 

Court held that in non quid pro quo sexual harassment cases, an employer may defend 

vicarious liability' if the target failed to utilize safeguards or take actions to otherwise 

prevent or end the harassment, given that the employer has disseminated their sexual 

harassment policies to the employees. The question before the Court in these cases 

' This refers to when the employer is held responsible for the supervisor's harassing behaviors. 



regarding target response was the extent that the employer could be held responsible for 

the supervisor's behavior if the target did not take advantage of the policy and procedures 

available to her. In other words, if she failed to report the incident(s), the employer may 

not be held liable for the supervisor's harassing behaviors. Meritor Savings Bank v. 

Vinson^ 1986 is another case which highlights the target's response. This case focuses on 

the unwelcomeness aspect of sexual harassment. It specifically addresses how the 

target's behaviors convey a message about whether or not the behavior was welcomed. 

The court assessed target behavior by asking if the target responded in such a way that 

indicated the sexual advances were unwelcome. As a result of these cases and others, 

how women respond to sexual harassment has remained the focus of this type of 

litigation. 

Fitzgerald et al. (1995) suggest unwelcomeness should be assumed in sexual 

harassment and that the defendant should have to prove otherwise by demonstrating "how 

he knew he was welcome" (p. 134). Obviously the courts have not adopted Fitzgerald et 

al.'s (1995) recommendation. Furthermore, this recommendation could actually 

exacerbate the situation with the defense examining all aspects of the plaintiffs behavior 

(including her sexual history) as a way to prove she welcomed sexual behavior. Legally, 

it is the responsibility of the plaintiff to demonstrate the behavior was unwelcome. If the 

legal system did not require the plaintiff to prove the behavior was unwelcome or if we 

did not require that the behavior be offensive to reasonable persons, there would be no 

way to differentiate any behavior from harassing behavior. People could find themselves 

being accused of harassment for saying hello, or engaging in conversation with a co-
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worker. For these reason and countless others, the burden of proving unwelcomeness 

will likely remain on the plaintiff. With this burden comes careful examination of 

responses to alleged harassment. How do women respond to sexual harassment? What 

are the implications and consequences of these responses? How do observers evaluate 

these responses? 

The purpose of this paper is to review the literature on target responses to sexual 

harassment and to present the results of a research study that examined how people view 

targets of harassment and their various responses, and how the target's response and other 

variables affect observers' ratings of harassment. Despite recent interest in same-sex, and 

specifically male-target harassment (see DuBois, Knapp, Faley, & Kustis, 1998; Oncale 

V. Sundowner Offshore Services, Inc.^ 1998; Stockdale, Visio, & Batra, 1999), this review 

and research study focuses on the more typical sexual harassment situation where the 

target is female and the initiator is male. In this study, characteristics of the situation, 

including how the target responded to the behavior, the target's history of complaining 

about other work place conditions, and the frequency of the alleged harassing behavior 

were manipulated. In addition to situational characteristics the raters' sex was recorded. 

Since this study is part of a larger research project focusing on judgments that jurors in 

sexual harassment cases might have to make, a series of legally relevant dependent 

variables were used, in addition to the inclusion of a non-legal question asking whether 

sexual harassment had occurred. 



Overview of Sexual Harassment 

History of Sexual Harassment 

It has been over 20 years since sexual harassment has been officially recognized 

as an organizational and legal problem. In 1980, the Equal Employment Opportunity 

Commission (EEOC) issued guidelines on sexual harassment. The issuance of these 

guidelines made sexual harassment an unlawful practice and recognized it as a form of 

sex discrimination under Title VII of the Civil Rights Act of 1964. The EEOC detailed 

two classes of behavior, quid pro quo and hostile work environment harassment. These 

are two distinct categories of harassment and targets may experience one or both 

behaviors. Quid pro quo refers to what we tj^ically think of when we hear the term 

sexual harassment and may be limited to a single instance. These are situations where 

employment conditions and benefits are based on sexual favors. Hostile work 

envirormient harassment refers to any combination of behaviors of a sexual nature that 

are severe or pervasive enough to interfere with the employee's work or to create an 

"intimidating, hostile or offensive working environment" (EEOC Guidelines, 2000). In 

both forms of sexual harassment the behaviors must be unwelcome. 

Problems with Defining Sexual Harassment 

Sexual harassment researchers have encountered and created many problems 

when defining sexual harassment (Fitzgerald, Swan, & Magley, 1997). Despite the 

existence of the EEOC guidelines, researchers have defined harassment in other ways. 

Fitzgerald et al. (1997) have developed their own psychological definition of harassment. 

Many studies do not provide any definitions of harassment and instead have the 



participants rely on their own psychological definitions of harassment (see e.g., Williams 

& Cyr, 1992). In these studies the respondents usually determine whether or not 

harassment occurred, or rate the level of harassment without referring to a definition. It 

is unlikely that most laypersons are familiar enough with the legal definitions to make a 

judgment regarding whether or not illegal harassment occurred. Furthermore, until 

recently there was little to no information about how these psychological definitions 

compare to the legal definitions. In fact, there appears to be only one published study 

which assessed ratings of harassment based on the participants' psychological definitions 

as well those based on the legal definitions of harassment which were provided to the 

respondents (Gutek, O'Connor, Melan9on, Stockdale, Geer, & Done, 1999). As a result 

of the researchers' inability or unwillingness to come to a consensus about the definition 

of sexual harassment, caution must be used when comparing results from sexual 

harassment studies (Gutek & Done, 2000). We must be particularly careful when 

generalizing the results of these studies to real-life court situations. This definitional 

problem also has direct implications on determining the prevalence of sexual harassment. 

Prevalence of Sexual Harassment 

Sexual harassment may be the most widespread psychosocial problem affecting 

women today. Researchers estimate the prevalence rate is about 50% (Fitzgerald, 1993; 

Gruber, 1990; Gutek, 1985). This means approximately one out of two women will 

experience behaviors that could be considered sexual harassment sometime in their 

working or academic lives. While this rate includes behaviors that do not meet the legal 

criteria of sexual harassment, it does convey how many women have experienced 



behaviors that could be labeled sexual harassment. Before blindly accepting this 

prevalence rate as fact there must be an understanding of how it was determined. There 

are several issues to consider when examining the prevalence rates reported in sexual 

harassment. 

Methodological Problems in Assessing Prevalence 

The methodology in many sexual harassment studies in inherently flawed. The 

first problem is a direct result of the lack of a uniform definition mentioned above. It is 

often unclear what the researchers are measuring. Have they measured a psychological 

definition? Have they provided a quasi-legal, or legal definition to the respondents? If 

they are providing legal information, is it regarding quid pro quo or hostile work 

environment harassment, or both? Furthermore, it is often unclear how the harassment is 

measured; did the researchers rely on one item or a series of items? The answers to these 

questions are often not obvious. Even so, researchers do not hesitate to make 

comparisons between and among studies. 

In addition to the definitional problem, almost all the data on sexual harassment 

are based on self-report. This type of data can be questionable because one must rely on 

the person's report and rarely is there any corroborative evidence. Self-report is 

especially problematic in studying sexual harassment due to the sensitive nature of the 

topic. These problems are not limited to sexual harassment research and are encountered 

by researchers studying any sexual issue (King, 1999). Some people are too embarrassed 

to discuss the topic and may deny they have ever experienced such events. Additionally, 

some people use purposeful distortion to exaggerate or downplay their experiences. 



Memory problems can also impact self-report when research participants are asked about 

events that occurred many years ago. 

Another problem is that researchers inquire about various time frames and 

environments. Some researchers limit their inquiry of harassment to the past year (or 

another time frame) while others ask about lifetime prevalence. Similarly, some studies 

ask only about behaviors occurring in their current workplace, while others do not limit 

the environment. Researchers must also realize that they may encounter sampling 

problems when gathering information from organizations. Data on the most severe cases 

of sexual harassment will probably never be obtained as many of these women leave the 

organization and will not be represented in the samples that are taken from any particular 

organization (Sbraga & O'Donohue, 2000). 

In spite of these methodological shortcomings, the prevalence rate is probably 

fairly accurate. Some might argue that because the prevalence rate includes behaviors 

that do not meet the legal criteria for sexual harassment that the resulting prevalence rate 

is inflated. However, it is quite likely that there are women who do experience "legal" 

sexual harassment but do not consider themselves sexual harassment targets. The rates of 

under-reporting and over-reporting are likely similar which would result in a fair 

estimate. The problems with determining the prevalence of sexual harassment are very 

similar to the problems encountered when trying to determine the prevalence of other 

illegal behaviors that target women, like rape or domestic violence. There will always be 

"trxie" victims who fail to report, women whose experiences do not meet the legal 

definitions even though by their own definition they may have been victimized, and 



women who make false reports. While this prevalence rate is undeniably flawed, it is 

informative. It gives us an idea of how many women will experience behaviors 

considered sexual harassment. Comparisons can then be made between the prevalence 

rates of sexual harassment and other types of abuse of women, like rape or domestic 

violence. After examining the data, it is reasonable to conclude that women are more 

likely to be the targets of behaviors considered sexual harassment than rape or domestic 

violence. This gives us a sense of the enormity of the problem. About half of all women 

will experience behaviors considered sexual harassment (though it may not meet the legal 

criteria) at some time in their lives. Given this extremely high prevalence rate, the next 

obvious question is how do women respond to these behaviors? 

Responses to Sexual Harassment 

Typologies of Responses 

Within one year of the EEOC defining sexual harassment, the first attempt to 

classify responses to sexual harassment was made. The U.S. Merit Systems Protection 

Board (1981) created a dichotomous system where a response was classified as either 

assertive or passive. Realizing the shortcomings of this system, researchers began 

developing their own typologies of responses. In 1986, Maypole conceptualized possible 

victim responses by using Stepsis' conflict resolution strategy continuum model. The four 

responses on this continuum are avoidance, defusion,^ negotiation, and confrontation. 

Gruber (1989) felt these categories were not descriptive enough so he utilized the same 

continuum of responses but also included nine sub-types to further differentiate the 

^ Defusion is not a word, but the author uses this term to refer to responses where the target attempts to 



responses. Around this same time, Terpstra and Baker (1989) also developed a typology 

of responses. This typology was developed by asking research participants to read a 

scenario depicting sexual harassment and writing down what they would do if they were 

in the target's position. These responses were then sorted into groups and further 

classified. The three response types that accounted for the majority of reactions were, 

"positive verbal confrontation, report internally, and ignore/do nothing" (p. 12). 

Researchers have continued to refme and redefine types of responses. Fitzgerald 

et al. (1995) describe a framework of 10 response strategies derived from coded 

responses of actual victims in 1990. These strategies fall into one of two categories: they 

were either classified as internally focused which meant the target attempted to manage 

the cognition and emotions associated with the event, or externally focused which meant 

the target employed a more instrumental response. The main contribution of this system 

is that it considered cognitive strategies, which prior typologies ignored. 

Jones and Remland (1992) used content analysis of open-ended questions and 

came up with eight response behaviors. The targets of sexual harassment would respond 

in one (or more) of the following eight ways: report, confront harasser, use verbal or 

physical violence, refocus the discussion, use nonverbal signals, comply unconditionally, 

comply conditionally, and avoid. 

Gutek and Koss (1993) added another dimension to classifying responses to 

sexual harassment by suggesting that sexual harassment responses fit into a two-by-two 

'cool off (p. 32) the situation. 



table with one axis being direct versus indirect responses and the other axis being 

individual versus individual with others responses. 

Knapp, Faley, Ekeberg and DuBois (1997) utilized Gutek and Koss' (1993) two-

by-two design and Gruber's (1989) categories to come up with the most comprehensive 

typology of responses. This typology is based on the idea that responses vary on both the 

dimensions of focus and mode of the response. Their two-by-two design has a vertical 

axis that represents the focus dimension, with responses being either self (coping 

strategies) or initiator (address initiator directly) focused. The other axis is the mode 

axis, indicating either a self-response or a supported response. This design results in a 

table with four quadrants. These quadrants, or cells, are labeled and refer to specific 

behaviors. Cell 1 is labeled avoidance/denial and refers to behaviors such as ignoring, 

quitting, treating as a joke, and self-blame. Cell 2 is labeled social coping and refers to 

behaviors that are self-focused but seek support from others; an example would be 

talking to people about the harassment. Cell 3 is labeled confrontation/negotiation. The 

behaviors in this category are infrequently used and include confronting the harasser. 

Cell 4, labeled advocacy seeking, consists of rarely used behaviors such as reporting, 

filing case, asking others to intervene. Knapp et al. (1997) further qualify these cells by 

mentioning their relative effectiveness, while providing no supportive evidence or data. 

While the description of the cells is helpful, the unsubstantiated claims of effectiveness 

for the behaviors are not. Non-empirical information presented in this way can be 

misleading and confusing to other researchers, as well as the public. These sorts of 



overstatements are not uncommon and have become one of the shortcomings of sexual 

harassment research. 

Notwithstanding these limitations, the typologies of responses to sexual 

harassment are improving and evolving. Apparently more work needs to be done, as 

there is still no widely accepted typology. Fortunately, discovering how women respond 

to harassment is not dependent on the existence of a comprehensive typology. 

How Women Respond 

Sexual harassment researchers have discovered how targets respond to sexual 

harassment by completing a variety of studies. The vast majority of these studies have 

relied on three main methodologies (Kulik, Perry, & Schmidtke, 1997). Target response 

studies either survey actual victims or utilize one of two types of scenario studies. The 

surveys of victims can involve face-to-face interviews, but more commonly are 

administered by telephone or mail. Another way information about victims is gained is 

by examining existing reports filed with state agencies. The scenario studies use 

observers in different ways; they are either asked to put themselves in the place of the 

victim, or not asked to put themselves in the position of the victim but rather recommend 

how the victim or organization should respond. The results of these studies provide 

information about how actual victims respond, how people believe they would respond, 

and how people think victims should respond. The information provided below is based 

on published studies utilizing any of the three described methodologies. 



