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ABSTSACT 

This dissertation consists of four analyses that examine the 

relationship between self-control and the likelihood of sexual 

harassment as deviant behavior in organizations. It was hypothesized 

that those men and women with lower self-control would also be more 

likely to engage in sexually harassing behavior. All of the analyses are 

based on a sample of undergraduate students and a sample of jury pool 

members. 

In the first analysis, the psychometric properties of multiple 

self-control measures were examined. The internal consistency and 

validity of three self-control measures were examined to determine which 

of the scales were appropriate for this research. Two of the scales were 

selected as suitably consistent and valid and were used in subsequent 

analyses. 

In the second analysis, the relationship between self-control and 

the likelihood to engage in sexually harassing behavior was explored. 

This exploration was conducted using two self-control measures and 

measures representing the likelihood of both quid pro quo and hostile 

work environment sexual harassment. In support of proposed hypothesis, 

those who reported lower self-control also reported a higher likelihood 

of engaging in sexually harassing behavior. 

In the third analysis, the predictive ability of a composite self-

control measure and its components were compared. Factor analyses 

revealed the structure that the measure was designed to contain. The 

components revealed marginal reliability and were relatively ineffective 

predictors of the likelihood to engage in sexually harassing behavior as 

compared to the composite measure. 
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And in the fourth analysis, the effectiveness of sexual harassment 

policies in light of self-control is studied. Policies prohibiting 

sexual harassment are suggested to reduce this type of behavior, but 

little empirical research has examined this proposed relationship. This 

analysis suggests that sexual harassment policies have a consistent, but 

weak, effect on reducing sexual harassment. 

Thus, this research has a number of implications. These findings 

inform theories of sexual harassment, which are often gender-based, and 

theories of deviant behavior, which are often context-based. These 

findings also contribute to the use of multiple self-control measures in 

future research. And finally, the findings suggest practical ways that 

managers may be able to reduce sexually harassing behaviors in 

organizations. 
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CHAPTER I 

DEVIANT BEHAVIOR IN ORGANIZATIONS 

Deviant behavior in organizations, both legal and illegal, is an 

important topic of research for scholars as well as managers, as the 

costs of deviant behavior are quite substantial. Theft and embezzlement 

cost businesses $40 billion each year (Buss, 1993). In the case of work 

place violence, an estimated $55 million in lost wages (Bachman, 1994) 

and an additional $4 million in other expenses (Bensimon, 1994) are lost 

each year due to this type of deviant behavior alone. Clearly, deviant 

behavior in organizations is an important issue for research and 

practice. This chapter creates the framework for four analyses of sexual 

harassment as deviant behavior in the work place. First, deviant 

behavior in organizations is defined for purposes of this research. 

Then, literature on deviant behavior in organizations is reviewed. 

Finally, the research presented here is previewed. 

Deviant Behavior in Organizations 

This research defines deviant behavior in organizations as actions 

that are inconsistent with official organizational policy. 

Organizational policies may prohibit deviant behavior that is illegal 

(e.g., theft) as well as other behavior (e.g., misuse of organizational 

resources) that is not illegal. The outcomes of deviance in 

organizations can be trivial (e.g., occasional tardiness) or devastating 

(e.g., homicide). The common thread among all types of deviant behavior 

in organizations is that they provide or result from immediate 

gratification of desire. For example, tardiness can result from sleeping 

late to satisfy the desire to rest. Violent outbursts can satisfy the 

desire for revenge. However, self-control can control the impulse to act 

in immediate gratification of desire. Thus, it is hypothesized that 
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those with lower self-control are more likely to engage in. deviant 

behavior than those with higher self-control. 

This conceptualization of deviant behavior shares some 

characteristics with, yet is different from other, similar constructs. 

For example. Griffin, 0'Leary-Kelly, and Collins (1998) define 

dysfunctional behavior in organizations as that which results in 

negative consequences for the organization and which are intentional 

{i.e., not accidents, errors, or mistakes). Griffin et al. (1998) 

distinguish dysfunctional behavior from antisocial and deviant behavior. 

The authors describe deviant behavior as rhat which is not normatively 

acceptable. Although there is some obvious overlap between the concept 

of deviant behavior used in this dissertation and dysfunctional behavior 

as defined by Griffin et al., the difference is more rhan nominal. Most 

importantly is the mental state of the actor. Dysfunctional behavior as 

defined by Griffin et al. requires intent or at least an awareness of 

the possible consequences of an action whereas deviant behavior defined 

in this research requires neither of these conditions. Thus, deviant 

behavior in the organization is the knowing departure from official 

organizational policy, regardless of intent or consequence. 

A number of theories and antecedents have been proposed as 

explanations or catalysts for devianr behavior in organizations. 

However, these proposals typically explain only one type of deviant 

behavior {e.g., employee theft). Moreover, they tend to explain why 

people engage in deviant behavior in organizations better than they 

explain why people don't engage in deviant behavior in organizations. 

Deviant Behavior Theory 

Theories of deviant behavior can be found in psychology, 

sociology, and organizational behavior. Psychological theories tend to 

have an internal focus, such as the cognitive processes and 



14 

rationalizations that lead to deviant behavior. Conversely, sociological 

and criminological theories tend to have an external focus, such as the 

pressures and forces that drive individuals to engage in deviant 

behavior. Finally, organizational behavior theories such as justice 

theory tend to focus on organizational structures and processes that 

encourage deviant behavior. Examples of each of these three types of 

theories follow. 

Cognitive processes are thought by some be important in 

understanding deviant behavior in the organization. For example, 

Martinko and Zellars (1998) propose that workplace violence and 

aggression can be explained by a complex series of cognitive appraisals 

and moderators. Those who attribute the problem to the organization or 

other external sources may act out against those who are identified with 

or represent the organization (e.g., supervisors) . Alternatively, 

Robinson and Kraatz (1998) suggest that individuals are able to engage 

in deviant behavior in organizations by redefining the deviant behavior 

as not in violation of any policy or rule. The rationalizations serve to 

neutralize the difference between the deviant and desired behavior for 

both the deviant and relevant observers. Thus, cognitive process 

theories suggest a calculus by which deviant behavior is derived, but do 

not give a clear indication of who will engage in deviant behavior. 

Theories from sociology and criminology have been applied to 

deviant behavior in organizations. For example, Passas (1990) and 

Collins (1998) apply Merton's (1938) criminological theory of strain to 

corporate crime. Strain theory suggests that individuals experience 

pressure to achieve common goals (e.g., material success) but experience 

strain when unable to achieve those goals. Criminal, among other types, 

of behavior is one way to work around life's obstacles and achieve the 

desired goals. In the corporate context, when the goal of maximizing 
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shareholder rettim is not possible through legitimate means, individuals 

in organizations may choose to employ illegitimate means to maximize 

shareholder return. Alternatively, Greenberg (1998) applies Lewin's 

(1936) behavior theory to employee theft. Forces at the individual, 

group, and organizational level that encourage or inhibit behavior act 

on individuals. If the sum of forces that encourage behavior is greater 

than that of forces that inhibit, then the behavior will follow. 

Greenberg suggests that employees will steal from the organization 

whenever the forces that encourage theft are greater than those that 

inhibit theft- These sociological and criminological theories are as 

effective in organizational behavior as they are in their own discipline 

(i.e., they explain why people engage in deviant behavior in the 

organization better than they explain why people don't engage in deviant 

behavior in the organization). 

Justice theory has also been applied to deviant behavior in 

organizations. Justice theory holds that inequity may be perceived in 

three ways. First, procedural injustice may result when a process is 

perceived to be unfair. Second, distributive injustice may result when 

an outcome is perceived to be unfair. And third, interactional injustice 

may result when the implementation of a process is perceived to be 

unfair. Folger and Skarlicki (1998) compare justice theory and employee 

aggression to popping corn. In their metaphor, it is not important to 

know which kernel will pop first, but rather just that heating the corn 

will cause some of the kernels to pop. When applied to employee 

aggression, the source of heat in the metaphor is interactional 

(in)justice. Alternatively, Szwajkowski (1989) suggests that employees 

engage in deviant behavior to remedy perceived injustices and that 

managing distributive and procedural justice are important in reducing 

perceived inequity. Similarly, Greenberg and Bradley (1998) suggest that 
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aggressive reactions in the work place are due to issues of procedural 

and distributive justice. Those who experience inequitable processes or 

outcomes and cannot forget about the injustice may resort to work place 

violence. Thus, while justice theory suggests why some people may engage 

in deviant behavior in an organization, it does not suggest who those 

people might be. 

Other reasons for deviant behavior in the organization have also 

be proposed. For example. Mack, Shannon, Quick, and Quick (1998) suggest 

that work place violence is due to stress. Van Fleet and Van Fleet 

(1998) describe terrorism as a typically violent organizational behavior 

that creates sufficient stress or fear to achieve the goal (e.g., 

political or financial) of the terrorist. Pearson (1998) suggests that 

employee aggression and violence is due to perceptions of psychological 

contract violation. 