Non-reporting 

The vast majority of targets of sexual harassment do not report the behavior 

(Gutek, 1985; Loy & Stewart, 1984; Welsh, 2000). Few of those who report file formal 

complaints and even fewer take legal action. In one study, less than two percent of 

targets sought legal help (Loy & Stewart, 1984). When harassing behavior first appears, 

women tend to do the opposite of reporting; they often ignore the behavior altogether. In 

Cochran, Frazier, and Olson's (1997) study of over 4,000 university students, the most 

common response to unwanted sexual attention was ignoring. One reason why targets 

initially ignore this behavior is because they are uncertain about the initiator's intentions 

(Dunwoody-Miller & Gutek, 1985; Gutek & Koss, 1993). If the behavior is not too 

severe, targets may even laugh it off and think it was a joke or pretend it never happened 

(Gutek 1985, Rabinowitz 1990; U. S. Merit Systems Protection Board (USMSPB), 1981). 

Once the target realizes that the harassment is serious she may try avoidance. In a review 

of the literature Fitzgerald et al. (1995) reported that women will avoid the behavior or 

situation about half the time. Cochran et al. (1997) found similar results, with 45% of 

their respondents who experienced unwanted sexual attention avoided the harasser. This 

avoidance can ultimately lead to quitting the job or dropping out of the school or class. 

Studies have found between 4% and 17% of targets have left their jobs or transferred as a 

result of harassment sometime in their working lives (Gruber & Smith, 1995; Gutek, 

1985; Loy & Stewart, 1984). 

In addition to ignoring and avoiding, women can develop other indirect responses. 

These responses tend to be self-focused which means they do not involve the initiator 



(Knapp et al., 1997). One way women respond indirectly is by making sure they are 

never in the same room with the harasser. This is different from the avoidance behavior 

mentioned above because the woman does not avoid the man altogether, only in certain 

situations. Another response some women use is dressing down and making a point to 

talk about their husbands or boyfriends when they are around the harasser (Rabinowitz, 

1990). These responses provide a way for the women to have some control over their 

interactions with the harasser and possibly limit the harassing behaviors. 

Another indirect response is seeking out social support. The vast majority of 

women do talk to someone about the harassment. The USMSPB (1981) found 68% of 

targets of harassment talked about the harassment with a co-worker and 60% discussed it 

with family and friends. DuBois, Knapp, Faley and Kustis (1998) found similar rates 

with over half of the women who experienced harassment seeking assistance from 

friends, over one-third seeking assistance from a co-worker and over one-fourth seeking 

support from family. About half of Cochran et al.'s (1997) sample who experienced 

unwanted sexual attention also talked to others about the harassment. An earlier study by 

Gutek (1985) found only about 22% of the women had talked to someone about the 

harassment. 

Typically, women do not respond in only one way. Just as harassment is a 

process and not usually a one-time event, so are the target's responses. She may 

participate in any number of behaviors depending on how the harasser responds to her 

initial reactions and how long the behaviors persist (Gutek & Koss, 1993). Target's 



initial responses usually involve one of the indirect responses mentioned above. If the 

harassment continues, she may begin to employ different responses. 

Reporting 

Reporting can refer to a number of different behaviors. For the purposes of this 

paper there will be two categories of reporting, informal and formal. Informal reporting 

refers to the target's disclosure of the behavior to someone without the intent of formally 

documenting the behavior. In contrast to informal reporting, formal reporting will be 

reserved for those responses where the target notifies someone in a position of authority 

and registers a formal complaint about the behavior. This person can be a member of the 

same organization or another organization (like the EEOC) but must be considered an 

authority. 

Types of informal reporting. 

One type of informal reporting is confronting the harasser. While the majority of 

women do not confront their harassers some studies report confrontation rates of over 

40% (Gruber & Smith, 1995; Loy & Stewart, 1984; USMSPB, 1981). Confrontation 

typically involves the target saying something to the harasser about his behaviors. In 

some cases women may hit or insult the harasser (Gutek & Koss, 1993). Due to the 

possible negative consequences, these responses are rarely used. While it is unknown 

how many women actually use a physical response to harassment there is some evidence 

that people believe they would respond this way under certain conditions. When asking 

participants how they would respond to unwanted sexual touching, Terpstra and Baker 

(1989) found the most common response was to react physically. 



As discussed previously, many women do talk about the harassing event with 

friends, family members, and co-workers (DuBois et al., 1998; Gutek, 1985; USMSPB, 

1981). The purpose of talking to others about the harassment usually has more to do with 

gaining social support and ideas on how to deal with the harassment rather than making a 

report. However, disclosing the event to a co-worker can be considered informal 

reporting if the disclosure results in a confrontation with the harasser. This disclosure 

can be problematic if the co-worker happens to be someone in a supervisory position who 

may feel obligated to make a formal report even if that was not the target's intention. 

Types of formal reporting. 

Formal reporting occurs when the target informs appropriate authorities about the 

harassing behavior with the assumption that the there will be an investigation or some 

other action will be taken to stop the alleged harasser or prevent further harassment from 

occurring. This is almost always the last resort for targets of sexual harassment; they 

typically do not do this until all other responses have failed and usually reserve this 

response for the most severe situations (Fitzgerald et al., 1995; Gruber, 1989; Loy & 

Stewart, 1984). 

While it is evident that most women do not make formal reports, determining the 

rate of reporting is complicated by the various measurements of sexual harassment. In 

some studies participants self-identify as targets of harassment, i.e., "Have you 

experienced sexual harassment?". Other studies rely on how the participants endorse lists 

of behaviors and some studies let the researchers themselves decide whether or not the 

participant has experienced sexual harassment. Obviously, studies that utilize a broader 



definition of harassment will include more participants who have experienced 

harassment, which may result in a lower reporting rate. For example, some researchers 

will include relatively benign behaviors like offensive jokes and label them as 

harassment. Offensive jokes would not meet the legal definition of harassment (unless 

they became pervasive and abusive). Some researchers would nevertheless consider this 

individual a target of sexual harassment. 

Fitzgerald et al.'s (1988) study illustrates the problem with using such broad 

definitions of harassment. This study seems to provide strong evidence for low reporting 

rates with only 3% attempting to report sexual harassment. Participants were given the 

Sexual Experience Questionnaire (SEQ), an instrument that contains several behavioral 

items. After reading the items, the participants circle the response that describes their 

own experiences. These responses are never, once, and more than once. Responses of 

once or more than once are considered endorsements. About half the sample endorsed at 

least one item on the SEQ. Many of the women in this study had experienced behaviors 

such as offensive jokes, sexually suggestive stories, inappropriate remarks or stares. At 

least some of these women experienced these behaviors only once. It appears^ that all of 

the women who endorsed an item (about 50%) were defined as harassed even though 

only 5% indicated that they believed they had been harassed. Given this broad definition, 

it is no wonder the reporting rate is so low. Furthermore, it is unclear from the results of 

this study if it was 3% of the total sample who attempted to report, or 3% of those who 

positively endorsed an item or items on the SEQ. 

^ The paper does not explain how they classified people as harassed. 
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Using slightly improved methodology, Gruber and Smith (1995) asked women 

. .if they had experienced one or more of twelve different forms of uninvited sexual 

attention in the workplace" (p. 549) and then asked them about the most upsetting 

incident. About 8.3% of their subjects responded to this most upsetting incident by 

reporting. Gutek (1985) found a reporting rate of nearly 18% in a follow-up study of 

women who experienced more serious forms of harassment that included sexual touching 

or quid pro quo type behaviors. This higher reporting rate is most likely due to the 

severity of the behaviors the women in the sample experienced, which was a result of the 

narrower definition of harassment. These studies demonstrate that the more similar the 

researcher's definition of harassment is to the legal definition, the higher the reporting 

rates. Conversely, the broader the definition, the lower the reporting rates. Even with the 

use of these narrower definitions of harassment, the reporting rates remain relatively low. 

What factors determine if women will report the alleged harassment? 

Factors Affecting Reporting 

After gaining a better understanding of how women respond to sexual harassment 

and realizing how few women actually report the harassment, researchers began 

examining what factors impact women's responses to harassment; specifically, what 

factors impact reporting? The factors affecting reporting can be broken down into three 

categories. They are harassment factors that relate to the specific harassing behavior, 

workplace factors that deal with issues in the particular workplace and individual factors 

relating to target variables including beliefs, attitudes, and demographic characteristics. 



Harassment Factors 

Relationship with Initiator 

The relationship between the target and the harasser seems to play a role in 

whether or not the target will report the harasser. There is some evidence that women are 

more likely to report the harassment if the initiator is a supervisor (Livingston, 1982; 

Samoluk & Pretty, 1994; Terpstra & Cook, 1985; Welsh & Gruber, 1999). Some 

researchers believe this effect may be less of a relationship or status effect than it first 

appears. Since sexual harassment has to do with power and control, women may be more 

likely to perceive certain behaviors as harassing when coming from a supervisor than 

from a peer. For example, sexual joking is viewed much differently when coming from a 

same-level co-worker than when the joker is a supervisor (Kenig & Ryan, 1986). Targets 

realize that their supervisors have more power and control than their same-level co

workers and the harassment could have more job related consequences. It seems as if 

workers hold their supervisors to a higher standard and their behaviors are perceived as 

more inappropriate than the behaviors of co-workers. This may explain the increase in 

reporting when the harasser is a supervisor (see Blumenthal, 1998; Kenig & Ryan 1986; 

Samoluk & Pretty, 1994; Stockdale, Vaux & Cashin, 1995). 

Other studies have obtained the opposite effect. Gruber and Smith (1995) found 

women were less likely to respond assertively when the initiator was a supervisor than 

when the initiator was a peer, with assertive response rates of 34% and 49%, 

respectively"*. Maypole (1986) had similar findings with women being more likely to act 

^ It is worth noting that the abstract of this article incorrectly reports the opposite results. 



assertively when the harasser was a co-worker rather than a supervisor. Interestingly, the 

explanation for this finding is basically the same as the one for the opposite finding. It is 

suggested that the power the supervisor has over the target may limit her responses to the 

harassment because of the possible negative consequences (Gruber & Smith, 1995). 

There is a greater chance of retribution or retaliation when reporting a supervisor. 

Targets may feel it is safer to report a co-worker because he does not have power over 

her. 

Severity/Frequency of Behavior 

The level of severity of the behaviors the targets experience seems to impact 

whether or not targets report. While there is no specific list of behaviors that constitute 

severity, Gruber (1990) proposed five contextual factors that affect the perception of 

severity in sexually harassing situations. These five factors are; the source of the 

behavior, the directness of the behavior, how aversive the behavior is, and the degree of 

threat. For example, sexual harassment would be viewed as more severe when the 

initiator has power over the target, the behavior occurs frequently (or is of long duration), 

the behaviors are direct (physical touching), and the behavior is aversive and threatening. 

One study reported that severity is the best single predictor of target response 

(Gruber & Smith, 1995). Several other studies also found targets were more likely to 

report harassment when the behaviors were severe and frequent (Gruber & Bjorn, 1986; 

Hesson-Mclnnis & Fitzgerald, 1997; Jones & Remland, 1992; Kulik et al., 1997; 

Livingston, 1982; Loy & Stewart, 1984; Rudman, Borgida, & Robertson, 1995; Welsh & 

Gruber, 1999). More generally, several studies have found that the severity of sexual 



harassment predicts response to harassment with targets responding more directly or 

assertively to more severe harassment (Cochran et al. 1997; Hesson-Mclnnis & 

Fitzgerald, 1997; Malamut & Offerman, 2001; Munson, Hulin & Drasgow, 2000). 

Brooks and Perot (1991) found that "perceived offensiveness," which was defined in part 

by frequency, directly influenced reporting of harassment. Gruber and Smith (1995) 

found women were more likely to report quid pro quo harassment than hostile work 

environment harassment and that nonassertive responses were linked to nonsevere 

behaviors. In a review of the literature, Knapp et al. (1997) found that targets who 

experienced more severe behaviors also had higher levels of distress and development of 

symptoms. They suggest that this higher level of distress and symptoms may have 

motivated targets to report the harassment. 

There is one study that may not demonstrate this positive relationship between 

level of severity and rate of reporting. Terpstra and Cook (1985) found that women who 

filed charges were less likely to report the most severe forms of harassment like sexual 

assault, and more frequently reported "... unwanted sexual contact, offensive language, 

sexual propositions unlinked to employment conditions, and socialization or date 

requests" (p. 569). This result could be because the most serious form of sexual 

harassment, i.e. sexual assault, does in fact occur less frequently than other harassing 

behaviors. This same study did find support for the relationship between frequency of 

harassment and reporting. The majority of the women's sexual harassment complaints 

involved harassment that was repeated in nature and not a one-time event. 



Workplace Factors 

Person in Authority 

It appears to whom the woman has to report the harassment may impact whether 

or not she will make a report. In a review of the literature, Gutek and Koss (1993) found 

that targets may be more likely to report if their supervisor (the person to whom they 

would report) seemed supportive. 

Organizational Responses and Climate 

The target's perceptions of her organization's attitudes about sexual harassment 

may impact her response. Perry, Kulik, and Schmidtke (1997) found that the way the 

organization dealt with incidents of sexual harassment in the past impacted responses to 

current harassment. If the organizational response was positive, the target was more 

likely to actively respond. The presence of sexual harassment policies may also affect 

women's responses to harassment. Gruber and Smith (1995) found a weak relationship 

between assertive responses and the presence of sexual harassment awareness items 

including policies, procedures, posters, pamphlets or presentations in the organization. 