Deviant Behavior Research 

Research has been reported on a wide variety of deviant behavior 

in organizations, including absenteeism (Dalton & Wimbush, 1998), the 

early shut down of work (Krol & Lamb, 1981), and employee theft 

(Shapiro, Trevino, & Victor, 1995). Support can be found for the 

theories in the three domains described above as well as hybrid 

theories. For example, in a model that combines external forces with 

internal processes in an organizational context, Bennett (1998) suggests 

that those who experience powerlessness will attempt to regain control 

through deviant behavior. In a study of employed adults, Bennett found 

that those who perceived less control over their work environment were 

significantly more likely to engage in deviant behavior than those who 

perceived more control over their work environment. In another study, 

Bennett found that deviant behavior declined substantially after the 

introduction of employee empowerment practices (e.g., decision making 



work teams). The practical implications of these findings and others 

(such as justice theory) suggest changes in organizational structure and 

practices that will reduce deviant behavior. However, managers may also 

be interested in identifying those who are likely to engage in deviant 

behavior before they enter the organization instead of ways to reduce 

deviant behavior once they are in the organization. 

One way to identify those who are likely to engage in deviant 

behavior in the organization is to examine personality characteristics 

that predict deviant behavior. Collins and Griffin (1998) recognize that 

self-control has been linked to counterproductive job performance. 

Similarly, Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) suggest that self-control can 

predict criminal behavior. According to their theory, self-control is 

developed during early childhood through effective socialization at home 

and at school. Self-control then serves to overcome the impulse to 

achieve immediate gratification of desire, which is often accomplished 

through illegal behavior. The empirical support for this theory is 

strong and is presented in more detail in Chapter 3. Just as self-

control can predict criminal behavior as a deviation from the official 

policy of society, it should also be able to predict behavior in the 

organization that is a deviation from the official policy of the 

organi zation. 

Research Preview 

This dissertation examines the relationship between self-control 

and the likelihood of sexually harassing behavior as deviance in the 

organization. In four analyses, the psychometric properties of multiple 

self-control measures are examined, the relationship between self-

control and the likelihood to engage in sexually harassing behavior is 

explored, the predictive abilities of a composite measure of self-
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coatrol and its components are compared, and the effectiveness of sexual 

harassment policies in light of self-control is examined. 

In the second chapter, self-control measures are examined. Because 

self-control cannot be directly observed, behaviors and/or attitudes 

that are consistent with the self-control construct must be measured 

instead. Strong measures are reliable, parsimonious, and valid. The 

distribution of scores on a measure is also important. To be useful in 

analyses, data from measures should not be clustered at one extreme or 

the other of a scale. If the data are clustered in this way, then 

limited variance may obscure relationships that could otherwise be 

estimated. Ideally, data will be contain enough variance to support 

hypothesis testing. 

Although Gottfredson and Hirschi prefer behavioral rather than 

attitudinal measures of self-control (Hirschi & Gottfredson, 1993) , 

attitudinal measures can be valid and may be more readily collected. The 

self-control measure that has been used most often in tests of 

Gottfredson and Hirschi's (1990) theory was developed by Grasmick, 

Tittle, Bursik, Jr., and Arneklev (1993). This measure was designed to 

reflect the components of self-control identified by Gottfredson and 

Hirschi. Two other measures are examined that reflect the self-control 

construct. The first is the Ego Control VI scale (J. Block, personal 

communication, March 25, 1998) and the other is the Self-Control 

Schedule (Rosenbaum, 1980). Data from the three scales are examined on 

the criteria described above to determine which scales are useful in the 

study of self-control and deviant behavior in organizations. 

In the third chapter, the relationship between self-control and 

the reported likelihood to engage in sexually harassing behavior is 

examined. Although most reports of sexual harassment identify the 

perpetrator as a man, little research has examined the characteristics 
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of men who are most likely to sexually harass. Scales that have been 

designed to measure the likelihood to engage in sexually harassing 

behavior include the Sexual Harassment Proclivities scale (Bartling & 

Eisenman, 1993) and the Likelihood to Sexually Harass scale (Pryor, 

1987) . Both scales have proven to be reliable, but both reflect only a 

male heterosexual orientation. Rather than creating a new scale, I 

modified the Likelihood to Sexually Harass scale to accommodate men and 

women of any sexual orientation. 

The Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) scale retains the quid 

pro quo nature of the vignettes from the original scale but does not 

specify the sex of the respondent or the target. For example, in the 

original scale respondents are instructed to assume that they are the 

main male character in the scenario but in the revised scale there are 

no such instructions. In addition, in the original scale the target in 

each scenario is a women but in the revised scale there is no reference 

to the sex of the target. These modifications accommodate all sexes and 

sexual orientations. Because the nature of the vignettes was not 

modified, the likelihood to engage in sexually harassing behavior that 

could create a hostile work environment is not measured in the original 

or revised versions of the Likelihood to Sexually Harass scale. 

Accordingly, items that consist of behavior (e.g., sexual material in 

the work place, pursuing unwanted sexual relationships in the 

organization) that could create a hostile work environment were 

developed. Data from the measures of self-control and the reported 

likelihood to engage in sexually harassing behavior are examined in a 

test of the self-control hypothesis. 

In the fourth chapter, Grasmick et al.'s (1993) self-control 

measure is studied in more detail. This self-control measure was 

specifically designed to test Gottfredson and Hirschi's (1990) theory. 
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Gottfredson and Hirschi suggest that a composite measure of self-control 

will better predict criminal behavior than any of its components. 

Research that has compared the composite measure to its components in 

predicting criminal behavior has produced mixed results. Research tends 

to suggest that this scale produces the intended components when 

subjected to factor analyses and that the components are generally not 

as reliable as the composite measure. Research also tends to suggest 

that the scale is a more consistent predictor of criminal behavior than 

any of its components, but this analysis has not previously been 

conducted in the area of sexual harassment. Data from this self-control 

measure and its components are examined in a test of che 

composite/component hypothesis. 

In the fifth chapter, the effect of policy on the reported 

likelihood to engage in sexually harassing behavior is examined. Sexual 

harassment policies are recommended to reduce sexual harassment and to 

protect the organization in the event that it does happen. It is 

recommended that sexual harassment policies define sexual harassment, 

prohibit sexual harassment, promise to investigate reports of sexual 

harassment, and afford confidentiality to the extent possible. It is 

recommended that sexual harassment policy implementation include 

dissemination, enforcement, and both formal and informal reporting 

options. 

Recent U.S. Supreme Court decisions have created opportunity as 

well as liability for organizations accused of sexual harassment. In 

Burlington Industries. Inc. v. Ellerth (1998), the court held that an 

organization may be protected from sexual harassment liability if sexual 

harassment is prohibited (and promptly corrected) and the target failed 

to utilize those preventative and corrective mechanisms. However, in the 

same case the court also held that a tangible employment detriment is 
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not necessary for targets to prove claims of quid pro quo sexual 

harassment. Prior to this, an employment detriment was a defining 

element of quid pro quo sexual harassment. And in cases of hostile work 

environment, the court held in Faraaher v. Citv of Boca Raton (1998) 

that organizations can be held responsible for a hostile work 

environment created by a supervisor. Prior to this, some defense to a 

hostile work environment created by a supervisor may have been possible 

because that behavior may have been seen as beyond the scope of 

supervisory responsibilities (as opposed to controlling job benefits, 

which are within the score of supervisory responsibilities). 

Thus, there are recommendations for the content and implementation 

of sexual harassment policies, as well as legal justifications for 

having them. However, little research has examined the effect of sexual 

harassment policies on sexually harassing behavior. Moreover, 

Gottfredson and Hirschi's (1990) theory suggests that those with lower 

levels of self-control will not be deterred by a policy and those with 

higher levels of self-control do not need a policy to be deterred. Data 

from the self-control and likelihood to sexually harass measures are 

examined no explore the effect of policy on the likelihood to engage in 

sexually harassing behavior. 

This research provides a unique contribution to the study of 

deviant behavior in organizations in general and sexual harassment in 

particular. The following chapters describe the analyses and findings as 

well as the conclusions for theory, research, and practice. 
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CHAPTER 2 

MEASURING SELF-CONTROL: 

BEHAVIORAL AND ATTITUDINAL ALTERNATIVES 

Both attitudinal and behavioral measures have been used to assess 

self-control in tests of Gottfredson and Hirschi's (1990) theory of 

criminal and imprudent behavior. This analysis examines the 

appropriateness of three measures of self-control for testing their 

theory. Sampling the self-control construct with multiple measures 

allows the construct to be more fully represented. First, the 

development and use of construct measures is discussed. Then, behavioral 

and attitudinal measures of self-control that have been used to test 

Gottfredson and Hirschi's theory are reviewed. Two other attitudinal 

measures of self-control that were developed independent of Gottfredson 

and Hirschi's theory are also reviewed. Finally, the results of an 

analysis designed to test the strengths of the three attitudinal self-

control measures are presented and conclusions are drawn about the 

appropriateness of using those measures in hypothesis testing. 

Personality characteristics such as self-control cannot be 

directly observed so behavioral and attitudinal scales are used to 

measure and represent those latent constructs. Behavioral measures 

consist of observable behavior that is consistent with the underlying 

construct whereas attitudinal measures may consist of items reflecting 

the endorsement of opinions or beliefs that are consistent with the 

underlying construct. Reliability is the extent to which items in a 

measure are consistent with each other and is often represented by 

Cronbach's (1951) alpha reliability coefficient. Validity is the extent 

to which a measure captures what it is supposed to measure. Although 

reliable scales can be precise measures of something other than the 
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intended construct, valid scales that are consistent with other measures 

are usually reliable-

Strong measures share a number of characteristics. First, they are 

composed of items that are consistent within the measure (e.g., a 

reliability coefficient of at least .80) . Second, for a given level of 

reliability, measures with fewer items are more parsimonious than 

measures with nximerous items. Third, strong measures are correlated with 

other measures of the same construct. If they are not correlated then 

the prospect that the instruments measure the same construct is suspect. 

Conversely, scales that are very highly correlated may indeed measure 

the same construct but are probably redundant (e.g., very similar items) 

and do not uniquely contribute to hypothesis testing. Fourth, a strong 

measure will have external validity, that is, the ability to predict the 

dependent variable in question. 

In addition, the nature of the items and response scales is 

important. First, items that consist of behaviors that are never engaged 

in or attitudes that are always strongly endorsed may suffer from floor 

or ceiling effects. That is, if the data are crowded around one end or 

the other of the distribution then an existing relationship may be 

hidden by the limits of the response scale. Data that have a mean near 

the midpoint avoid these floor and ceiling effects. A second and related 

issue is the amount of variance in the data. Data that have sufficient 

variance are most suited for regression analyses. Thus, strong measures 

will compare favorably on these six criteria. 

Measures Used to Test Gottfredson and Hirschi's Theory 

Gottfredson and Hirschi's (1990) theory has been supported using 

both behavioral and attitudinal measures of self-control. Although 

Gottfredson and Hirschi have stated a preference for behavioral measures 

(Hirschi & Gottfredson, 1993), attitudinal scales can be valid measures 
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as well. This section describes behavioral and attitudinal measures that 

have been used to test Gottfredson and Hirschi's theory and limitations 

of behavioral measures that make attitudinal measures a reasonable 

alternative. 

Behavioral Measures. Behavioral measures of self-control have been 

used to test Gottfredson and Hirschi's (1990) theory. For example, 

Keane, Maxim, and Teevan (1993) collected behavioral data from a sample 

of drivers at traffic checkpoints in Canada. The data included seat belt 

use, driving over the objection of others, and driving with a 

presumption of a blood alcohol concentration in excess of the legal 

limit as indicators of self-control. These behaviors could be indicators 

of low self-control and all were significant predictors of blood alcohol 

concentrations in excess of the legal limit. 

Attitudinal Measures. Grasmick et al. (1993) developed an 

attitudinal measure of self-control (unnamed by the authors and 

hereafter referred to as the Measure of Self-Control) to test 

Gottfredson and Hirschi's (1990) theory (see Appendix 2.1). The scale 

was designed to measure self-control as a composite construct consisting 

of the six components (impulsivity, preference for simple tasks, risk 

seeking behavior, physical activity, self-centeredness, and a quick 

temper) identified by Gottfredson and Hirschi. The scale was designed to 

be responded to on a scale of (1) strongly disagree; (2) disagree 

somewhat; (3) agree somewhat; or (4) strongly agree. The instrximent 

consists of four items for each of the six components for a total of 24 

items. 

Grasmick et al. (1993) and Ameklev, Grasmick, Tittle, and Bursik, 

Jr. (1993) reported that the 24 items on the Measure of Self-Control 

produced a reliability coefficient of .805 in a sample of adults in the 

Midwest United States. They found that the reliability coefficient could 
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be increased to .812 with the deletion of the last item in the physical 

activity component and based subsequent analyses on the remaining 23 

items. Using all 24 items. Wood, Pfefferbaum, and Arneklev (1993) 

reported a reliability coefficient of .88 based on a sample of 

undergraduate students. 

Longshore, Turner, and Stein (1996) modified the 23 item version 

of the Measure of Self-Control to include reverse scored items and 

reported a reliability coefficient of .80 in a sample of juvenile and 

adult drug offenders. Dsing the data collected by Longshore et al. 

(1996), Piquero and Rosay (1998) created a scale of 20 items that 

produced a reliability coefficient of .71. This lower reliability 

coefficient suggests that the combined effects of the modifications 

introduced by Longshore et al. and Piquero and Rosay did not improve the 

internal consistency of the instrument. 

Thus, the original Measure of Seif-Control has been found to be a 

reliable scale of self-control that contains the components identified 

by Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) . Use of the 24 item version first 

developed by Grasmick et al. (1993) seems more appropriate than use of a 

reduced scale because providing equal representation to each component 

is more important than the marginal increase in the reliability 

coefficient (.007 for Grasmick et al.) that the deletion of a single 

item might produce. 

Although behaviors are often more relevant than attitudes and 

would seem to be more robust measure of a personality construct, 

behavioral measures have some important limitations. A methodological 

limitation is that behaviors may not fully reflect a particular 

personality characteristic. A related but practical limitation is that 

behaviors are often not readily observable in sufficient quantity, in a 

meaningful context, or without some sort of bias. This is generally not 
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compatible with the limited resources researchers often possess for data 

collection. Fortunately, attitudinal measures are an effective 

alternative. Attitudinal measures of sound construction can provide the 

basis for meaningful research involving personality constructs. The 

Measure of Self-Control appears to be such a measure. 

Other Attitudinal Self-Control Measures 

Gottfredson and Hirschi's (1990) theory, if robust, will be 

supported by any measure of self-control. Moreover, the greater the 

support that is found for the theory with measures designed independent 

from the theory, the more valid the theory ought to be. To that end, 

other measures of self-control were sought for this research. Subscales 

of recognized personality inventories (e.g., the Minnesota Multiphasic 

Personality Inventory and the California Psychological Inventory) were 

initially considered. However, the volume of items on the entire 

instruments was considered to be too ctraibersome for this research. 

Instead, two shorter measures that were designed to stand alone were 

selected for analysis. One measure is unidimensional while the other is 

multidimensional and both were designed independent of Gottfredson and 

Hirschi's theory. 

The 5ao Control VI Scale. The Ego Control VI scale contains 33 

true-false items that are closely tied to the self-control construct 

(see Appendix 2.2). Block (Block & Block, 1980) defines ego-control as a 

unitary construct in terms of impulse control. Although the Ego Control 

VI scale has not been widely reported on in the literature (but see 

Zuckerman, Kuhlman, Joireman, Teta, & Kraft, 1993), the items in the 

measure address concepts (e.g., impulse, risk, and caution) that are 

consistent with other self-control instruments and the instrument has 

produced a reliability coefficient of .83. Thus, this measure appears to 

be a reliable and unidimensional measure of self-control. 
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The Self-Control Schedule. The Self-Control Schedule (Rosenbaum, 

1980) was designed to measure individual self-control in relation to 

behavior problems. The scale consists of 36 items that were designed to 

represent four components of self-control [see Appendix 2.3) . These 

components consist of (1) 12 items that measure the use of cognitions to 

control emotional and physiological responses; (2) 11 items that measure 

the use of problem solving strategies (e.g., evaluating options and 

recognition of consequences); (3) four items that measure the delay of 

gratification; and (4) nine items that measure perceived self-efficacy. 

The Self-Control Schedule was designed to be responded to on a 

scale of (-3) very uncharacteristic of me, extremely nondescriptive; 

(-2) rather uncharacteristic of me, quite undescriptive; (-1) somewhat 

uncharacteristic of me, slightly undescriptive; (+1) somewhat 

characteristic of me, slightly descriptive; (+2) rather characteristic 

of me, quite descriptive; or (+3) very characteristic of me, extremely 

descriptive. 

Reported reliability coefficients for the entire measure have been 

moderate. Rosenbaum (1980) reported reliability coefficients ranging 

from .78 to .84 based primarily on samples of undergraduate students at 

a university in Israel but also a sample of Israeli men and a sample of 

undergraduate students at a university in the United States. Redden, 

Tucker, and Young (1983) reported an reliability coefficient of .82 

based on a sample of undergraduate students at a university in the 

United States. 

Thus, the Self-Control Schedule has been applied primarily to 

samples of undergraduate students but on a wider international basis 

than is commonly found for instruments in a developmental stage. 

Although its reliability among samples in the United States has been 

inconsistent, the scale has been found to be moderately reliable. 
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The primary purpose of the present analyses were to assess the 

strengths of the Measure of Self-Controlr the Ego Control VI scale, and 

the Self-Control Schedule on the six criteria described previously. 

Those self-control scales that yield reliability coefficients of at 

least .80 as well as parsimony, reveal correlation coefficients with the 

other scales of at least .50 but not more than .80, have mean scores 

near the midpoint of the response scale, and have adequate variance will 

be considered useful for testing Gottfredson and Hirschi's (1990) 

theory. 

Sample 1 

Method 

Questionnaire data on self-control were collected from samples of 

undergraduate students in 1998. 

Participants 

The sample consisted of 46 undergraduate students (18 women and 28 

men, modal age group 18-25 years) enrolled in business and public 

administration courses. Almost all of those over 25 years of age 

reported having at least 10 years of work experience and 89% reported 

currently working less than 40 hours per week. Sixty-three percent 

reported having supervisory responsibilities as part of their job. 

Volunteers received partial course credit for their participation. 

Measures 

The questionnaire included three measures of self-control. The 

response scales of ail of the self-control measures were unified to 

facilitate comparison and interpretation of the findings. The response 

scales were modified so that each was responded to on a six point scale 

anchored by (1) does not describe me and (5) does describe me. The 

questionnaire also contained common demographics identifiers. 
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Measure of Self-Control. The Measure of Self-Control consisted of 

all 24 items from the original instrument. The response scale was 

modified from the four point scale described earlier to the six point 

scale described above. 

Eao Control VI Scale. The Ego Control VI scale consisted of all 33 

items from the original instrument. The response options were modified 

from original true-false format to the six point scale described above. 