In companies with heightened sexual harassment awareness, specifically when four or 

more of the items mentioned above were present, women were more likely to respond 

directly (it did not matter if a specific item was present, just the number of items present). 

Presence of such items may affect the women's attitudes about the effectiveness of 

reporting. Counting the number of sexual harassment items is obviously a very rough 

measure of companies' attitudes towards sexual harassment. Welsh and Gruber (1999) 

improved the methodology in the aforementioned study and found that women were more 



likely to report when the organization had "proactive policies." These policies are more 

than just informational; they modify the work environment by having complaint 

procedures and/or training sessions. Similarly, it has also been demonstrated that if 

women feel reporting will be effective they will be more likely to report harassment 

(Rudman et al., 1995). 

The organizational climate can also decrease the likelihood that a target will 

report harassment. The presence of a sexualized environment can have a negative impact 

on targets' expectations of the effectiveness of reporting and can influence whether or not 

they report (Knapp et al., 1997). Another study found that if women viewed their 

organization's culture as "exclusive", where the minority group (i.e. women) is excluded 

or devalued, they were less willing to raise gender-equity issues which can include sexual 

harassment (Button, Ashford, Lawrence & Miner-Rubino, 2002). Finally, one study 

based on the Defense Manpower Data Center from the U.S. Armed Forces found no 

direct effect of organizational climate on reporting (Bergman, Langhout, Palmieri, 

Cortina, & Fitzgerald, 2002). 

Job Status 

Job status refers to the rank or importance of the target's position and does not 

refer to the target's relationship with the harasser. It remains unclear what impact job 

status has on responses to sexual harassment. Gruber and Bjom (1986) found the best 

predictor of target's response (while controlling for severity) was the degree of skill 

involved with a target's job, with women in higher-skilled jobs tending to respond more 

directly, regardless if the harasser was a co-worker or supervisor. Perry et al. (1997) also 



found a similar, yet weak, relationship between position power and active responding, 

with women in higher positions more likely to actively respond. The authors suggest that 

women in higher positions may have more knowledge about reporting. In a later study, 

Gruber and Smith (1995) were not able to replicate job status findings and did not find 

any significant difference in response rates and job status. 

Other studies have found the inverse relationship. In Terpstra and Cook's (1985) 

examination of women who filed sexual harassment charges, women in paraprofessional 

positions were overrepresented while professional women were underrepresented. 

Livingston's (1982) review of women's responses found a weak relationship between 

assertive responses and job status with women in lower status jobs being more likely to 

respond assertively. Targets of harassment in Malamut and Offerman's (2001) study also 

found that women with low occupational status were more likely to use confrontation 

than women with higher occupational status. 

Differences in defining job status may have contributed to these inconsistent 

findings. Furthermore, some of these effects were marginally significant, and at least one 

was not replicated in a subsequent study. It is possible that the organization type may 

also be a confound. Two women with the same position, but in different organizations, 

may experience different levels of power. 

Miscellaneous 

There is limited evidence for the influence of other variables on how the target 

will respond. Ragins and Scandura (1995) found that in male-typed occupations, white-

collar women were more likely than blue-collar women to report the harasser. The 



gender composition of the workplace may also impact responses to sexual harassment. 

Gruber and Bjom (1986) found that if women comprise a sizeable minority (27-49%) of 

the workforce, they would respond more assertively than women who were in the 

majority (over 50%) or minority (under 27%) of their workforce. Gruber and Smith 

(1995) replicated this finding. It seems reasonable that women in the sizeable minority 

would respond more assertively than women in the minority, but no explanation is given 

for why they are more assertive than women in the majority. The number of harassers 

may also impact targets' responses. Welsh and Gruber (1999) found that women were 

more likely to report the harassment when there was more than one harasser. 

Societal Factors 

Knapp et al. (1997) mentioned two other factors that impact how women respond 

to sexual harassment. They suggest that both the economic and legal atmosphere impact 

how women respond to sexual harassment. Targets consider the current state of the 

economy when deciding how to respond to harassment. For example, when the economy 

is unstable women will be less likely to report sexual harassment. They may realize that 

job loss is a possible consequence for reporting harassment and know that finding another 

job may be difficult when the economy is unstable. Also, women's responses are 

influenced by how the media is portraying high profile sexual harassment cases. The 

media coverage could influence how women respond to harassment in various ways. If 

the media gives the target a lot of negative attention, women may be less likely to report 

their own harassment. Conversely, the media attention may legitimize the woman's own 

experiences and motivate her to speak out as well. 



Fiews of Harassment 

How a woman views harassment in general and the behaviors in her situation 

specifically impact whether or not she will respond. One way women determine if they 

are experiencing harassing behaviors is by inferring the intent of the perpetrator. This 

inference affects the target's reaction. If a woman believes the intent of the behaviors 

was to offend her, rather than be amusing, this may impact how she responds. Women 

who feel they have been harassed are more likely to report the behavior (Fitzgerald et al., 

1995; Koss, 1990). This means that two different women could be the recipients of 

identical behaviors but make different inferences about the intent. Women who believe 

the intent was malicious may be more likely to label the experience as harassment. 

Obviously, those who believe they experienced harassment are more likely to report the 

behavior than the women who do not believe they were harassed. Some women's 

perceptions of whether or not they were harassed are impacted by their attributions of 

blame. Women can use attributions as a way to cope with and reinterpret the situation 

(Gutek, 1985). This reinterpretation of the situation can change their perception of the 

event and make them less likely to label the situation as harassment. As mentioned 

before, not labeling the behavior as harassment makes the woman less likely to report. 

Many women feel their situation was not serious enough to report (DuBois et al., 1998; 

Fitzgerald et al., 1988; Welsh, 2000). Gutek (1985) had similar findings with 82% of the 

women who did not report saying there was "no real need to report" the harassment (p. 



Women who believe harassment is a power or dominance issue are more likely to 

report harassing behaviors (Welsh & Gruber, 1999). In fact, in Gruber and Smith's 

(1995) study, women who believed harassment was a power issue reported at nearly 

twice the rate of women who did not believe harassment was a power issue. 

Attitudes 

Several studies have examined the impact of a variety of attitudes on responses to 

sexual harassment. Brooks and Perot (1991) found an indirect effect of feminist attitudes 

on reporting with women with feminist attitudes being more likely to report some sexual 

harassment behaviors (like gender harassment) than women with non-feminist attitudes. 

Several studies demonstrated that women with traditional sex role attitudes were less 

likely than women with non-traditional sex role attitudes to report sexual harassment 

(Fitzgerald et al., 1995; Gruber & Smith, 1995; Jensen & Gutek, 1982; Malovich & 

Stake, 1990). 

Feelings about Self 

There is much evidence that women with higher self-esteem are more likely to 

report sexual harassment (Gruber & Bjorn, 1986; Gutek & Koss, 1993; Malovich & 

Stake, 1990; Roth & Fedor, 1993). One study found that women who are more assertive 

(assessed by self-report) are more likely to confront their harasser (Adams-Roy & 

Barling, 1998). Feeling embarrassed also seems to play a role in women's responses. 

While embarrassment is not the same as self-esteem, it is likely that feeling embarrassed 

could be related to low self-esteem. Thirty-one percent of the women in Gutek's (1985) 

study said they were too embarrassed to report the harassment. It appears the number of 



women not reporting as a result of feeling embarrassed has decreased with DuBois et al. 

(1998) finding 14% of women in their sample noted embarrassment as the reason for not 

reporting. 

It is not uncommon for targets of harassment to feel both self-blame and guilt 

(Rabinowitz, 1990). These feelings of self-blame can impact responses to sexual 

harassment. Women who feel self-blame are less likely to report harassment, or even talk 

about the situation with others (Jensen & Gutek, 1982). Self-blame can also cause the 

targets to feel ashamed or humiliated which may make them hesitant to report as they 

will not want the attention that often comes with reporting. Other outcomes of reporting 

will be discussed in detail later in this paper. 

Target Characteristics 

The relationship between the age of the target and how she will respond to 

harassment is unclear. There is some evidence that younger targets are more likely to 

formally complain than older targets (Roth & Fedor, 1993). In a study examining 

characteristics of women who filed formal sexual harassment charges, Terpstra and Cook 

(1985) found that as compared to the expected age distribution of the labor force, women 

between 25 and 35 were overrepresented and women over 45 were underrepresented. It 

is unclear if this is the result of younger women experiencing much more harassment than 

older women or if it is related to differences in reporting. Another study found that 

women who reported sexual harassment were more likely to be older and more educated^ 

(Rudman et al., 1995). This apparent age effect may have more to do with the target's 

'The age range of the sample in this study was 18 to 52 with a mean age of 26.7. 



expectations of what the consequences of reporting will be, which could be related to life 

experiences, as opposed to their actual age. Finally, Welsh and Gruber (1999) found the 

target's age was not predictive of how she responded to sexual harassment. 

The limited research on prior sexual abuse suggests that having a history of sexual 

abuse does not impact responses to sexual harassment (Fitzgerald, Collingsworth, 

Magley, Buchanan-Biddle, & Ramos, 1999). Similarly, Stockdale, O'Connor, Gutek, 

and Geer (2002) found no evidence that having previous experience with unwanted 

sexual attention affected ratings of sexual harassment. 

The amount of resources a woman has seems to affect how they will respond to 

harassment. Women with fewer psychological resources (e.g., sense of personal control 

and outlook on life) are less likely to report sexual harassment (Gruber & Bjorn, 1986). 

DuBois et al. (1988) found that about 12% of targets do not report because they claim 

they did not know what action to take. This suggests that these women had less 

knowledge about the situation and likely fewer sources of social support. 

There is very limited information about the effects of the race of the target on 

response. One study found the target's race did not affect response to harassment 

(Malamut & Offerman, 2001). 

Fear of Consequences 

Even more important than the factors described above are the beliefs the target 

has about what might happen if she does report the harassment. Direct responses, like 

reporting, seem riskier to the targets than the indirect methods of responding to 



harassment (Gutek & Koss, 1993). The reasons for not reporting may seem endless to 

many targets and most of the reasons have to do with the consequences of the reporting. 

One of a woman's most prominent fears is that nothing will be done if she reports 

the harassment, or that her complaint will not be taken seriously (Collins & Blodgett, 

1981; Dunwoody-Miller & Gutek, 1985; Fitzgerald et al., 1995; Gutek, 1985; Gutek & 

Koss 1993; Quina, 1990). Targets also fear that if they do come forward and report the 

harassment they will not be believed (Fitzgerald, 1993; Fitzgerald et al., 1988). Even if 

women think they will be believed, they then fear that they will also be blamed for the 

harassment (DuBois et al., 1998; Fitzgerald, 1993). Gutek (1985) found that 60% of 

nonreporters believed they would be blamed if they reported the harassment. 

In addition to the fear of being blamed, women fear being labeled a troublemaker 

or being viewed as a difficult employee (DuBois et al., 1998; Fitzgerald et al., 1988; 

Koss, 1990; Rabinowitz, 1990; Sbraga & O'Donohue, 2000). Targets also express 

concerns for the harasser and will not report because they do not want to cause problems 

for him and may even feel sympathy for him (Gutek, 1985; Rabinowitz 1990). This type 

of concern for the harasser is seen more often in women who self-blame (Jensen & 

Gutek, 1982). 

Many women fear that if they report harassment they will face retribution or 

retaliation in some form (Benson & Thomas, 1982; Gruber, 1989; Gutek & Koss, 1993; 

Koss, 1990; Rabinowitz, 1990; Rudman et al., 1995). Most of the specific forms of 

retribution women fear are work related. Some women fear they will lose their job or 

that their career will be damaged (Coles, 1986; Sbraga & O'Donohue, 2000). It is 



unclear if this is a larger concern for women with more education and higher status jobs 

or for women with less education and lower status jobs. While women in lower status 

jobs may be more economically vulnerable and seem to have fewer resources, it may 

actually be easier for them to find another low status position, while it may be more 

difficult for women in an especially high status job to find another position with as much 

prestige, pay and benefits. It seems fair to say that women in all types of jobs have 

reason to fear job loss. 

In addition to job loss, there are other possible negative work consequences. 

Studies report between 30% and 43% of targets believe reporting will make their 

workplace unpleasant (DuBois et al., 1998; Dunwoody-Miller & Gutek, 1985). While 

they may not lose their job, the environment may become so unpleasant that they feel 

unable to work there. Gruber and Smith (1995) also found that women feared there 

would be negative changes in their work environment if they reported harassment. 

Rudman et al. (1995) summarize the fears of non-reporters nicely in the following 

quote, "... nonreporters were more likely to agree that (a) positive results were not likely 

to come of reporting, (b) the benefits of reporting would not outweigh the repercussions, 

(c) they had no control over the procedure, (d) their complaint would be trivialized, and 

(e) reporting would exacerbate rather than relieve their situation" (p. 534). 

Outcomes of Reporting 

Unfortunately, it appears many of the women's fears are realized if they report the 

harassment. That is, reporting sexual harassment frequently leads to negative outcomes. 

Regardless of the specific outcome, making formal complaints almost always has 



financial consequences to the target and her family as well as psychological 

consequences (Dansky & Kilpatrick, 1997; Gutek & Koss, 1993; Welsh & Gruber, 1999). 