Self-Control Schedule. The Self-Control Schedule consisted of all 

36 items from the original instrument. The response scale was modified 

from the six point scale described previously to the six point scale 

described above. 

Procedure 

The measures were administered during the Summer of 1998. The 

participants were advised that participation in the study was voluntary 

and that responses would remain anonymous. The measures were distributed 

to participants in a class room and were returned by the participants 

when completed. Participants were given as much time as needed to 

complete the measures. 

Results 

The data were subjected to reliability (see Table 2.1) and 

correlation (see Table 2.2) analyses. Because every item in each scale 

was weighted equally, all scales were represented by the average of 

their respective items. Thus, correlations between the measures are the 

correlations between the average response to those measures. All of the 

measures revealed mean scores near the midpoint. 

Measure of Self-Control 

Data from the Measure of Self-Control yielded a reliability 

coefficient of .86. The Measure of Self-Control was moderately 
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correlated with the Ego Control VT scale and somewhat correlated with 

the Self-Control Schedule. 

Eao Control VI Scale 

Data from the Ego Control VI scale produced a reliability 

coefficient of .8 6. The Ego Control VI scale was moderately correlated 

with the Measure of Seif-Control and to a lesser extent with the Self-

Control Schedule. 

Self-Control Schedule 

Data from the Self-Control Schedule yielded a reliability 

coefficient of .73. The Self-Control Schedule was low to moderately 

correlated with the Measure of Self-Control and the Ego Control VI 

scale. Because of its low reliability and low correlation with the other 

self-control measures, the Self-Control Schedule was dropped from 

further consideration. 

Sample 2 

Method 

Questionnaire data on self-control were collected from jury pool 

members in 1998. 

Participants 

The sample consisted of 444 adults (280 women and 164 men, modal 

age group 46-55 years) summoned for jury duty in the southwest United 

States who volunteered to participate. Most (92%) of the participants 

reported having at least 10 years of work experience and 65% reported 

currently working at least 40 hours per week. Many (83%) reported having 

supervisory responsibilities as part of their job. Participants 

completed the survey instrument while waiting to be assigned to a trial. 

Measures 

The measures consisted of the Measure of Self-Control and Ego 

Control VI scale described above. 
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Procedure 

The measures were administered to the sample during the Fall of 

1998. Before the study was announced to the jury pool, the jury 

commission staff completed the normal registration process for jury pool 

members. Jury pool members were advised that the survey was not related 

to their jury service or any trial on which they might be selected to 

serve. Jury pool members were also advised that participation in the 

study was voluntary and that their responses would remain anonymous. 

Participants picked up the measures and returned them when completed. 

Participants were given as much time as needed to complete the measures. 

Results 

The data were subjected to reliability (see Table 2.1) and 

correlation (see Table 2.3) analyses. As in Sample 1, every item in each 

scale was weighted ec[ually so all scales were represented by the average 

of their respective items. Both of the self-control measures revealed 

mean scores near the midpoint. 

Measure of Self-Control 

Data from the Measure of Self-Control yielded a reliability 

coefficient of .83. The Measure of Self-Control was moderately 

correlated with the Ego Control VI scale. 

Eao Control VI Scale 

Data from the Ego Control VI scale produced a reliability 

coefficient of .85. The Measure of Self-Control was moderately 

correlated with the Ego Control VI scale. 

Discussion 

The purpose of chis analysis was to determine the suitability of 

the described self-control measures in assessing self-control. Ideally, 

the measures would be highly reliable yet parsimonious, moderately 

correlated, have means around the scale midpoint, and have sufficient 
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variance for hypothesis testing. These characteristics would suggest 

that the instruments (I) consist of items that efficiently measured the 

same construct within the instrument; (2) represent similar constructs 

between the instruments; (3) do not suffer from limited variance; and 

(4) are suitable for regression analyses. Based on these criteria, two 

of the three measures in this analysis appear suitable as measures of 

self-control. 

The Measure of Self-Control revealed strengths on the criteria. 

The scale was found to be reliable in both Samples 1 and 2. In both 

analyses, the Measure of Self-Control was moderately correlated with the 

Ego Control VI scale. Likewise, in both analyses the mean score of the 

Measure of Self-Control was near the midpoint. The strength of these 

findings suggest that the Measure of Self-Control is a measure that is 

appropriate for testing Gottfredson and Hirschi's (1990) theory. 

The Ego Control VI scale revealed strengths on the criteria as 

well. The scale was found to be reliable in both analyses and had the 

highest reliability coefficients of all the self-control measures. As 

mentioned above, in both analyses the Ego Control VI scale was 

moderately correlated with the Measure of Self-Control. The strength of 

these findings suggest that the Ego Control VI scale is also a measure 

that is appropriate for testing Gottfredson and Hirschi's (1990) theory. 

The Self-Control Schedule did not reveal as many strengths on the 

criteria as did the other two measures. The scale yielded a low 

reliability coefficient and low correlation coefficients with both the 

Measure of Self-Control and the Ego Control VI scale. Although the mean 

score of the Self-Control Schedule was near the midpoint and the 

standard deviation suggests some variance, the low reliability and 

correlation coefficients suggest that this measure is not as consistent 

as and measures something different than the Measure of Self-Control and 
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the Ego Control VI scale. Thus, although the Self-Control Schedule has 

been used in several studies and translations, it does not appear 

suitable for testing Gottfredson and Hirschi's (1990) theory. 

Although both the Measure of Self-Control and the Ego Control VI 

scale were designed to assess self-control, there are conceptual and 

empirical reasons to include both in further analyses. As a personality 

characteristic, self-control is a concept for which there is no perfect 

(or even universally accepted) measure. The Measure of Self-Control was 

designed to reflect six components that together represent self-control 

while the Ego Control VI scale was designed to reflect ego control. The 

construction of these to scales suggest they were designed to capture 

differing aspects of the self-control construct. 

The results reported above also suggest an empirical basis for 

using both scales in further analyses. The correlation coefficients 

found in this analysis indicate that the scores on one of these two 

scales explains less than half (45% in Sample 1 and 32% in Sample 2) of 

the variance in scores on the other scale. Although these values suggest 

that the scales capture similar but not identical representations of 

self-control, collinearity can be assessed with diagnostic and marginal 

measures such as regression collinearity diagnostic reports and part and 

partial correlation coefficients. Thus, using both scales allows the 

self-control construct to be more broadly sampled and using statistical 

controls allows the deleterious effects of collinearity to be monitored. 
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CHAPTER 3 

ODT OF CONTROL: 

SEXUALLY HARASSING BEHAVIOR AND SELF-CONTROL 

Sexual harassment is a growing area of research and law. 

Scholars have examined sexual harassment in such areas as the military 

(Culbertson & Rosenfeld, 1994; Pryor, 1995), academia (Rowell, McBride, 

& Nelson-Leaf, 1996; Stein, 1995), medicine {Grieco, 1987; Nora, 1996), 

and human resource management (Hames, 1994; Robinson, Allen, Franklin, & 

Duhon, 1993). Issue specific research has explored the role of 

psychiatry in sexual harassment cases (Bursten, 1986; Feldman-Schorrig, 

1995), the legal standard by which hostile work environment sexual 

harassment cases are judged (Gutek & O'Connor, 1995; Gutek et al., in 

press; Wiener, Hurt, Russell, & Mannen, 1997), and gender-based 

differences in the perception of sexual harassment (Blumenthal, 1998; 

Gowan & Zimmerman, 1996}. 

Research suggests that most perpetrators of sexual harassment are 

men and most targets of sexual harassment are women (Gutek, 1985) . Men 

who are likely to sexually harass are also likely to have adversarial 

sexual beliefs and the inability to empathize {Pryor, 1987). Most 

incidents of sexual harassment are not reported (United States Merit 

Systems Protection Board, 1981, 1988), and women perceive more sexual 

harassment and have more inclusive definitions of sexual harassment than 

do men (Gutek, 1985). Conditions that have been found to facilitate 

sexual harassment include a highly sexualized workplace (Gutek, 1985), 

workplace norms that support sexual behavior (Haavio-Mannila, Kauppinen-

Toropainen, & Kandolin, 1988), and managers who do not discourage sexual 

harassment (Pryor, LaVite, & Stoller, 1993). 

The courts have traditionally viewed sexual harassment as either 

quid pro quo (employment benefits conditioned on sexual favors) fBundv 
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V. Jackson, 1981) or a hostile work environment (pervasive and unwelcome 

sexual conduct or material in the work environment that changes the 

conditions of employment) fMeritor Savings Bank v. Vinson. 1986) . 

However, the limitations of these two categories in describing all forms 

of sexual harassment have been recognized fBurlington Industries. Inc. 

V. Ellerth. 1998). The courts have also recognized that incidents of 

sexual harassment need to be judged on the totality of the circumstances 

(Harris v. Forklift Systems. Inc.. 1993), that sexual harassment can 

occur between individuals of the same sex fOncale v. Sundowner Offshore 

Services. Inc., 1998), and that a reasonable woman standard may best 

embody the perspective needed to appreciate the nature of a hostile work 

environment (Ellison v. Bradv. 1991). These cases, and the courts that 

decided them, are described in more detail in Chapter 5. 

Currently, our knowledge of sexual harassment is more descriptive 

than it is proscriptive. Moreover, our knowledge is based on research 

that has tended to focus on the targets of sexual harassment rather than 

the perpetrators of sexual harassment (e.g., Harris & Firestone, 1997; 

Terpstra & Cook, 1985) . Thus, what is known about sexual harassment does 

not explain who the perpetrators of sexual harassment are and why they 

engage in such behavior. Knowing who sexually harasses and why is 

paramount to reducing this type of behavior. 