Just as many women fear, often nothing is done in response to a report of sexual 

harassment. In a survey of California civil service workers, Dunwoody-Miller and Gutek 

(1985) found that 38% of women who reported harassment said the management did 

nothing. Around 80% of the complaints made to the EEOC from 95-98 were closed and 

no action was taken (Gutek & Done, 2000). In an examination of sexual harassment 

complaints in union work environment, Cohen and Cohen (1994) found the union would 

defend the harasser by either denying the event or blaming the victims in over 80% of the 

cases. Even in cases where severe harassment is found like at the Mitsubishi plant in 

Normal, Illinois, organizational responses can be minimal. One magazine article reported 

that at the Mitsubishi plant. .the company's standard 'disciplinary' measure..." was to 

watch a 30-minute video about sexual harassment (Cray, 1997, p. 25). Furthermore, it is 

alleged that the watching of this video became a joke, or "a badge of honor" (p. 25). 

While some action was taken, this is clearly not the type of response targets of 

harassment desire from their organizations. 

Women who take official action outside of the organization are also successful 

less than half the time. Terpstra and Baker (1988) report less than one-third of the 

women in their sample who filed reports with the EEOC had favorable results. 

According to the USMSPB (1981) only one-half of the 2% who took official action won 

their case. It is worth noting that at the time of this study, over 20 years ago, it was very 



difficult to go to court, much less win a case, as their were no real legal definitions or 

precedents at this time. 

Reporting appears to have negative consequences on the target's psychological 

and emotional well-being. Those who responded in an assertive way were more likely to 

display greater emotional distress, due in part to the financial and psychological costs of 

reporting, especially litigation (Livingston, 1982; Welsh & Gruber, 1999). Reporters 

often have lower job satisfaction and are more likely to get psychological assistance for 

their distress (Bergman et al., 2002; Hesson-Mclnnis & Fitzgerald, 1997). 

Retaliation is a realistic consequence for women who report harassment. In 

Terpstra and Cook's (1985) examination of actual sexual harassment charges, over 65% 

of the women were discharged from their job and 16% voluntarily quit. Similarly, in 

Coles' (1986) review of cases filed in an office of the California Fair Employment and 

Housing Department, about half the targets of harassment were fired for refusing sexual 

advances and an additional 25% quit out of either fear or frustration. About one-third of 

the women who reported sexual harassment to the USMSPB (1981) said filing formal 

complaints made the situation worse. Hesson-Mclnnis and Fitzgerald (1997) analyzed 

the 1987 USMSPB data set and found that women who used assertive and formal 

responses, such as registering a complaint, were more likely to lose their jobs, either by 

quitting or being fired. Stockdale (1998) also examined USMPB data and found that 

targets who responded in a more confrontive manner had worse job outcomes. It is 

important to remember that these results are gathered from the self-report of women who 

believe they have been harassed and some of them may have a misguided notion of what 
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illegal sexual harassment really is. In cases where their experiences do not meet the legal 

definition of harassment, it is quite likely that the reaction to their report was not positive. 

Terpstra and Baker (1988) examined outcomes of 81 charges filed with the 

Illinois Department of Human Rights (which at the same time were filed with the EEOC) 

over a two-year period in the early 1980s to determine what factors contributed to 

outcomes favorable to the woman making the charge. They found targets were more 

likely to have favorable outcomes when the charges were of a more serious nature 

(involving sexual assault, unwanted sexual touching or threats of quid pro quo nature), 

were witnessed by someone else, and when the target had notified someone in authority 

about the harassment before filing the charge. While these results are informative, they 

may not be that helpful to targets as they only have control of one of the three factors -

notifying a supervisor before filing a charge. 

Research on Reporting 

While most sexual harassment research has not focused on how the target's 

response impacts judgments of sexual harassment, there are a handful of studies that have 

addressed this issue. One would presume that there must be some empirical support for 

the assumption that pervades the general public and legal community that if women do 

not report, the behavior must be welcomed and therefore not sexual harassment. There 

are no studies examining this specific relationship, but there are some studies that 

examine how the target's response affects judgments of harassment. 

There are two studies that provide some support for the notion that ratings of 

harassment will be lower when the target does not respond in an assertive manner. In 
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Hunter and McClelland's (1991) study of factors impacting observers' ratings of 

seriousness in student-to-student harassment, ratings of seriousness were higher when the 

target verbally protested the behavior than when she said nothing. This is not strong 

evidence for the impact of target response on observers' ratings of harassment as this 

study examined ratings of seriousness, not harassment, and it was limited to student-to-

student harassment, which is not the typical case. 

Another study offering limited support for the notion that the target's response 

impacts judgments or ratings of harassment is Williams and Cyr's (1992) study of the 

effect of escalating commitment to a relationship on ratings of sexual harassment. In this 

study, participants read one of four scenarios where the initiator's behavior remained 

constant but the target's response varied. The target responses ranged from completely 

ignoring and avoiding the initiator (who was a supervisor) to being friendly and 

acquiescing to his requests. Target response did not have a direct effect on ratings of 

harassment, but a significant interaction effect of rater sex and target response was found. 

Female participants rated the initiator's behavior as sexually harassing in all conditions, 

but male participants were more likely to rate the behavior as harassing in the condition 

where the woman completely avoided the harasser than in the other two conditions. This 

suggests that the male participants were more focused on the target's behavior while 

female participants tended to focus on the initiator's behavior. 

Other studies have failed to demonstrate a relationship between target response 

and ratings of sexual harassment. Thomann and Wiener (1987) manipulated whether the 

target ignored or confronted the harasser. How the target responded did not affect ratings 



of sexual harassment. In Henry and Meltzoff s (1998) study, participants watched a 

videotaped interaction of co-worker harassment where the target's response varied. The 

four different responses were passive verbal, passive non-verbal, assertive verbal and 

assertive non-verbal. They failed to find significant differences in perceptions of sexual 

harassment regardless of how the target responded. O'Connor, Gutek, Stockdale, Geer, 

and Melanfon (under review) had three manipulations for target response. The target had 

filed a formal complaint, was a silent tolerator, or was an instigator-in-kind. These target 

manipulations did not impact ratings of sexual harassment. All three conditions had 

relatively high ratings of harassment. 

The purpose of this study is to determine what factors observers use when 

making judgments of sexual harassment. Specifically, this study examines how 

observers evaluate the target and her response and how these evaluations might 

impact various ratings of harassment. Although the main focus of this study is to 

investigate how observers view various target responses, additional contextual 

variables have been included that provide (1) information about the target's 

history of complaining about workplace conditions and (2) information about the 

frequency of the allegedly harassing behavior. This contextual information may 

impact how observers evaluate the target and her response and also ratings of 

harassment. The sex of the respondent was also recorded to see if men and 

women differ in their ratings of harassment and evaluations of the target and her 

response. 



Although the review of the literature provides a wealth of information 

about how people respond to harassment, it remains unclear how observers 

evaluate the target and her response. Do observers expect the target to 

demonstrate that the behavior was unwelcome, and if so must she demonstrate 

this in a particular way? Furthermore, does target response impact observers' 

judgments of harassment? Do observers view some responses as more 

appropriate or more effective than other responses? The courts have an 

expectation that women who are harassed will indicate that the behavior was 

unwelcome by reporting the behavior. The literature clearly shows that women 

do not do what they are expected to do (i.e. report), and the limited research 

examining what variables impact ratings of harassment does not provide any 

compelling evidence to support the notion that judgments of harassment are 

influenced by the demonstration of unwelcomeness through the target's response. 

This study will investigate if there is support for the court's notion that women 

need to show the behavior was unwelcome (preferably by reporting the behavior) 

in order for observers to rate the situation as harassing. It will also investigate 

other variables that may impact observers' ratings of harassment. 

Situational Characteristics Affecting Ratings of Sexual Harassment and Evaluations of 

the Target and her Response 

Target Response 

As mentioned earlier, there have been only a few studies examining the 

effect of target response on ratings of harassment (O'Connor et al., under review; 



Henry & Meltzoff, 1998; Hunter & McClelland, 1991; Thomann & Wiener, 1987; 

Williams & Cyr, 1992). These existing studies did not directly investigate how 

target response affects evaluations of the target or her response. This study will 

look at how four different target responses impact ratings of harassment, and 

evaluations of the target and her response. 

This study manipulated the target's response in four ways: (1) silent 

tolerator (no complaint while employed), (2) told husband (she tells her husband 

her concerns about what is going on at work), (3) registered complaint (complaint 

registered with company when behavior occurred), and (4) slapped (where she 

slaps the alleged harasser after he says something she perceives to be harassing). 

It seems logical to assume that most people would view reporting as 

evidence that the harassing behavior was unwelcome and bothersome enough to 

cause the target to take action. The review of the literature provides some support 

for this assumption, since women are more likely to report harassment that is 

more severe or occurs more frequently (Gruber & Bjom, 1986; Hesson-Mclnnis 

& Fitzgerald, 1997; Jones & Remland, 1992; Kulik et al., 1997; Livingston, 1982; 

Loy & Stewart, 1984; Rudman, Borgida, & Robertson, 1995; Welsh & Gruber, 

1999). Even so, the vast majority of women who experience harassment do not 

report the behavior, regardless of the severity or frequency of the behaviors 

(Cochran, Frazier, & Olson, 1997; Gutek, 1985; Loy & Stewart, 1984; Welsh, 

2000). Although women rarely formally report sexual harassment, it is important 

to include this response as one of the conditions since organizations and the courts 



expect women to respond in this way. In fact, this variable must be included in 

order to investigate how observers (in this case research participants) evaluate this 

response and to see if it does impact ratings of harassment. 

In the silent tolerator condition, it would be less apparent to observers that 

the target found the behavior to be unwelcome and harassing. In this condition, 

observers may wonder why she did not report the behaviors and conclude that she 

was not really harassed. They also may make negative assumptions about the 

target because she did not report and may view her response (or lack of response) 

more negatively. 

The other target responses in this study are telling someone (her husband) 

or slapping the harasser. Again, observers would likely view formally reporting 

the behavior as the preferred response to harassment. They may feel that telling 

someone, other than someone in authority at work, will not remedy the situation. 

They may feel that slapping the harasser is an overreaction, depending on the 

perpetrator's behaviors. But in both of these circumstances, the target makes an 

active response suggesting that the perpetrator's behavior was not welcome. 

Adding these two responses (telling someone else and slapping the 

perpetrator) makes it possible to examine if observers have a clear expectation of 

exactly how a person should respond to behavior they find offensive or harassing 

or whether any response that suggests the behavior was unwelcome will suffice. 

If the latter is the case, it should not make any difference whether the person 

reports the behavior, tells someone else about the behavior, or slaps the 



perpetrator. All of these responses provide indications that the behavior was not 

welcome. However, if observers expect the target to engage in a specific 

behavior to indicate unwelcomeness - namely to formally report the perpetrator 

and their behavior - then only engaging in the expected behavior - formally 

reporting - is likely to be taken as indication that the behavior was sexually 

harassing. 

Given the fact that organizations typically have policies that instruct 

employees on how to respond to harassment that usually involve reporting the 

behavior to authorities in the organization, it is likely that observers will expect 

the target to respond to harassment in this way. That is, reporting the behavior 

will be viewed as the preferred way to demonstrate that the target foimd these 

behaviors to be harassing. If the target responds in this expected way observers 

will be more likely to rate the situation as harassing, have a more positive view of 

the target and her response. Therefore: 

Hypothesis la: 

Behaviors will be judged as more harassing and evaluations of the target and her 

response will be more favorable if the target formally reports the harassment as 

opposed to doing nothing (silent tolerator). 

Hypothesis lb: 

Behaviors will be judged as more harassing and evaluations of the target and her 

response will be more favorable if the target formally reports the harassment as 

opposed to telling her husband. 



Hypothesis Ic: 

Behaviors will be judged as more harassing and evaluations of the target and her 

response will be more favorable if the target formally reports the harassment as 

opposed to slapping the alleged harasser. 

History of Complaining 

There are no existing studies examining the effect of the target's history of 

complaining about factors other than the alleged harassment on ratings of harassment or 

evaluations of the target and her response. The inclusion of this variable is supported by 

attribution theory. Sexual harassment researchers have studied attributions for some 

time, but have not focused on the target. Instead, research on attributions in sexual 

harassment has typically focused on the harassing behavior. Previous studies have 

looked at what caused the harassment (Pryor & Day, 1988), who was responsible for the 

harassment (Kenig & Ryan, 1986; Thomaim & Wiener, 1987; Valentine-French & 

Radtke, 1989; Williams & Cyr, 1992), and who was to blame for the harassment (Jensen 

& Gutek, 1982; Kenig & Ryan, 1986; Williams & Cyr, 1992). 

This study will use attribution theory as a way to understand how observers view 

the target and her response. Kelley's (1967, 1973) idea of consistency suggests that in 

the absence of other information, observers will attribute the target's response to her own 

characteristics and previous behaviors, and not be considering the perpetrator's 

behaviors. If the target has a history of complaining about other conditions, they will 

discount her complaints about the alleged harassing behavior and instead view her as a 

complainer or troublemaker. As a result, in the condition where the target has a history 



of complaining, observers will likely have lower ratings of harassment and more negative 

views of the target and her response. Conversely, if the target does not have a history of 

complaining observers will view her as more credible. Therefore; 

Hypothesis 2: 

Behaviors will be judged as more harassing and evaluations of the target and her 

response will he more favorable if the target did not have a history of 

complaining about other workplace conditions (i.e., temperature, training, and 

schedule). 

Number of Times 

There is evidence that the more frequently behaviors occur, the more 

likely people will view the behaviors as harassing (Terpstra & Baker, 1987). 

There is also evidence that when behaviors occur frequently they are viewed as 

more offensive or severe and therefore targets are more likely to report the these 

behaviors (Brooks & Perot, 1991; Gruber, 1990; Gruber & Bjorn, 1986; Hesson-

Mclnnis & Fitzgerald, 1997; Jones & Remland, 1992; Kuhk et al., 1997; 

Livingston, 1982; Loy & Stewart, 1984; Rudman, Borgida, & Robertson, 1995; 

Welsh & Gruber, 1999). Since targets are more likely to report harassment if it is 

severe, it is likely that evaluations of the target's response will be higher when the 

behavior occurs more than once. There is no evidence that ratings of the target 

should be impacted by the number of times the behavior occurs. 
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Hypothesis 3: 

Behaviors will be judged as more harassing and evaluations of the target 

and her response will he more favorable if the allegedly harassing 

behavior occurred several times. There is no reason to believe this should 

affect evaluations of the target. 

Rater Characteristics Affecting Ratings of Sexual Harassment and Evaluations of the 

Target and her Response 

Sex of the Respondent 

Sex differences in definitions or perceptions of sexual harassment are probably 

the most studied topic by sexual harassment researchers. Gutek and her colleagues 

(Gutek, Nakamura, Garhart, Handschumacher, & Russel, 1980; Gutek, Morasch & 

Cohen, 1983; Gutek, 1985) were some of the first to examine these sex differences. 

These studies found that women were more likely than men to label behaviors as sexual 

harassment. Since the publication of that study, there have been scores of sexual 

harassment studies that examine sex differences in perceptions of sexual harassment. A 

review of the research concluded that women tend to have broader definitions of sexual 

harassment than do men (Gutek & O'Connor, 1995). More recently, results from at least 

one meta-analysis suggests that these sex differences tend to be quite small and are larger 

when the behavior in question is less severe or also unambiguous (Rotunda, Nguyen, & 

Sackett, 2001). Given this sex difference in perceptions and definitions of harassment, it 

stands to reason that if women are more likely to rate a potentially harassing behavior in a 

more negative way than men, they are probably more likely to approve of any target 
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response and view her more favorably. Therefore: 

Hypothesis 4: 

Behaviors will be judged as more harassing and evaluations of the target and her 

response will be more favorable when the respondent is a female than when the 

respondent is male. 



CHAPTER 2: METHOD 

Overview of Design 

The research was conducted using written scenarios that were based on a sexual 

harassment case - Gloria Storges v. UWI - which was drawn from the facts of an 

unpublished sexual harassment case tried in 1992. In this case, Gloria Storges is the 

pseudonym given to the plaintiff/target and Joe Tamett is the pseudonym given to the 

defendant/harasser. This study is a follow-up to a research program that examined 

several variables including the reasonable woman standard (see Gutek, O'Connor, 

Melan9on, Stockdale, Geer, & Done, 1999; O'Connor et al., under review). This 

previous research program did not find any evidence that observers' ratings of 

harassment were impacted by how the target responded. The goal of this study is to 

further investigate target response by including additional conditions to this variable and 

determine what other variables may impact observers' ratings of harassment and 

evaluations of the target and her response. 

In this study, Gloria's response, the number of times Joe propositioned Gloria, 

and Gloria's history of having complaints about work conditions were all manipulated 

and sex was measured (see Table 1). Gloria responded in one of four ways. In one 

condition (silent tolerator), she did not complain nor tell anyone about her concerns. In 

another condition (tell someone), she told her husband about the incidents at work. In a 

third condition (complainer), she reported the incidents to an internal HR representative. 

In the last condition (slapped), she slapped the perpetrator across the face. These four 

responses were chosen because the literature suggests these are four common ways 



people respond, or say they would respond to situations that could be considered sexual 

harassment (Jones & Remland, 1992; Terpstra & Baker, 1989). They also fit both Gutek 

and Koss' (1993) and Knapp et al.'s (1997) typologies of responses. Furthermore, these 

responses were included to help understand if any method of showing unwelcomeness is 

acceptable or whether a target of harassment is expected to engage in some specific way 

of showing the behavior was unwelcome. In the law, women are expected to show 

unwelcomeness by reporting the behavior by filing a complaint rather than doing 

something else (such as slap the person). 

Gloria's history of complaining was also manipulated. In one condition she has a 

history of complaining about various work condition, in the other she does not have a 

history of complaining about the workplace. This manipulation was included because 

attribution theory and the notion of causal analysis would suggest that when Gloria has a 

history of complaining, the complaining may be attributed to her and not the harasser and 

his behavior since her complaining is what is consistent (Kelley, 1967, 1973). 

The last manipulated variable was the number of times Joe asked out Gloria. In 

one condition Joe asks her out on one occasion, in the other condition he asks her out 

several times. This manipulation was included to test the hypothesis that behaviors that 

occur more frequently are seen as more severe and therefore will have higher ratings of 

harassment (Brooks & Perot, 1991). 

This study did not look at jury judgments, as the purpose of this study is to assess 

individual judgments about sexual harassment, the target of alleged harassment and her 

response. 



The Scenario 

The scenarios contain between 634 and 821 words (see Appendix A for sample 

scenario and Table 1 for a description of all of the manipulated variables). The scenario 

provides context information (about the company, the work environment, Gloria's job), 

setting the stage for the comment that is at the heart of the quid pro quo charge. The 

scenario also describes what happens after the comment: Gloria takes a medical leave for 

minor surgery and refuses to return without a job change to ensure that she no longer 

must work with Joe. The company requires that Gloria return to her job and then request 

a transfer. Gloria refuses to return under that condition and is terminated. 

Consistent with the facts of the real case, throughout the scenario, many of the 

facts were disputed or given different interpretations by the parties and their witnesses. 

Research Participants 

The scenario was presented to 82 male and 175 female undergraduate students 

enrolled in psychology courses at a large southwestern university. The modal age range 

was between 18 and 25, with over 80% being juniors or seniors in college. Most were 

Caucasian (67%) or Hispanic (13%). In addition to attending the university, the majority 

of the respondents (62%) reported they were employed and spent 20 hours or more a 

week working. Data for this study were collected during the Spring and Summer 

semesters of 2002. 

Instruments and Procedures 

Wherever possible, precautions were taken to ensure that respondents' personal 

definitions of sexual harassment were not influenced by the legal definition of sexual 



harassment. Therefore, after they read the scenario respondents answered a single 

question that was located at the end of the scenario (see end of Appendix A). That 

question, which assessed the extent to which the case exhibited sexual harassment as the 

respondent defined it, was: "In your view, was Gloria Storges sexually harassed?" 

After answering that question, the respondents began answering the questionnaire 

that contained the rest of the questions. Although it was possible to go back and change 

the answer to the basic question, no respondents appeared to do so. The questionnaire 

provided a definition of quid pro quo sexual harassment, followed by a question of 

whether Gloria Storges had experienced quid pro quo sexual harassment and a question 

of whether they thought a jury would decide that quid pro quo harassment had occurred. 

Next, the questionnaire provided a definition of hostile work environment sexual 

harassment and was followed by questions of whether there was a hostile work 

environment and whether a jury would conclude there was a hostile work environment at 

the company. The questionnaire contained additional questions, some of which are 

described below, and took approximately 20 minutes to complete. 

Measures 

Predictors/Independent Measures 

The primary predictors were the manipulated variables. Gloria's response, how 

many times Joe made comments to Gloria, and Gloria's history of having work 

complaints were randomly assigned to respondents. Participants indicated their sex on 

the questionnaire they completed. This resulted in a 4 (Target Response) X 2 (History of 

Complaining) X 2 (Number of Times) X 2 (Sex of Respondent) mixed model design. 
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Outcomes/Dependent Measures 

The dependent measures in this study fall into three categories. They are 

measures of harassment, assessments of Gloria, and measures of her response. See Table 

2 for correlations among the dependent measures. 

Harassment Measures 

The measures of harassment used in this study are the same that were used in the 

previous studies in our program of research (see Gutek et al., 1999; O'Connor et al., 

2003; Stockdale et al., 2002). The surveys included five direct questions asking 

respondents to indicate the extent to which they believed the target in the scenario (Gloria 

Storges) was sexually harassed. They first measured participants' belief that she was 

sexually harassed according to their own definition of harassment: "In your view, was 

Gloria Storges sexually harassed?" Labeled Personal Definition of harassment, this item 

was rated on a 5-piont scale from 1 (Definitely No) to 5 (Definitely Yes). The next two 

questions were preceded by the legal definition of quid pro quo sexual harassment and 

then the questions (1) "Was Gloria Storges subjected to sexual harassment?" and (2) "Do 

you think that a jury would decide that Gloria Storges was subject to quid pro quo sexual 

harassment?" The next two questions were preceded by the definition of hostile work 

environment sexual harassment, and asked (1) "Would a reasonable person/woman have 

perceived UWI to be a hostile work environment?" and (2) "Do you think that a jury 

would decide that a hostile work environment existed at UWI?". These four questions 

were rated on the same 5-point scale described for the Personal Definition question. A 

related question asked "How would you rate the harassment situation at UWI?" on a scale 
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of 1 (No Harassment Present) to 5 (Very High Levels of Harassment). 

To reduce the data and increase reliability, the six items (described above) were 

subjected to a principal component analysis with varimax rotation to determine if reliable 

subscales could be created. A three-component solution was obtained, accounting for 

82.9% of the total variance (the first component accounted for 45.5%, the second, 22.7%, 

and the third 14.7%). Varimax rotation revealed a relatively simple structure. Items 

loading greater than .50 on the first component were: "Was Gloria subjected to quid pro 

quo sexual harassment?" "Do you think that a jury would decide that Gloria Storges was 

subject to quid pro quo sexual harassment?" These items were combined into a subscale 

labeled OPO (a = .72). In a previous study (Stockdale et al., 2002), this two-item factor 

achieved a rehability of a = .82. 

Items loading on the second component were "Would a reasonable person have 

perceived UWI to be a hostile work environment?" "Do you think that a jury would 

decide that a hostile work environment existed at UWI?" These items were combined 

into a subscale labeled HWE (a = .81). In a previous study (Stockdale et al., 2002), this 

two-item factor achieved a reliability of a = .88. 

Items loading on the third component were "In your view, was Gloria Storges 

sexually harassed?" and "How would you rate the harassment situation at UWI?" These 

items were combined into a subscale labeled Personal Harassment (a = .75). This was a 

unique factor that has not been used in previous studies so there is no reliability to 

compare it to. 
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Gloria Assessments 

The research surveys contained four direct questions asking respondents about 

their subjective opinions of the target of the harassment, Gloria Storges. All of these 

items were rated on a 5-point scale from 1 (Definitely No) to 5 (Definitely Yes). The 

first two items asked if the respondents perceived Gloria as friendly or snobbish ("Do you 

think Gloria was friendly?" and "Do you think Gloria was snobbish or stuck-up?"). The 

next two questions focused on Gloria's psychological or emotional state ("Do you think 

Gloria was psychologically stable?" and "Do you think Gloria was too emotional about 

her interactions with Joe?") Two of the items ("Do you think Gloria was snobbish or 

stuck-up?" and "Do you think Gloria was too emotional about her interactions with 

Joe?") were reverse-scored so that a higher score represented a more positive view of 

Gloria. 

To reduce the data and increase reliability, the four items (described above) were 

subjected to a principal component analysis with varimax rotation to determine if reliable 

subscales could be created. Principal component analysis with varimax rotation obtained 

a one-component solution, accounting for 50.4% of the total variance. These items were 

combined into a subscale labeled Gloria (a = .66). 

View of Response Measures 

The research surveys contained five direct questions asking respondents how they 

evaluated or viewed the target's response. All of these items were rated on a 5-point 

scale from 1 (Definitely No) to 5 (Definitely Yes). The questions are: "If you were in 

Gloria's position, would you have responded the way she did to Joe's behavior?", "Did 



Gloria respond appropriately to Joe's behavior?", "Do you think Gloria's response to 

Joe's behavior was effective?", "Do you think Gloria's response to Joe's behavior 

improved her work situation?", and "Did Gloria overreact to Joe's behavior?." The last 

item was reverse-scored so that a higher score represents a more positive view of Gloria's 

response. 

To reduce the data and increase reliability, the five items (described above) were 

subjected to a principal component analysis with varimax rotation to determine if reliable 

subscales could be created. A two-component solution was obtained, accounting for 

59.5% of the total variance (the first component accounted for 34.6%, the second, 

24.9%). Varimax rotation revealed a relatively simple structure. Items loading greater 

than .50 on the first component were: "If you were in Gloria's position, would you have 

responded the way she did to Joe's behavior?" "Did Gloria respond appropriately to Joe's 

behavior?" "Did Gloria overreact to Joe's behavior?" These items were combined into a 

subscale labeled Response Appropriateness (a = .59). 

Items loading on the second component were "Do you think Gloria's response to 

Joe's behavior was effective?" "Do you think Gloria's response to Joe's behavior 

improved her work situation?" These items were combined into a subscale labeled 

Response Effectiveness (a = .33). Although the reliability for this two-item measure is 

low, the factor analysis suggests this is a credible factor. 

In total there were three outcomes measured by six variables: three multi-item 

measures of harassment, a multi-item assessment of the target (Gloria), and two multi-

item measures of Gloria's response. 
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Analyses 

The principle research questions addressed in the following analyses were to what 

extent does the difference in how Gloria responded to the behaviors, her history of 

complaining about workplace conditions, and the number of times Joe asks out Gloria 

affect judgments of harassment (hostile work envirormient, quid pro quo and personal 

definitions), judgments of her (Gloria) and judgments of her response. Because 

respondent sex has been shown to affect a variety of outcomes having to do with sexual 

harassment, the extent to which the sex of the respondent affects each of the outcomes 

was also examined. 



CHAPTER 3; RESULTS 

Manipulation Checks 

Questions concerning sensitivity to the manipulations were embedded in the 

questionnaire. The questions were (1) How did Gloria react to Joe Tamett's behavior? 