Measuring the Likelihood to Sexually Harass 

Relatively little research has been published on instruments that 

measure the likelihood of or proclivity for sexually harassing behavior. 

Two measures that have been reported on are the Likelihood to Sexually 

Harass scale (Pryor, 1987) and the Sexual Harassment Proclivities scale 

(Bartling & Eisenman, 1993). 

The Likelihood to Sexually Harass scale (Pryor, 1987) consists of 

10 vignettes (see Appendix 3.1) describing men in positions of control 
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over a benefit for a woman followed by three items. The first asks if 

the respondent would provide the thing or opportunity to the woman, the 

second asks if the respondent would provide the thing or opportunity to 

the woman in exchange for sexual favors, and the third asks if the 

respondent would ask the woman to meet later for dinner to discuss the 

thing or opportunity. Each of the items was designed to be responded to 

on a five point scale anchored by (1) not at all likely and (5) very 

likely. Scores are computed as the siim of responses to the second 

question and can range from 10 to 50. The Likelihood to Sexually Harass 

scale is the most widely used instrument of its kind and a review of its 

development is informative. 

The Likelihood to Sexually Harass scale was developed and 

validated in three studies using a broad range of sexual attitude and 

opinion scales. Based on a sample of undergraduate men, the Likelihood 

to Sexually Harass scale was found to be significantly correlated with 

the Likelihood of Rape Scale (Malamuth, 1981), the FEM scale of feminist 

attitudes (Smith, Ferree, & Miller, 1975), many of the subscales in the 

Six Attitude/Belief Scales of sexual attitudes (Burt, 1980), and the 

Interpersonal Reactivity Inventory of empathy (Davis, 1980, 1983) . The 

significant correlations with these scales ranged from .16 to .44. The 

Likelihood to Sexually Harass scale yielded a reliability coefficient of 

.95 but descriptive statistics were not reported (Pryor, 1987). 

In a second study of undergraduate men, the Likelihood to Sexually 

Harass scale was found to be significantly correlated with the Forced 

Choice F Scale of authoritarianism (Berkowitz 6 Wolkon, 1964), the Mach 

IV measure of machiavellianism (Christie & Geiss, 1970), the Social 

Desirability Scale measure of social approval (Crowne & Marlowe, 1955), 

and the Sexual Opinion Survey of attitudes toward sexual behaviors 

(White, Fisher, Byrne, & Kingma, 1977). The significant correlations in 
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this study ranged from .13 to .26. The Likelihood to Sexually Harass 

scale yielded a reliability coefficient of .93 but descriptive 

statistics were again not reported (Pryor, 1987). 

In a behavioral study of undergraduate men (Pryor, 1987), scores 

on the Likelihood to Sexually Harass were able to significantly predict 

behaviors rated as sexual by a female confederate. After completing the 

Likelihood to Sexually Harass scale, men who scored in the lower (M = 

11.87) and upper (M = 31.24) quartiles were identified as being low and 

high in likelihood to sexually harass. The reliability coefficient for 

the entire sample was .90 but no descriptive statistics beyond the mean 

for the lower and upper quartiles were reported. Although the reason for 

creating the low/high dichotomy (and thus ignoring scores in the two 

middle quartiles) was not explicitly given, the means for the upper and 

lower quartiles suggest that limited variance could have been a 

consideration. 

The men in the low and high scoring groups were subsequently 

randomly assigned to either an activity that would provide little 

opportunity for physical contact with the female confederate (teaching 

the confederate how to play poker) or an activity that would provide 

ample opportunity for physical contact with the female confederate 

(teaching the confederate how to putt a golf ball). The female 

confederate (blind to the scores of the men) rated the sexuality of 

physical contact by men who scored high on the scale to be significantly 

higher than men who scored low on the scale. Similarly, the female 

confederate rated the sexuality of nontouching behavior by men who 

scored high on the scale to be significantly higher than men who scored 

low on the scale (Pryor, 1987). These findings suggest that men who 

score high on the Likelihood to Sexually Harass scale are more likely to 
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exploit an opportunity for physical contact by engaging in sexual 

behavior. 

The Likelihood to Sexually Harass scale has been successfully used 

in other research. Pryor and Stoller (1994) reported that scores in the 

lower and upper quartiles significantly predicted subject confidence in 

recognizing dominance and sexuality word pairs (e.g., powerful and 

kissing). The mean scores reported by Pryor and Stoller on the 

Likelihood to Sexually Harass scale for the lower and higher scoring 

groups were 1.06 and 3.67, respectively (these scores are averages 

instead of sums and can be compared to Pryor's (1987) findings by 

multiplying by 10). The reliability coefficient for the entire sample 

was . 93 but no descriptive statistics beyond the mean for the lower and 

upper quartiles were reported. 

Bargh, Raymond, Pryor, and Strack (1995) found that Likelihood to 

Sexually Harass scores in the lower and upper quartiles significantly 

predicted the cognitive association between power and sex in a 

subliminal lexical priming experiment. Bargh et al. (1995) reported 

reliability coefficients of .85 and .91 in two samples but did not 

report descriptive statistics for the scale or means for the quartiles. 

Rudman and Borgida (1995) reported that those who scored high on 

the Likelihood to Sexually Harass scale were more likely to ask sexist 

questions in a staged employment interview with a confederate than those 

who scored low on the scale. Rudman and Borgida reported the range of 

scores to be 10-42 and a mean of 18.92 but did not report a reliability 

coefficient for the scale. Designations of low and high were determined 

based on the median (summed) score of 16 for the scale but means for the 

low and high groups were not reported. 

In a similar study by Driscoll, Kelly, and Henderson (1998), 

subjects who watched videotaped interviews of undergraduate men and were 
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blind to the scores of the men rated those men with higher scores to be 

more likely to sexually harass. Driscoll et al. (1998) did not report on 

the use of quartiles, a reliability coefficient, or descriptive 

statistics for the scale. 

Thus, the Likelihood to Sexually Harass scale has been 

successfully used in research that suggests that those who score high on 

the scale are more likely to have the attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors 

that predispose sexually harassing behavior. However, the research is 

also noticeably lacking in reports on the distribution of scores on the 

scale. What has been reported suggests that the scores were low and 

skewed. 

Another scale, the Sexual Harassment Proclivities scale (Bartling 

& Eisenman, 1993) consists of 10 statements reflecting beliefs or 

attitudes that women exploit men, are flattered by sexual advances from 

men, and are manipulative (e.g.. Women who dress in a sexy manner at 

work are deliberately sending a sexual message to men) . In general, the 

statements were designed to measure unwanted sexual attention. Although 

this scale is not gender neutral, it was designed to measure sexual 

harassment proclivities in both men and women. This compares to the 

Likelihood to Sexually Harass scale which was designed for only men. 

Each item is responded to on a five point scale anchored by (1) strongly 

disagree and (5) strongly agree. The measure is scored by computing the 

sum of the items. 

In a sample of undergraduate students, Bartling and Eisenman 

(1993) found the Sexual Harassment Proclivities scale to yield 

significantly higher scores for men (M = 26.63) than women (M = 24.83). 

The scale was also found to be significantly correlated with many of the 

scales used by Pryor (1987), including the FEM scale (Smith et al., 

1975) and the Likelihood of Rape Index (Malamuth, 1981) . Significant 
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correlations ranged from. .14 to .54 and reliability coefficients for the 

sample were .86 for men and .74 for women. The scale was not reported to 

be used beyond its development. 

The Likelihood to Sexually Harass scale and the Sexual Harassment 

Proclivities scale share some characteristics yet have unique qualities 

as well. Both scales are based on scores to 10 items that attempt to 

measure the likelihood to sexually harass. Similarly, both scales are 

significantly correlated with scales that reflect adversarial sexual 

beliefs. Both scales also assume a heterosexual orientation by the 

respondent. However, the scales have differences as well- The Likelihood 

to Sexually Harass scale is based on vignettes while the Sexual 

Harassment Proclivities scale is based on attitudinal and belief 

statements. In addition, the Likelihood to Sexually Harass scale 

generally reflects quid pro quo sexual harassment while the Sexual 

Harassment Proclivities scale generally reflects hostile work 

environment sexual harassment. 

Although both scales are apparently reliable, they both have some 

shortcomings. Both scales are designed only for heterosexuals (and only 

heterosexual men in the case of the Likelihood to Sexually Harass 

scale). And although the Sexual Harassment Proclivities Scale was 

designed for both men and women, it does not contain items reflecting 

adversarial attitudes by women toward men. The heterosexual basis of the 

scales is clearly efficient in that most reported incidents of sexual 

harassment involve men and women. However, not all incidents of sexual 

harassment fit this pattern as same sex sexual harassment is possible as 

well, without regard to sexual orientation. 

Sexually Harassing Behavior and Self-Control 

In general, the research suggests that men who are more likely to 

sexually harass are less likely to empathize, more likely to experience 
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sexuality through dominance, and are more likely to rape than their 

counterparts who are less likely to sexually harass. These findings 

provide some indication of the characteristics of men who are likely to 

sexually harass, but there is little else that contributes to our 

understanding of those (men and women) who sexually harass. This 

research attempts to contribute to this emerging body of research. 

Pryor's (1987) development of the Likelihood to Sexually Harass 

scale revealed that those who indicate a likelihood to engage in 

sexually harassing behavior also have negative attitudes toward women. 

Engaging in sexual harassment would appear to be acting on the impulse 

of sexist attitudes. However, all those who have sexist attitudes do not 

necessarily act on those attitudes. And because actions are more 

relevant in our society than attitudes, it seems important to examine 

what, if anything, keeps individuals from acting on their impulses. One 

factor that may check impulsive behavior is self-control. 

As described in Chapter 1, Gottfredson and Hirschi's (1990) theory 

suggests that criminal acts provide immediate and easily achieved 

gratification of desires. Other noncriminal acts may also provide 

immediate gratification. These behaviors, criminal and otherwise, are 

also exciting or risky, provide minimal long-term benefits, require 

little preparation, and often cause pain for the victim. Accordingly, 

criminals are those who seek immediate gratification such as "sex 

without courtship" (p. 89). They are also adventuresome, uninterested in 

long-term relationships, and insensitive to others. For example, someone 

with lower self-control is more likely to satisfy the desire for 

material possessions by stealing (rather than earning the necessary 

money through employment) than someone with higher self-control. 

Ultimately, those people who engage in crime or analogous behavior 

do so because they lack the self-control to resist such behavior. If 
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this is the case then in work places where unprofessional and deviant 

behavior is found should also be found sexually harassing behavior. 

O'Hare and O'Donohue (1998) found this to be the case in their survey of 

university faculty, staff, and students. Among those who reported being 

targets of sexual harassment, an unprofessional work atmosphere (e.g., 

use of obscene language at work, use of alcohol at work, misuse of 

company resources) was a significant predictor of both gender harassment 

(e.g., sexual or suggestive remarks or materials) and unwanted sexual 

attention (e.g., unwanted sexual discussion or contact). Gutek (1985) 

reported similar findings in a survey of working women and men in Los 

Angeles county. In telephone interviews, respondents who worked in 

environments characterized by swearing and obscene language felt that 

others interpret sexual advances as flattering. However, the respondents 

themselves were not necessarily flattered by sexual advances. Thus, some 

research supports the characterization of sexual harassment as deviant 

behavior in the organization. 

Sexually harassing behavior is an activity that Gottfredson and 

Hirschi (1990) would consider analogous to criminal behavior. Whether an 

incident of sexual harassment is motivated by power, sex, or 

discrimination, it is an action that will yield short term pleasure for 

the perpetrator that pales in comparison to the long term emotional and 

financial costs for everyone involved. To test this suggested 

relationship between self-control and sexual harassment as a deviant 

behavior, it is hypothesized that those with lower self-control are more 

likely to report that they would engage in sexually harassing behavior 

than those with higher self-control. 

Method 

The participants, materials, and procedure used in this analysis 

were the same as those described in Chapter 2 with the addition of 
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indicators of the likelihood or intention to engage in sexually 

harassing behavior. The independent variables used in this analysis 

consisted of the Measure of Self-Control and the Ego Control VI scale 

described in Chapter 2 and the dependent variables that are described 

below {see Table 3.1). 

Measures 

The dependent measures in this analysis were designed to reflect 

the intent or likelihood of engaging in sexually harassing behavior. 

Given the shortcomings of the Sexual Harassment Proclivities and the 

Likelihood to Sexually Harass scales described above, two basic 

alternatives are available to overcome the limitation of these two 

sexual harassment scales. 

The way to overcome the shortcomings of the scales is either to 

develop an entirely different scale or to modify one of the existing 

scales. Given the development effort that was invested in both scales 

and their proven reliability, the first option is unnecessary. Between 

the two scales, the Likelihood to Sexually Harass scale has the 

strengths of stronger reliability, behavioral validation, and wider use 

by other researchers. And although the Sexual Harassment Proclivities 

scale was designed to be apply to both men and women, the items tend to 

reflect the perspective of men only. Moreover, some research has been 

conducted using a gender neutral version of the Likelihood to Sexually 

Harass scale. 

Perry, Kulik, and Schmidtke (1998) modified the Likelihood to 

Sexually Harass scale to accommodate women by reversing the male and 

female roles but retained the heterosexual orientation. Subjects in 

their study received the version that contained vignettes in which the 

character with power over the target was of the same gender as the 

subject. Using a sample of undergraduate students. Perry et al. (1998) 
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reported mean scores of 15.03 and 15.07 in two administrations of the 

scale and a reliability coefficient of .96 for both administrations of 

their modified version of the Likelihood to Sexually Harass scale. 

Likelihood to Sexually Harass fRevised). Because of the stronger 

reliability, behavioral validation, wider use, and subsequent 

modifications of the Likelihood to Sexually Harass scale, this research 

utilized a modified version of that measure (see Appendix 3.2). The 

Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) scale contains modifications 

such that the vignettes on the scale accommodate both men and women of 

any sexual orientation. For example, the Likelihood to Sexually Harass 

scale directs respondents to imagine that they are the male character in 

the vignettes who has power over a female target. The revisions modified 

the scale such, that respondents are directed to imagine that they are 

the person who has power over the target. The targets in the vignettes 

are referred to with the pronoun "s/he" and other identifiers are gender 

neutral (e.g., wait staff vs. waiter or waitress) as well. 

In addition, the vignettes were also modified to provide a 

consistent type and level of detail. The vignettes in the original 

instrument vary in the type and level of detail (e.g., context vs. 

target) but the revised vignettes contain a consistent level of detail 

that focuses on the context. However, the nature of the sexually 

harassing behavior possible in the vignettes (i.e., quid pro quo) and 

the items that follow each vignette were not changed. Finally, the 

response scale was unified with that of the self-control measures to 

facilitate comparison and interpretation of the findings. The response 

scale was modified from the original five point scale described above to 

a six point scale anchored by (1) not very likely and (6) very likely. 

The score of the original scale was calculated as the sum of the 

responses to the second item following each vignette but this technique 
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would under-represent the likelihood to sexually harass in cases where 

no answer was provided. To avoid this bias, the score on the revised 

scale was calculated as the average of responses to the second item 

following each vignette. 

As described above, Pryor (1987) did not explain the reason for 

creating quartiles and did not report any descriptive statistics for 

scores on the Likelihood to Sexually Harass scale. However, the means 

reported by Pryor of the first and fourth quartiles described above 

suggest that the scores were low and skewed. Analyses conducted on 

skewed data such as these are not likely to find important relationships 

that may exist. Rather, the level of invariability in the data is likely 

to reveal no significant relationships. The mean score on the revised 

scale proved to be similarly skewed [see Table 3.3), indicating that the 

measure data in the present analysis were similarly skewed. Because of 

the limited variance also found in the present data, scores on the 

Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) scale were coded as 0 for low if 

they were in the first quartile or as 1 for high if they were in the 

fourth quartile. The means for the two groups in both samples are 

contained in Table 3.4. This procedure has been used repeatedly in 

research conducted with the Likelihood to Sexually Harass scale (e.g., 

Bargh et al., 1995; Pryor, 1987; and Pryor & Stoller, 1994) and creates 

a useful variable that identifies those who indicate a low or high 

likelihood of engaging in sexually harassing behavior. 

Hostile Work Environment Sexual Harassment. Because the nature of 

the vignettes was not changed, items that reflect a hostile work 

environment were needed to represent a more complete array of sexually 

harassing behaviors. Therefore, the quid pro quo vignettes on the 

Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) scale were complemented with 

additional items reflecting a hostile work environment (see Table 3.2). 
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The items on the scale of hostile work environment behavior were neutral 

to gender and sexual orientation and consisted of the likelihood of 

repeating a sexual joke at work, having a pinup calendar at work, and 

pursuing sexual relationships with others at work. These are behaviors 

that could create a hostile work environment. The response scale of the 

hostile work environment items was the same as that of the Likelihood to 

Sexually Harass (Revised) scale to facilitate comparison and 

interpretation of the findings (i.e., a six point scale anchored by (l) 

not very likely and (6) very likely). 

Average scores on the hostile work environment scale were also 

skewed (see Table 3.3). Because of the limited variance also found in 

the present data, the same technique used to create low and high 

likelihood groups for the Likelihood to Sexually Harass scale was used 

to create those groups for the hostile work environment scale. Scores on 

the hostile work environment scale were coded as 0 for low if they were 

in the first quartile or as 1 for high if they were in the fourth 

quartile. The means for the two groups in both samples are contained in 

Table 3.4. 

Results 

Data from both samples were subjected to correlation and 

regression analyses. 

Correlation Analyses 

For both samples, all of the significant correlations were in the 

predicted direction (see Table 3.5). 

Quid Pro Quo. In Sample 1, scores on the Likelihood to Sexually 

Harass (Revised) scale were significantly correlated with average scores 

from the Measure of Self-Control. In Sample 2, scores on the Likelihood 

to Sexually Harass (Revised) scale were significantly correlated with 
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average scores from the Ego Control VI scale and average scores from the 

Measure of Self-Control. 

Hostile Work Environment. In Sample 1, scores on the hostile work 

environment scale were significantly correlated with average scores from 

the Measure of Self-Control. In Sample 2, scores on the hostile work 

environment scale were significantly correlated with average scores from 

the Ego Control VI scale and average scores from the Measure of Self-

Control. 

Taken together, the results of the correlation analyses from both 

samples suggested that further examination of the relationship between 

self-control and both quid pro quo and hostile work environment sexual 

harassment was warranted. 