(complained to someone at UWI before filing the lawsuit, told her husband about Joe's 

behavior, slapped Joe, or did nothing; testing Target Response); (2) Before Joe arrived at 

UWI, did Gloria make complaints about her work conditions? (yes or no; testing the 

History of Complaining manipulation); (3) How many times did Joe Tamett say 

something to Gloria she thought was inappropriate? (once, more than once; testing 

Number of Times). 

Each manipulation was tested with its corresponding manipulation check 

question. With regard to the Target Response manipulation 88% in the "silent tolerator" 

condition correctly stated that Gloria never complained. In the "told her husband" 

condition, 92% correctly stated that Gloria told her husband about Joe's behavior. Eighty 

percent (80%) of respondents in the "reported" condition correctly stated that Gloria 

complained to someone at UWI before filing the lawsuit and 93% in the "slapped Joe" 

condition correctly stated that she slapped Joe. With regard to the History of 

Complaining manipulation, 96% of respondents in the history of complaining condition 

and 84% of the respondents in the no history of complaining condition correctly 

identified her history. Therefore each of these manipulations were correctly perceived by 

most of the respondents and it was concluded that the manipulations were effective. 



It appears there was a problem with the manipulation check question for the 

Nvimber of Times variable, 73% correctly identified more than once but only about 50% 

correctly identified once. It appears that the manipulation check question was too 

subjective, it should have been more specific and asked how many times he asked her 

out, not how many times he said something offensive. The results described below 

suggest the manipulation was effective, as there were many significant results for this 

variable. 

Hypothesis Testing 

To test the main effects of the study variables, a 4 (Target Response) X 2 (History 

of Complaining) X 2 (Number of Times) X 2 (Respondent Sex) MANOVA with the six 

dependent variables was conducted. The means and standard deviations of the dependent 

variables broken down by each of the study conditions (target response, number of times, 

history of complaining, and respondent's sex), as well as the significant main effects are 

presented in Tables 3, 4, 5, and 6, respectively. 

Situational Characteristics 

Target Response 

The multivariate F for Target Response was significant [Wilk's A = .75, F 

(18,693) = 4.11, E < .001]. Significant univariate effects were found for Response 

Appropriateness ratings only [F (3,250) = 15.40, p < .001, partial r\^= .16], which were 

highest when the target reported the behavior. The conditions where Gloria slapped Joe 

had the lowest ratings of Response Appropriateness. These findings provided only 

qualified support for Hypothesis 1 in that the way the target responded affected only 



ratings of the participant's opinion of the appropriateness of her response and did not 

affect any of the harassment ratings or evaluations of Gloria. 

History of Complaining 

The multivariate effect of History of Complaining was significant [Wilk's A -

.90, F (6,245) - 4.48, p = .000]. Significant univariate effects were found for QPQ 

ratings of sexual harassment [F (1,250) = 4.30, p < .05, partial ri^= .02], and ratings of 

Personal Harassment [F (1,250) = 7.15, p < .01, partial 'rf= .03], both of which were 

higher in the conditions where Gloria did not have a history of complaining about other 

workplace factors than in the conditions she had a history of complaining about other 

workplace factors (see Table 5). The univariate effect of History of Complaining was 

also significant for Gloria judgments [F (1,250) = 12.20, p = .001, partial r\^= .05], with 

respondents viewing Gloria more favorably in the conditions where she did not have a 

history of complaining about other workplace factors than in the conditions where she did 

have a history of complaining about other workplace factors. These findings provide 

partial support for Hypothesis 3 with respondents giving higher ratings of harassment and 

more favorable evaluations of Gloria when she does not have a history of complaining 

about other workplace conditions. This variable did not affect evaluations of Gloria's 

response. 

Number of Times 

The multivariate F for Number of Times Joe asks out Gloria approached 

significance [Wilk's A = .95, F (6,245) = 2.06, p = .059]. Significant univariate effects 

were found for QPQ ratings of sexual harassment [F (1,250) = 4.37, p < .05, partial 



.02], and ratings of Personal Harassment [F (1,250) = 4.92,2 < -05, partial r^= .02], both 

of which were higher in the condition where Joe asked Gloria out several times than in 

the condition where he asked her out once (see Table 4). The univariate effect of Number 

^ 2 of Times was also significant for Gloria judgments [F (1,250) = 7.57, p < .01, partial r] = 

.03], which were also higher, meaning respondents viewed Gloria more favorably, in the 

condition where Joe asked Gloria out several times than in the condition where he asked 

her out once (see Table 4). Furthermore, the Number of Times univariate effect 

approached significance for ratings of Response Appropriateness [F (1,250) = 3.69, p = 

.056, partial r^= .02], which were also higher, meaning respondents viewed Gloria's 

response as more appropriate, in the condition where Joe asked Gloria out several times 

than in the condition where he asked her out once (see Table 4). These findings provide 

some support for Hypothesis 2 with the interpretation that in situations where the alleged 

harassing behavior occurs more frequently, people do perceive more harassment than 

when the alleged harassing behavior occurs one time. 

Rater Characteristics 

Sex of the Respondent 

The effect of Respondent Sex was also tested in the multivariate analyses 

described above. The multivariate effect for Respondent Sex was significant [Wilk's A = 

.89 F (6,245)= 5.10, p <.001]. Univariate analyses found significant Sex effects for 

Personal Harassment [F (1,250) 12.95, p = .000, partial r| = .05], which were higher for 

women than for men (see Table 6). The effect of Respondent Sex was significant for 

Gloria ratings [F (1,250) 8.78, p < .01, partial r) = .03], which were higher (more 



favorable) for women than for men (see Table 6). Sex was also significant for Response 

Effectiveness ratings [F (1,250) 9.72, p < .01, partial r^= .04], where men's ratings of her 

response effectiveness were higher than women's ratings of her response effectiveness. 

The effect of Respondent Sex on ratings of Response Appropriateness approached 

significance [F (1,250) 3.39, p = .067, partial t) = .01], with women rating her response 

as more appropriate than men (see Table 6). These findings support Hypothesis 4. 

Additional Analyses 

In order to better interpret and understand the main effects, additional exploratory 

analyses were performed. Selected two-way interactions were included in follow-up 

analyses. Specifically, two-way sex interactions were included since previous research 

has looked at how the manipulated variables can moderate sex effects (see for example, 

O'Connor et al., under review). In addition to the sex interactions, two-way target 

response interactions were also included since that variable is the focus of this study. 

Two-way Interactions 

Sex Interactions 

To examine whether the other independent variables moderated the sex effects, 

two-way interactions between sex and each of the manipulated variables were examined 

in multivariate analyses. There were no significant multivariate two-way sex 

interactions, but significant univariate effects were found. Significant univariate effects 

were found for the Target Response X Sex interaction on QPQ ratings [F (3,245) 3.05, p 

< .05, partial rj = .04], where the size and direction of the sex difference changed 

depending on her response (see Figure 1). Men had higher ratings of QPQ in the 



condition where she told her husband and the condition where she was a silent tolerator, 

while women had higher ratings in the condition where she reported the behavior and the 

condition where she slapped Joe. In general, compared to women, men's responses 

varied more by condition. The largest sex difference was found in the condition where 

she slapped Joe with women having higher ratings of QPQ (Mfemaie=2.83, SD = .14; 

Mmaie=2.26, SD=.22). Large sex differences were also found in the condition where she 

told her husband, with men having higher ratings of QPQ (Mfemaie=2.72, SD = .16; 

Mmale=3.18, SD-.21). 

Significant univariate effects were also found for the Number of Times X Sex 

interaction on QPQ ratings [F (1,245) 4.29, p < .05, partial .02], where the sex 

difference was larger in the condition where Joe asked Gloria out more than once 

(Mferaaie=3.01, SD = .11; Mmaie=2.64, SD=.14) than in the condition where Joe asked 

Gloria out once (Mfemaie=2.59, SD = .10; Mmaie=2.75, SD=.16) (see Figure 2). 

Interestingly, men gave slightly higher QPQ ratings when Joe asked Gloria out once than 

when he asked her out more than once. Significant univariate effects were also found in 

Personal Harassment ratings [F (1,245) 4.48, p < .05, partial r^= .02] where, again the 

sex difference was larger in condition where Joe asked Gloria out more than once 

(Mfemaie=3.50, SD = .10; Mmaie=2.86. SD=.13) than in the condition where Joe asked 

Gloria out once (Mfemaie=3 • 11, SD = .09; Mmaie=2.96, SD=.14) (see Figure 3). The 

Number of Times X Sex interaction effect approached significance on Response 

Effectiveness ratings [F (1,245) 43.72, p = .055, partial ri^= .02], where the sex difference 

was greater in the condition where Joe asked Gloria out once (Mfemaie=l -50, SD = .07; 



Mmaie=l .94, SD=.l 1) than in the condition where Joe asked Gloria out more than once 

(Mfemaie=l-55, SD = .07; Mmaie=l-67, SD=.10) (see Figure 4). Significant effects were 

also found in ratings of Response Appropriateness [F (1,245) 2.92, p = .089, partial 

.0] where the sex difference was larger in condition where Joe asked Gloria out more than 

once (Mfemaie=2.91, SD - .10; Mmaie=2.56, SD=.14) than in the condition where Joe 

asked Gloria out once, where there was virtually no sex difference (Mfemaie=2.61, SD = 

• 10; Mmaie-2.60, SD=.16) (See Figure 5). 

Target Response Interactions 

To examine whether the other independent variables moderated the effects of 

target response, two-way interactions between target response and each of the 

manipulated variables (except for sex, which was included in the two-way sex 

interactions) were examined in multivariate analyses. There were no significant 

multivariate two-way sex interactions, but a significant univariate interaction effect was 

found. A significant univariate interaction effect was found for the Target Response X 

History of Complaining interaction on Response Effectiveness ratings [F (3,257) = 3.06, 

p < .05, partial r^= .02], where Gloria's response of registering a complaint was viewed 

as more effective in the condition where she did not have a history of complaining than in 

the condition where she did have a history of complaining (Mno history=l -76, SD = . 11; 

Mhistory=l .45, SD=.12) (See Figure 6) and where Gloria's other responses (silent tolerator, 

told husband, slapped Joe) were viewed as less effective in the condition where she did 

not have a history of complaining than in the condition where she did have a history of 

complaining, for silent tolerator condition (Mno history=l .41, SD = . 11; Miiistory=l -62, 
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SD= 11), for told husband condition (Mnohistory=1.53, SD = .11; Mhistory=1.89, SD=.12), 

and for slapped Joe condition (Mno history=l .53, SD = . 11; Mhistory=l .67, SD=. 11). 



CHAPTER 4: DISCUSSION 

In an effort to better understand how observers determine whether or not a woman 

charging sexual harassment actually was harassed, this study examined the effect of 

several variables on ratings of harassment, evaluations of the target (Gloria), and her 

response. Specifically, does the way Gloria responds, her history of complaining, the 

frequency of the behavior, and the respondent's sex affect ratings of harassment, 

evaluations of Gloria, and ratings of the effectiveness and appropriateness of her 

response? 

Target Response Effects 

Target response was manipulated by making Gloria respond in one of four ways 

to what she experienced at UWI. In the scenarios she did nothing (silent tolerator), told 

her husband, registered a complaint, or slapped Joe. Previous studies have not found an 

effect for target response on ratings of harassment; in general, when a woman complains 

she is judged to have been no more sexually harassed than when she does not complain 

(Henry & Meltzoff, 1998; O'Cotmor et al, under review; Thomarm & Wiener, 1987). 

This study had more conditions than did the previous studies, adding the condition of 

slapping Joe and telling her husband. Surprisingly, even with these two additional 

conditions, this variable did not affect ratings of legally or personally defined harassment. 

This provides more evidence that participants' ratings of harassment are not determined 

by how the target responds. The courts and companies often assume that if the behavior 

is unwelcome and therefore harassing, targets will respond in a certain way, usually 

reporting the behavior (see e.g., Meritor Savings Bank v. Vinson^ 1986). If this 



assumption was correct, ratings of harassment should have been highest for the condition 

w^here she reported the behavior. This did not happen; in fact, ratings of QPQ were 

highest in the condition where she told her husband, due mostly to men's responses, not 

in the condition where she registered a formal complaint. The ratings for QPQ were 

higher in the condition where she was a silent tolerator than in the condition where she 

reported. This suggests that these respondents did not conclude that the response of 

registering a complaint meant she was harassed. 

Gloria's response did not affect the participants' opinions of Gloria or their 

ratings of the effectiveness of her response. The variable did significantly affect their 

ratings of the appropriateness of her response, with registering a complaint given the 

highest ratings of appropriateness and slapping Joe given the lowest ratings of 

appropriateness. It is unclear how the participants determined the appropriateness of a 

response; it is logical to think that they would think effective responses would also be 

appropriate, but this does not seem to be the case. This may be due to the influence of 

sexual harassment policies that often suggest that the way to respond to harassment is to 

register a formal complaint. 

History of Complaining Effects 

Gloria either did or did not have a history of complaining about other workplace 

conditions in the written scenario. This information provides a context in which 

evaluators judge her current behavior. Participants gave higher ratings of both QPQ and 

Personal Harassment when Gloria did not have a history of complaining, showing that 

respondents do use information about her previous behavior to help in their interpretation 



of her current behavior. In fact, it seems that her history of complaining was more 

important than how she responded to the behaviors. It appears the raters discounted 

Gloria's complaints about the behaviors if she had a history of complaining about other 

workplace factors. Raters also gave less favorable ratings of Gloria if she had a history 

of complaining. Attribution theory would predict these results since consistent behavior 

(complaining about several things) leads to person attributions (Kelley, 1967,1973). This 

means that observers view Gloria as a complainer or troublemaker, and do not believe 

she really experienced harassment if she has a history of complaining. Gloria's history of 

complaining did not impact ratings of her response effectiveness or appropriateness. 