Regression Analyses 

For both self-control measures and both sexual harassment 

likelihood measures, logistic regression analyses were conducted for 

combined sexes in each sample as well as women and men separately in 

each sample. Although probit analyses would be more likely to detect 

significant relationships, a more conservative threshold of significance 

was sought in this research. Because adjusted R- values were not 

available for logistic models, the Cox and Snell R- (as opposed to the 

more liberal Nagelkerke R-) are reported instead. 

Quid Pro Quo. All significant regression coefficients for the quid 

pro quo analyses were in the predicted direction (see Table 3.6). In 

Sample 1, average scores on the Measure of Self-Control significantly 

predicted scores on the Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) scale 

for boch combined sexes and men. In Sample 2, average scores on the Ego 

Control VI scale significantly predicted scores on the Likelihood to 

Sexually Harass (Revised) scale for combined sexes and for men. Average 

scores on the Measure of Self-Control significantly predicted scores on 
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the Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) scale for combined sexes, 

women, and for men. 

Hosrile Work Environment. All significant regression coefficients 

for the hostile work environment were in the predicted direction (see 

Table 3.7) . In Sample 1, average scores on the Measure of Self-Control 

significantly predicted scores on the hostile work environment items for 

men. In Sample 2, average scores on the Ego Control VI scale 

significantly predicted scores on the hostile work environment items for 

combined sexes, women, and men. Likewise, average scores on the Measure 

of Self-Control significantly predicted scores on the hostile work 

environment items for combined sexes, women, and for men. 

Discussion 

The hypothesized relationship between self-control and sexually 

harassing behavior was generally supported. When both samples are 

combined, significant relationships were found between the measures of 

self-control and the sexual harassment variables. Although both measures 

of self-control supported the hypothesis, the Ego Control VI scale was a 

more consistent predictor for both men and women than the Measure of 

Self-Control. All of the significant correlation and regression 

coefficients for the independent variables were in the predicted 

direction. 

The proportion of variance explained in the regression equations 

was as high as 33% but the size of the significant coefficients varied 

widely. More of the regression coefficients in Sample 2 were significant 

than in Sample 1. A likely reason for this is the small size of Sample 

1. 

This research displayed some methodological strengths. First, 

multiple measures for both the self-control and sexual harassment 

variables were used. Between the self—control variables, less than half 
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of the variance in one was explained by the other, suggesting that they 

were similar but not redundant measures and both were effective in 

predicting scores on the sexual harassment variables. Second, multiple 

measures of sexual harassment are important in distinguishing between 

quid pro quo and hostile work environment sexual harassment. Although 

quid pro quo sexual harassment is easier to define, hostile work 

environment sexual harassment is probably more common. The results 

suggest that self-control is potentially useful in understanding both 

forms of sexual harassment. And third, multiple samples strengthen the 

generalizafaility of the results to a broader population. The student 

sample consisted primarily of individuals who were about to begin their 

careers while the sample of jury pool members consisted primarily of 

individuals with many years of work experience. The jury pool sample 

also probably reflected a broader spectrtim of the population than could 

have been efficiently achieved with other non-random sampling 

techniques. 

An important distinction should be recognized between the behavior 

reflected in the Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) scale and the 

items regarding the pursuit of sexual relationships with other employees 

at work. Although the intended end (sexual gratification) may the same, 

there is an important legal difference between the means. In the former, 

there is virtually no defense to a lawsuit that supports claims of quid 

pro quo sexual harassment. Conversely, in the latter there may be a 

defense to a lawsuit alleging hostile work environment sexual 

harassment. This research found support for the relationship between 

self-control and both types of sexual harassment. 

This research suggests that self-control may be a reason why not 

all men (and some women) engage in sexually harassing behavior. Many 

more individuals have desires and impulses than act on them, and self-
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control may be the reason why. However, the findings reported here have 

some limitations. First, the limited amount of variance explained 

indicates that self-control (at least as measured in this research) is 

not the complete answer to why people are likely to sexually harass. 

Second, the Likelihood to Sexually Harass scale and the hostile work 

environment scale are nor perfect predictors of sexually harassing 

behavior and behavioral measures are needed to confirm these findings. 

And finally, the subjective nature of sexual harassment means that the 

vignettes and items used in this research to represent sexual harassment 

may not meet the legal definition of sexual harassment in court. 

Nevertheless, this analysis suggests that further study of the 

relationship between self-control and sexually harassing behavior is 

warranted. 
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CHAPTER 4 

THE MEASURE OF SELF-CONTROL AND ITS COMPONENTS AS 

PREDICTORS OF SEXUALLY HARASSING BEHAVIOR 

Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) suggest that self-control is a 

stable construct reflected in craits of (1) impulsivity; a preference 

for (2) simple tasks, (3) risk seeking, and (4) physical activities; (5) 

self-centeredness; and (6) a quick temper. Grasmick et al.'s (1993) 

Measure of Self—Control (described in Chapter 2) was designed to capture 

these traits. Subsequent research has examined the scale and its 

components as predictors of crime and imprudent behavior. However, the 

parsimony of the entire scale compared to its components as predictors 

of such behavior remains unconfirmed. 

This analysis examines the Measure of Seif-Control and its 

components to explore two possibilities. The first possibility is that a 

subset of components exists that is practically as good as the entire 

measure yet more parsimonious. The second possibility is that the 

components collectively capture variance that is not captured by the 

composite measure. Based on the findings reported in Chapters 2 and 3, a 

subset of the irems on the Measure of Self-Control will not be 

absolutely better than the entire scale but a subset of items might be 

practically as good and enjoy parsimony as well. In this chapter, past 

findings on the Measure of Self-Control and its components are reviewed 

first. Then, the criteria on which the predictors will be compared are 

described. Finally, the results of the analysis are described and 

conclusions are drawn based on the criteria. 

The Measure of Self-Control and Its Components 

Grasmick et al. (1993) developed the Measure of Self-Control to 

reflect the components of self-control that were identified by 

Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) and is described more fully in Chapter 2. 
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The factor analysis by Grasmick et al. produced six latent roots 

(factors with eigenvalues of at least one) and led the authors to 

conclude that the six components represented a single personality 

characteristic. Both orthogonal and oblique rotations of Grasmick et 

al.'s factors by Arneklev et al. (1993) separated the six factors into 

the original six components. Although neither Grasmick et al. nor 

Arneklev et al. reported how much total variance was explained by the 

six factor solution or the component inter-correlations, the latter 

reported reliability coefficients for the six components that ranged 

from .68 to .82. 

Similarly, Wood et al. (1993) reported that their factor analysis 

yielded six factors that separated the Measure of Self-Control items 

into the six components when subjected to an orthogonal rotation. 

Although Wood et al. did not report how much total variance was 

explained by the components or the reliability coefficients of the 

components, they did report correlation coefficients among the 

components that ranged from .19 to .52. When using the Measure of Self-

Control and its components to predict both illegal (e.g., theft) and 

imprudent (e.g., poor academic strategies) behaviors. Wood et al. found 

that the composite measure was a significant predictor of all forms of 

illegal and imprudent behavior while none of the components was found to 

do the same. Moreover, no theoretically meaningful pattern was evident 

in the component coefficients that were significant predictors of some 

of the criminal or imprudent behaviors. 

Longshore et al. (1996) found six factors based on their modified 

version of the Measure of Self-Control described in Chapter 2. Five 

factors were generally consistent with the six components identified by 

Gottfredson and Hirschi (1990) and the sixth factor consisted of the 

reverse coded items created by Longshore et al. The authors did not 
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report the percent of total variance that was explained by the five 

factors or their inter-correlations, but they did report reliability 

coefficients that ranged from .35 to .80. Longshore et al. also compared 

the Measure of Self-Control to the first five factors as predictors of 

crimes of force (e.g., robbery) and fraud (e.g., theft). They found that 

the Measure of Self-Control was a significant predictor of both types of 

crimes whereas the five components provided only mixed support. The risk 

seeking, impulsiveness/self-centeredness, and temper components were 

significant predictors of both types of criminal behaviors while the 

physical activity and simple tasks components were not significant 

predictors of both types of criminal behaviors. As with the findings of 

Wood et al. (1993), these findings revealed no theoretically meaningful 

pattern among the component coefficients that were significant 

predictors of crimes of force or fraud. 

Piquero and Rosay's (1998) analysis of Longshore et al.'s (1996) 

data revealed six components using fewer items of the Measure of Self-

Control. The authors did not report what percent of total variance was 

explained by the six factors or their inter-correlations, but they did 

report reliability coefficients that ranged from .44 to .68. Using 

Longshore et al.'s measures of crime, Piquero and Rosay found that their 

version of the Measure of Self-Control was a significant predictor of 

both types of crime but all of the components were not significant 

predictors of both types of crime. The risk seeking, impulsiveness, 

temper, and self-centeredness components were significant predictors of 

both types of crime while the physical activity and simple tasks 

components were not significant predictors of both types of crime. Like 

the findings of Wood et al. (1993) and Longshore et al., the findings 

reported by Piquero and Rosay revealed no theoretically meaningful 
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pattern among the component coefficients that were significant 

predictors of both types of crime. 

Thus, the reported research (however limited) on the Measure of 

Self-Control and its components as predictors of criminal and imprudent 

behavior suggest a number of things. First, the Measure of Self-Control 

is a scale that is consistently found to be reliable and a significant 

predictor of criminal and imprudent behavior. Second, the components of 

the Measure of Self-Control are typically found to have low reliability 

and do not consistently predict criminal and imprudent behavior. And 

finally, the pattern of components that have been found to be 

significant predictors of criminal and imprudent behavior do not 

contribure to Gottfredson and Hirschi's (1990) theory or suggest a more 

parsimonious set of predictors. 