Number of Times Effects 

The number of times Joe asked out Gloria impacted many of the dependent 

measures. Ratings of both QPQ and Personal Harassment were higher in the condition 

where he asked her out several times. This finding was due mostly to the women's 

responses and not the men's responses. Since frequency of behaviors suggests higher 

severity, this finding was expected. 

One surprising finding was that respondents gave higher ratings of Gloria if Joe 

asked her out several times. It is unclear why this happened. There is no research to 

support this finding nor was this finding expected. It may be that the respondents felt 

sorry for her if it happened several times, or possibly that she must be attractive if Joe 

was so persistent. 

Sex of the Respondent Effects 

Consistent with previous findings, significant sex effects were found (Blumenthal, 



S1998; O'Connor, 1998; Rotunda et al., 2001). These effects were limited, with no effect 

for QPQ and HWE ratings and the effect on Personal Harassment ratings accounting for 

only 5% of the variance. This is consistent with previous findings that suggest that sex 

differences in ratings of harassment tend to be modest (Gutek & O'Connor, 1995; 

O'Coimor et al., under review; Blumenthal, 1998; O'Connor, 1998; Rotunda et al., 2001). 

Women rated Gloria more favorably than did men. This is likely due to the fact 

that the female participants probably related to Gloria more than the males. They also 

rated her response as more appropriate regardless of how she responded. This could be 

because they may have responded similarly in situations in their own lives and that they 

have a more realistic view of response options. Men may feel like they would have 

responded differently, without realizing that it may not be a realistic response. 

Sex Interactions 

There were several interesting two-way interactions with sex. Men's ratings of 

QPQ were significantly higher than women's ratings of QPQ when Gloria told her 

husband about the situation at work than any other condition. This was a very interesting 

finding and may have to do with men's expectations of how they would like their own 

wives or partners to respond to harassment. That is, men may believe that if their wives 

were really experiencing harassment at work they would tell them. 

Women's ratings of QPQ were significantly higher than men's ratings of QPQ 

when Joe asked Gloria out more than once. This may be because women do not 

necessarily assume that a proposition on one occasion is harassing, but feel more strongly 

that continued requests are harassing. Men on the other hand may feel like repeated 



requests suggest the man is really fond of the woman and may actually view this as less 

harassing. 

There were similar finding for ratings of Personal Harassment with women's 

ratings increasing with the number of times Gloria is asked out and men's ratings 

decreasing. Again this may be due to differences in how males and females view such 

requests. 

Surprisingly, men had higher ratings of Response Effectiveness^ than women did 

in both conditions. This may be due to men's inaccurate expectations of effectiveness. 

Women may know from their own experiences or from what they have heard from others 

that it is likely that any response will not improve the situation. They may also be aware 

of the possible consequences of their response options, based on their own experiences or 

the experiences of other women. They may know how their co-workers or friends have 

responded to similar situations and realize that none of their response options have been 

effective in the past. These experiences are less common for men and they may believe 

Joe or the company will be responsive to Gloria and therefore view her response as more 

effective. 

Men and women had virtually the same ratings of Response Appropriateness 

when Joe asked Gloria out once, but women's ratings of Response Appropriateness 

increased in the "several times" condition while men's ratings decreased slightly. This 

may be related to different perceptions of the Joe's actions; men may view him as 

^ It is worth noting that when this variable was created it had a low reliability. This significant sex effect 
suggests that the reliability was not so low that it would mask significant effects. Furthermore, none of the 
other variables even approached significance so it is unlikely that the low reliability of this variable had any 
substantive effect on the findings. 



persistent while women view him as harassing. Men may feel that if Gloria responded a 

certain way initially, Joe would not have continued to ask her out. Conversely, women 

may feel that as Joe's behavior continued, Gloria was more appropriate in responding. 

Target Response Interactions 

There was one interesting significant two-way interaction with target response. 

As expected, Gloria's response of registering a complaint was viewed as more effective 

in the condition where she did not have a history of complaining than in the condition 

where she did have a history of complaining. Surprisingly, the other three responses 

(silent tolerator, told husband, slapped Joe) were rated as more effective when she did 

have a history of complaining than when she did not have a history of complaining. It is 

unclear why these responses were given higher ratings of effectiveness when she had a 

history of complaining. The raters may have felt that the silent tolerator response was 

more effective when Gloria had a history of complaining because they may assume no 

one would take any other response from her seriously since she often complained. In the 

"told husband" condition, the raters may have believed that since Gloria had a history of 

complaining at work, maybe telling her husband would demonstrate that this was a more 

serious problem that her husband could help her deal with. There is no obvious 

interpretation of the finding in the "slap Joe" condition. This response could possibly 

suggest that Gloria was more serious about this situation than she had been in the past 

and did more than just "complain". These interpretations are speculative and further 

research is needed to understand these findings. 



Limitations 

Sample 

Obviously, undergraduate students enrolled in psychology courses are not the 

most representative sample if one is interested in understanding how juries or other 

evaluators (like human resource investigators) are likely to respond to a complaint of 

sexual harassment. Despite this, at least one previous study (e.g., O'Connor et al., under 

review) found few differences in ratings of sexual harassment between a psychology 

student sample and two different community samples. Differences that were found 

suggest that psychology students tend to have lower ratings of harassment than the 

community sample. This suggests that research with a community sample would have 

similar findings with respect to the relationship between independent variables and the 

outcomes of interest. Furthermore, much of the existing research on sexual harassment 

uses student samples, which is helpful when comparing these results to the results of 

other studies. 

Scenario Research 

There are always limitations to using scenarios in research. It is impossible to 

capture the details and complexity of a sexual harassment case or trial in a written 

scenario or vignette (Gutek et al., 1999). Despite the limits of this type of research, about 

15% of the journal articles on sex and work use scenarios or vignettes for stimulus 

materials (Cooper & Bosco, 1999). There are many reasons why researchers choose to 

use these types of stimulus materials. Obviously, there is no ethical way to conduct this 

research in a more naturalistic way (i.e., expose research participants to severe forms of 
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sexual harassment and see how they respond). 

These shortcomings can be addressed by utilizing a longer, more detailed 

scenario. Gutek et al. (1999) created a scenario that was based on an actual case and was 

much longer, descriptive and more realistic than previous research scenarios. The 

scenarios used in that research and in this particular study included: more contextual 

information about the work environment, more information about the plaintiff and the 

defendant, it explains what happens after the behavior occurs. Furthermore, many of the 

facts presented in the scenario are disputed and the allegation of harassment is contested. 

Target Response Manipulation 

There could be some problems with the manipulations of Gloria's response. For 

example, in the silent tolerator condition, as in the other conditions, Gloria ultimately 

ends up suing Joe and the company. It may be helpful to have a condition where Gloria 

does not sue and truly is a "silent tolerator". The "told husband" condition automatically 

creates a bias, because although all the conditions contain information about Gloria being 

married, they may view her differently if she tells her husband about the harassment. The 

"slap Joe" condition may seem extreme in the condition where Joe asks Gloria out once. 

Number of Times Manipulation 

This manipulation could have been improved by being more explicit in how many 

times Joe behaved this way and over what period of time. This would provide more 

information about the frequency and severity of the behavior. 
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Work Environment 

Lastly, while work environment was not manipulated, many did perceive the 

work environment described as harassing. This is reflected in the ratings of Hostile Work 

Envirormient harassment (HWE), which were higher than the other ratings of harassment 

(QPQ and Personal Harassment) in all conditions. This perceived harassing environment 

might affect how observers view Gloria and her response. They may feel that because of 

the nature of the work environment she should expect harassing behavior and that it is 

something she needs to accept. It may be interesting to look at an envirormient with less 

obvious sexualization, like a white-collar setting where sexual posters and slang would 

not be permitted and see if this affects how they view Gloria and her response. A less 

sexualized work environment should also produce lower ratings of HWE harassment. 

Conclusion 

In the case on which this study was based, the target response, her history of 

complaining about workplace conditions, the frequency of the alleged harassing behavior, 

and sex of the respondent affected judgments of harassment and evaluations of Gloria 

and her response. Overall, the way the target responded had little impact and only 

affected ratings of Response Appropriateness. It seems whether or not Gloria had a 

history of complaining about other factors was more important to observers than how the 

target responded, as this variable affected ratings of QPQ and Personal Harassment. As 

expected, ratings of QPQ and Personal Harassment were higher when the harassing 

behaviors occurred more frequently. Surprisingly, Gloria was viewed more favorably 

when the harassing behaviors were more frequent. 



These findings are consistent with previous findings that do not support the notion 

that the target's response impacts observer's judgments of harassment or necessarily 

demonstrates the behavior was unwelcome. In Thomann and Wiener's (1987) study, the 

target's response, either ignoring or confronting, did not affect sexual harassment ratings. 

Henry and Meltzoff s (1998) study had four conditions of target response (passive verbal, 

passive non-verbal, assertive verbal, and assertive non-verbal), none of which affected 

judgments of harassment. O'Connor et al. (under review) had three conditions of target 

response (silent tolerator, instigator-in-kind, and filed a complaint), none of which 

affected various ratings of harassment. It does appear that how observers view Gloria, 

specifically if they think she is a "complainer", affects judgments of harassment. 

There are however two studies that provide some support for the hypothesis that 

target response can affect perceptions of harassment (Hunter & McClelland, 1991; 

Wilham & Cyr, 1992). Hunter and McClelland's (1991) study examined the effect target 

response on ratings of seriousness in student-to-student interactions. They found higher 

ratings of seriousness when the target verbally protested than when she said nothing. 

Williams and Cyr's (1992) study on the effect of escalating commitment to a relationship 

on ratings of sexual harassment examined the effect of four different target responses 

(ranging from completely ignoring and avoiding the initiator to being friendly and 

acquiescing to his requests) on sexual harassment ratings. No direct effect of target 

response on ratings of harassment was found, but a significant interaction effect of sex 

and target response was found with female participants giving higher ratings of sexual 

harassment in all conditions and male participants more likely to rate the behavior as 



harassing in the condition where the woman completely avoided the harasser than in the 

other two conditions. 

These two studies are limited in their generalizability. Hunter and McClelland 

(1991) did not examine ratings of harassment and because it looked at peer interactions, 

these results cannot be generalized to situations where harassment ratings are being 

examined in a supervisor/subordinate relationship. The results of Williams and Cyr's 

(1992) study do not provide strong evidence that target response impacts ratings of 

harassment as they found an interesting interaction effect, but no main effects for target 

response. 

Overall, research in this area does not provide any compelling evidence that how 

women respond to sexual harassment impacts observers' ratings of harassment. Despite 

this lack of evidence, the courts focus on the target's response as a way to determine if 

the behavior was unwelcome. As a result, it seems targets of sexual harassment have 

been put in a dilemma. Sexual harassment is severe enough that it is an illegal behavior 

in our country. The legal system identifies certain behaviors as illegal so recipients of 

such behavior can seek justice through the court system. By definition, sexual 

harassment must be unwelcome. This is what is problematic, at this point; it remains 

unclear how women can convincingly demonstrate the behavior was unwelcome. The 

courts imply that the most obvious and possibly most socially acceptable way for a 

woman to demonstrate this is by reporting the behavior - even though there is no 

research to support this notion. Furthermore, reporting is not a feasible option in many 

cases. Women who report often find themselves in worse situations than they were in 



before reporting. This is a no win situation for many women. In many ways, they are 

damned if they report, and damned if they do not report. This situation is further 

complicated by the finding that the target's complaint is discounted if she has a history of 

complaining. This suggests that for women who have histories of complaining about 

other work conditions, their reports will not be taken as seriously as the complaints of a 

person who has no history of complaining. One way to alleviate this problem is to find 

ways to make reporting a more attractive and realistic option for women. We then need 

to make organizations and the legal system more responsive to their reports. While there 

is no quick solution, steps can be taken to improve this predicament. 

Recommendations 

Organizations should take the first step in improving the situation for targets of 

sexual harassment. It seems some employers feel that once they have a sexual 

harassment policy or procedure in place their responsibility ends. Employers need to 

constantly update and examine their sexual harassment policies. They need to consider 

what might happen if someone does complain and how they will react. It must be made 

clear to their workers that their policies should be taken seriously. These policies should 

be very explicit and clearly define what actions a person should take. The policies should 

offer the employees options on where and with whom they can discuss sexual harassment 

issues (Knapp et al., 1997). This would help address some of the obstacles to reporting. 

It would also be helpful to give the employees information about what action the 

organization will take when presented with a sexual harassment complaint. 



In addition to addressing the research concerns mentioned earlier, researchers can 

be instrumental in improving the situation for sexual harassment targets by working with 

organizations. Researchers should be helping organizations by evaluating the 

effectiveness of sexual harassment training programs and policies. This can be achieved 

by assessing employees' understanding of the policies. One way to assess this would be 

to get feedback from the employees after training programs or after reviewing the 

policies. This feedback could even be in the form of a quiz to find out their 

understanding of the policy. This would clarify if people are choosing not to respond or 

if they do not know what actions to take. The feedback could be used to educate the 

employees on misperceptions or misunderstandings about the sexual harassment policies. 

Another way to gain information about the effectiveness of the policies would be to 

collect data on how many women file formal complaints and how the organization 

responds. Comparisons of reporting rates could then be made between organizations 

with similar demographics and policies. The goal would be to find policies that the 

employees understand and are also willing to utilize. It would then be the organization's 

responsibility to respond to these reports in a fair and consistent manner. One researcher 

has started this process by examining existing policies to see if these policies encourage 

women to report harassment, more of this research needs to be done (Feldman-Summers, 

2000). 

Policy makers and attorneys can look at the existing research in order to educate 

themselves about how women respond to harassment and why they choose those 

responses. Plaintiffs must be protected during legal proceedings. The courts and jurors 



need to be reminded that the issue at hand is the harassing behavior, not the plaintiffs 

professional and personal history. This includes the plaintiffs history of complaining at 

work, since the findings from this study suggest that this variable affects observers' 

ratings of harassment. It especially important that intimate details of the plaintiffs life 

do not become the focus of the trial. In the past, attorneys have gone so far as to make an 

issue of whether or not the target was a victim of childhood sexual abuse (Fitzgerald et 

al., 1999). Personal facts about abortions and pregnancies out of wedlock have also been 

brought up in litigation (Schafran, 1996). It may be helpful to develop legislation similar 

to the rape shield laws as a way to protect the plaintiffs personal history. 

Attorneys should rethink their defense strategies, as there is no consensus in the 

scientific community that how the target responds impacts ratings and judgments of 

harassment. Reporting the harassment is not the only way to demonstrate 

unwelcomeness. This study included other responses that demonstrated the behavior was 

unwelcome (i.e., telling her husband and slapping the perpetrator), yet these responses 

were not considered to be as appropriate as reporting by the observers. If the issue in 

sexual harassment is to determine whether the behavior was unwelcome, any of the 

responses (expect for being a silent tolerator) should suffice. Furthermore, it would be 

helpful for the plaintiffs attorneys to understand why women do not report and to utilize 

the existing research as a way to educate jurors on this subject. 

As clinicians, we need to attend to the targets of sexual harassment who have 

received psychological harm as a result of the harassment and possibly the court 

proceedings. We must be informed about the nature of sexual harassment and its possible 
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consequences. Unfortunately, there seems to be some disagreement about how damaging 

sexual harassment is to individuals. Clinical researchers are currently debating about 

whether or not sexual harassment is a legitimate trauma (see Avina & O'Donohue, 2002). 

Regardless of whether or not sexual harassment meets DSM-IV criteria for Post 

Traumatic Stress Disorder (PTSD), targets often experience PTSD symptoms. There 

currently is no specific treatment for targets of sexual harassment so clinical researchers 

should be investigating the efficacy of treatments that are being used with this population. 

Targets who seek out professional help are in great need of our sensitivity and support. 

Our knowledge of sexual harassment can help us inform and educate these clients. 

Acknowledging our limits as clinicians is also essential. As with any client, we need to 

be certain that our clients understand what role we play with them and make sure they are 

aware of the legal services available to them. 

A collaborative effort by organizations, policy makers, researchers and clinicians 

could lead to an immensely improved situation for targets of sexual harassment. This 

collaboration could lead to the development of more user-friendly sexual harassment 

policies and procedures. It could also result in more positive responses by organizations. 

This would encourage more women to make formal complaints. Encouraging women to 

report the behavior is crucial since the legal system views this response as the only way 

to demonstrate unwelcomeness - even if there is no empirical support for this. Research 

findings could be utilized to help the courts and clinicians better understand targets' 

experiences and reactions. The ultimate goal would be to make it possible for women to 
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have a way to respond to sexual harassment without finding themselves in worse 

situations and provide them with the opportunity to seek justice. 
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APPENDIX A: SAMPLE SCENARIO 

(Reported behavior. One-time, Complainer - see Table 1 for description of other 
conditions^ 

Gloria Storges began work at UWI a few years ago as one of the tool clerks in the 
tool shop in Building 1. The tool shop contained all but the most basic of tools, and 
handled all of the tool repairs and maintenance. As a tool clerk, Gloria's job was to carry 
the tools to and from the workers on the shop floor as needed. She had her own tool cart, 
and spent most of her time pushing her tool cart between the tool shop and the shop floor. 
Gloria knew pretty much what to expect at UWI because some of her relatives worked 
there; she hoped to get into the apprentice program which would lead to a skilled, 
relatively high-paying job. 

Gloria was one of the few women at UWI who worked on the shop floor. 
Traditionally, the men on the shop floor were a pretty rowdy bunch, joking and kidding 
around. Employees were allowed to decorate their own work areas. Some had pictures 
of themselves or their families posted in their work areas. Many of the shop workers 
hung pictures of nude girls and centerfolds; one showed a naked woman cut up like a side 
of beef ~ rump roast, breast, shoulder roast. Another poster showed a horse standing 
over a naked woman licking her genital area. Above the Ladies Room was a big picture 
of a beaver in water with a sign, "Beaver Pond." The workers tended to use pretty crude 
language on the shop floor. 

Gloria spent the first six months at UWI getting used to the job. She learned her 
way around the shop and became familiar with how day to day life was at UWI. During 
this time, Gloria made a number of complaints about the working conditions. She first 
complained about the shop being too cold. Later she complained that the job training she 
received when she first arrived at UWI was inadequate. She also complained about her 
work schedule claiming that UWI was not being flexible. 

About 8 months after Gloria began working at UWI, Joe Tarnett became the 
Supervisor of the tool shop, and, therefore, Gloria's direct supervisor. As the 
Supervisor, Joe was in charge of Gloria's work assignments, work schedule, disciplinary 
actions, and of course her performance evaluations. After Joe had been in the tool shop 
for a few weeks, Gloria felt as though he was following her around too much. He said he 
checked up on all the workers by watching them on the tool floor because they did not 
spend much time in the tool shop itself. On one occasion, Joe asked Gloria to lunch, but 
she declined. He said he was trying to build teamwork. Then one day he said to her, 
"You know, if you were nicer to me, it would make your job a lot easier." Gloria 
interpreted that statement as a sexual proposition. Joe explained that he was just 
encouraging her to be more sociable and get along with people at work. He said Gloria 
was snobbish and not very friendly. 

Gloria referred to her company's sexual harassment policy to find out how to file 
a formal complaint against Joe for his comment and behavior toward her. The policy 
stated she should report the behavior either to the Human Resource officer or the Union 
representative. Gloria went to the Human Resource officer. The HR officer asked Joe 
about the incident and he said it was nonsense. He was not interested in a relationship 
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with her, and it was his job as supervisor to see that his employees were doing their jobs. 
Gloria spent too much time out of her work area and not enough time doing her work. 

Gloria never heard anj^hing from the HR officer so she went to the Union 
representative and signed a formal complaint with them. Since she did not get any 
information from them she wasn't sure if they did any kind of an investigation. UWI 
maintained that they did an investigation but could find no proof of any of the things that 
Gloria alleged. 

After that, Gloria was out of work for some minor surgery. Her doctor sent a note 
to UWI saying that Gloria should be placed in a different, less stressful department when 
she returned. UWI would only agree to consider a transfer if Gloria returned to the Tool 
Shop first. Gloria never returned to UWI and was eventually fired for failure to return to 
work. Soon after Gloria was terminated, she filed a lawsuit against UWI and Joe Tamett 
alleging that she had been sexually harassed while working at UWI. UWI contended that 
she had not been sexually harassed at all and given that Gloria's performance appraisals 
during her tenure at UWI were average or a little below average, they had gone out of 
their way to accommodate her. The performance appraisals were not surprising, 
explained Gloria, since Joe Tamett wrote some of them. 

Based on your reading of the facts, please answer the following question by marking the 
appropriate letter on the scantron sheet next to #1. 

1. In your view, was Gloria Storges sexually harassed? 

A B 
Definitely No 

C D E 
Definitely Yes 
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APPENDIX B: TABLES AND FIGURES 

Table 1 

Independent Variables 

Variable Conditions 

Target's 
Response: 

Silent Tolerator: Gloria does not make anv formal complaint about 
the problems she is experiencing with Joe Tarnett at UWI, nor does 
she tell her husband 

Told Husband: Gloria tells her husband about the problems she is 
experiencing with Joe Tarnett at UWI 

Reported: Gloria the tells her Human Resource officer about the 
problems she is experiencing with Joe Tarnett at UWI and then 
reports the behavior to her Union representative. 

Slapped: Gloria slans Joe Tarnett across the face after he savs, 
"You know, if you were nicer to me, it would make your job a lot 
easier." 

History of 
Complaining: 

Yes, has history: Gloria has a history of complainina about various 
workplace conditions including temperature, schedule, and training. 

No history: Gloria does not have a history of complaining about 
various workplace conditions. 

Number of 
Times: 

Once: Joe asks Gloria out on one occasion 

More than once: Joe asks Gloria out several times 



Table 2 

Correlation Matrix of Dependent Variables and Respondent Sex. Listwise N=262 

Variable Mean SD a b c d e f g 

a. Respondent Sex® 1.68 .47 
b. QPQ 2.75 .98 .05 
c. HWE 3.40 .99 .08 ig**  

d. Personal Harassment 3.17 .89 .47** .36** 
e. Gloria 3.34 .72 .15* 23** .20** .43** 
f. Response Effectiveness 1.61 .66 -.20** .14* .12* .05 .06 
g. Response Appropriate. 2.68 .94 .07 .16** .08 4]^ ** .46** .20** 

'Coding: l==male, 2=female 
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Table 3 
The Effect of Target Response on Ratings of QPQ, HWE, Personal Harassment and 
Evaluations of Gloria and her Response 

Dependent Variables Target Response 

Ns 

Silent 
Tolerator 

(66) 

Told 
Husband 

(59) 
Reported 

(65) 
Slapped 

(67) 
QPQ 

Mean 

SD 
F 

2.80 

0.98 
1.10 

2.90 

0.90 

2.64 

0.99 

2.67 

1.03 

HWE 
Mean 

SD 
F 

3.43 

0.92 
0.73 

3.58 3.34 3.31 

Personal Harassment 
Mean 

SD 
F 

3.19 

0.91 
0.70 

3.26 

0.79 

3.12 

0.80 

3.09 

1.04 

Gloria 
Mean 
SD 
F 

3.49 
0.71 

1.49 

3.37 
0.65 

3.29 
0.83 

3.27 
0.61 

Response Effectiveness 

Mean 
SD 
F 

1.51 
0.65 

0.61 

1.70 
0.60 

1.62 
0.65 

1.60 
0.72 

Response Appropriate. 
Mean 

SD 
F 

2.64 

0.65 
15.40***" 

2.67 

0.73 

3.25 

1.05 

2.61 

0.93 

* - p<.05 
** ^ r\-% 

Ratings of Response Appropriateness were significantly higher in the registered complaint condition 
than in ail other target response conditions. 
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Table 4 
The Effect of History of Complaining on Ratings of QPQ, HWE, Personal Harassment 
and Evaluations of Gloria and her Response 

Dependent Variables History of Complaining 

Ns 
Yes 

(125) 
No 

(132) 
QPQ 

Mean 

SD 
F 4.30* 

2.62 

0.96 

2.88 

0.97 

HWE 
Mean 

SD 
F 1.21 

3.48 

0.99 

3.35 

0.96 

Personal Harassment 
Mean 

SD 
F 7.15" 

3.01 

0.87 

3.31 

0.89 

Gloria 
Mean 
SD 

F 12.20** 

3.20 
0.72 

3.50 
0.65 

Response Effectiveness 

Mean 
SD 
F 1.23 

1.65 
0.66 

1.56 
0.65 

Response Appropriate. 
Mean 

SD 
F 0.01 

2.68 

0.88 

2.71 

0.98 

* = p<.05 
** , /-V1 
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Table 5 
The Effect of Number of Times on Ratings of QPQ, HWE, Personal Harassment and 
Evaluations of Gloria and her Response 

Dependent Variables Number of Times 

Ns 
Once 

(128) 
> Once 
(129) 

QPQ 
Mean 

SD 
F 4.37* 

2.62 

0.99 

2.89 

0.95 

HWE 
Mean 

SD 
F 0.77 

3.37 

0.96 

3.46 

0.99 

Personal Harassment 
Mean 

SD 
F 4.92* 

3.06 

0.08 

3.27 

0.08 

Gloria 
Mean 
SD 
F 1.51** 

3.24 
0.73 

3.46 
0.66 

Response Effectiveness 

Mean 
SD 
F 0.35 

1.62 
0.62 

1.59 
0.69 

Response Appropriate. 
Mean 

SD 
F 3.69 

2.61 

0.93 

2.79 

0.93 

* = p<.05 

** = p<.01 
*** ^  
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Table 6 
The Effect of Respondent Sex on Ratings of QPQ, HWE, Personal Harassment and 
Evaluations of Gloria and her Response 

Dependent Variables Respondent Sex 

Ns 
Males 
(82) 

Females 
(175) 

QPQ 
Mean 

SD 
F 1.00 

2.68 

1.03 

2.78 

0.96 

HWE 
Mean 

SD 
F 2.54 

3.28 

1.07 

3.46 

0.95 

Personal Harassment 
Mean 

SD 
F 13.00"* 

2.92 

0.94 

3.29 

0.85 

Gloria 
Mean 
SD 
F 8.78** 

3.12 
0.62 

3.41 
0.75 

Response Effectiveness 

Mean 
SD 
F 9.12** 

1.80 
0.76 

1.52 
0.60 

Response Appropriate. 
Mean 

SD 

2.58 

0.85 

2.73 

0.97 
F 3.39 

* =p<.05 
** ^ /M 



Figure 1 

Effect of Sex*Target Response on QPQ 
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Figure 2 

Effect of Sex*Number of Times on QPQ 
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Figure 4 

Effect of Sex*Number of Times on 

Response Effectiveness 
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Figure 5 

Effect of Sex*Number of Times on 

Appropriateness of Response 
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Figure 6 

Effect of Target Response*History of Complaining 

on Response Effectiveness 
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