Criteria for Comparing Measures 

The Measure of Self-Control and its components can be compared on 

a number of criteria as predictors of deviant behavior. First, the 

effectiveness of the measures as predictors of deviant behavior can be 

measured by the percent of variance that they explain (i.e., the measure 

with the higher R- is more effective than the measure with the lower 

R-). Second, the efficiency of the measures as predictors of deviant 

behavior can be revealed in their generalizability to both men and women 

(i.e., the measure that is a significant predictor of deviant behavior 

simultaneously for combined sexes, women, and men is more efficient than 

the measure that is a significant predictor of deviant behavior for one 

sex only). And finally, the usefulness of the measures of deviant 

behavior can be suggested by their ability to contribute to our 

understanding of deviant behavior (i.e., the measure that is 

consistently a significant predictor of deviant behavior is more useful 

than the measure than is a significant but inconsistent predictor of 
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deviant behavior). A more parsimonious solution that is similar on these 

criteria to a less parsimonious solution would provide a desirable basis 

for further research. 

The purpose of this analysis was to compare the Measure of Self-

Control to its components (individually and collectively) as predictors 

of sexually harassing behavior. Based on Gottfredson and Hirschi's 

(1990) theory and the findings reviewed above it was hypothesized that 

the Measure of Self-Control would be a more effective and efficient 

predictor than any of its components. In addition, the Measure of Self-

Control was predicted to be more theoretically meaningful than any of 

its components. 

Method 

The participants, materials, and procedure used in this analysis 

were the same as those described in Chapters 2 and 3. The variables used 

in this analysis are contained in Table 4.1. 

Results 

Data from both samples were sxibjected to factor, reliability, 

correlation, and regression analyses. 

Factor Analyses 

The Measure of Self-Control was found to contain the structure it 

was designed to reflect. Six components were identified in both samples 

(see Table 4.2). In Sample 1, factor analysis produced seven latent 

roots that accounted for 77% of the total variance. However, an 

examination of the scree plot revealed the point of inflection to be at 

the sixth factor which ciomulatively explained 72% of the total variance. 

In Sample 2, factor analysis yielded six latent roots that accounted for 

58% of the total variance. However, the scree plot showed the point of 

inflection to be at the seventh factor which explained 62% of the total 

variance. Given the balanced but contradictory number of components 



56 

suggested by the criteria, a priori knowledge of the measure's 

construction guided the decision to proceed with six components in both 

samples. 

The six components in both samples were subjected to orthogonal 

and oblique rotations Csee Table 4.3) . In Sample 1, both orthogonal and 

oblique rotations produced solutions that generally reflected the six 

components of the instrument. However, the items in the risk seeking 

component of the oblique rotation were negatively correlated with the 

remaining items. In Sample 2, both orthogonal and oblique rotations 

produced solutions that were identical to the six components of the 

instrument. However, the items in the temper component of the oblique 

rotation were negatively correlated with the remaining items. Because 

all the items were scored in the same direction, there should not have 

been any negatively correlated items. And because the oblique rotations 

produced factors with negatively correlated items in both samples, the 

oblique solutions were discarded as inappropriate for this analysis. 

Reliability Analyses 

The measures in both samples were subjected to reliability 

analyses (see Table 4.4). In Sample 1, the simple tasks, physical 

activities, and temper components of the Measure of Self-Control yielded 

Cronbach reliability coefficients of at least .80. As reported in 

Chapters 2 and 3, in Sample 1 the Measure of Self-Control and the 

Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) scale produced reliability 

coefficients of .86 and .95, respectively. The hostile work environment 

items yielded a reliability coefficient of . 64. 

In Sample 2, no components of the Measure of Self-Control produced 

reliability coefficients of at least .80. As reported in Chapters 2 and 

3, in Sample 2 the Measure of Self-Control and the Likelihood to 

Sexually Harass (Revised) scale yielded reliability coefficients of .83 
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and .95, respectively. The hostile work environment items produced a 

reliability coefficient of .68. 

Correlation Analvses 

Across both samples, many of the Measure of Self-Control 

components were significantly correlated with the sexual harassment 

variables {see Table 4.5). 

Quid Pro Quo. In Sample 1, the self-centered component was 

significantly correlated with average scores on the Likelihood to 

Sexually Harass (Revised) scale. In Sample 2, the impulsivity, simple 

tasks, risk seeking, self-centered, and temper components were 

significantly correlated with average scores on the Likelihood to 

Sexually Harass (Revised) scale. As reported in Chapter 3, the average 

scores on the Measure of Self-Control were significantly correlated with 

average scores on the Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) scale in 

both samples. 

Hostile Work Environment. In Sample 1, the simple tasks, self-

centered, and temper components were significantly correlated with 

average scores on the hostile work environment scale. In Sample 2, the 

impulsivity, risk seeking, physical activity, self-centered, and temper 

components were significantly correlated with the hostile work 

environment scale. As reported in Chapter 3, the average scores on the 

Measure of Self-Control were significantly correlated with average 

scores on the hostile work environment scale in both samples. 

The results of the correlation analyses from both samples 

suggested that further examination of the relationship between the 

components of the Measure of Self-Control and both quid pro quo and 

hostile work environment sexual harassment variables was warranted. 



58 

Regression Analyses 

As in Chapter 3, regression analyses were conducted for combined 

sexes in each sample as well as for women and men separately in each 

sample. In addition, the components were entered separately to explore 

the possibility of a more parsimonious solution and collectively to 

explore the possibility of capturing additional variance. Although the 

usefulness of the Measure of Self-Control as a predictor of the sexual 

harassment variables was demonstrated in Chapter 3, regression 

coefficients for this variable were estimated again for comparison. AJ.1 

of the significant regression coefficients were in the predicted 

direction. As in Chapter 3, the R- values reported are the Cox and Snell 

R- (as opposed to the more liberal Nagelkerke R-) . 

Quid Pro Quo. The Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) 

regression summary for the individual components is contained in Table 

4.6. In Sample 1, scores on the Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) 

scale were significantly predicted by the self-centered and temper 

components for combined sexes and for men. In Sample 2, scores on the 

Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) scale were significantly 

predicted by the impulsivity, risk seeking, and self-centered components 

for combined sexes, women, and men. Scores on the Likelihood to Sexually 

Harass (Revised) scale were significantly predicted by the simple tasks 

component for combined sexes and for women and by the temper component 

for men. Finally, average scores on the Measure of Self-Control were 

significant predictors of scores on the Likelihood to Harass (Revised) 

scale for combined sexes and men in Sample 1 and combined sexes, women, 

and men in Sample 2. 

The Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) regression summary for 

the collective components is contained in Table 4.7. In Sample 1, scores 

on the Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) scale were significantly 
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predicted by the self-centered component for combined sexes and for men. 

In Sample 2, scores on the Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) scale 

were significantly predicted by the self-centered component for combined 

sexes, for women, and for men. Scores on the Likelihood to Sexually 

Harass (Revised) scale were also significantly predicted by the risk 

seeking component for combined sexes and for men. 

Hosrile Work Environment. The hostile work environment regression 

stunmary for the individual components is contained in Table 4.8. In 

Sample 1, scores on the hostile work environment scale were 

significantly predicted by the simple tasks, self-centered, and temper 

components for combined sexes and for men. In Sample 2, scores on the 

hostile work environment scale were significantly predicted by the 

impulsivity, risk seeking, self-centered, and temper components for 

combined sexes, women, and men. Scores on the hostile work environment 

scale were significantly predicted by the physical activity for combined 

sexes and for women. Finally, average scores on the Measure of Self-

Control were significant predictors of scores on the hostile work 

environment scale combined sexes and men in Sample 1 and combined sexes, 

women, and men in Sample 2. 

The hostile work environment scale regression summary for the 

collective components is contained in Table 4.9. In Sample 2, scores on 

the hostile work environment scale were significantly predicted by the 

risk seeking component for combined sexes and for women. 

The results of the regression models for the individual components 

revealed that the self-centered and impulsiveness components were 

regularly significant predictors of the sexual harassment likelihood 

variables. To further explore the possible usefulness of these two 

variables, additional models were run for combined sexes, women, and men 

wherein the self-centered and impulsiveness components were entered on 
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the first block and their interaction was entered on the second block. 

In none of the models did the interaction term prove to be a significant 

predictor of the sexual harassment likelihood variables. 

Discussion 

The purpose of this analysis was to compare the Measure of Self-

Control to its components individually and collectively as predictors of 

the sexual harassment variables. The hypothesis that the Measure of 

Self-Control is a superior predictor of the sexual harassment variables 

received mixed support. But in general, the Measure of Self-Control 

accounted for more variance in the sexual harassment variables than most 

of the components. In addition, the Measure of Self-Control was a more 

consistent significant predictor of the sexual harassment variables for 

combined sexes, women, and men than most of the components. Finally, 

nothing in the analyses suggested that the components had more to 

contribute to the theory of deviant behavior in organizations than the 

Measure of Self-Control. Each of these findings are discussed in more 

detail below. 

In most cases, the Measure of Self-Control explained a greater 

percent of the variance in the Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) 

scores than any of its individual components. The most consistent 

exception to this was self-centered component as a predictor of scores 

on the Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) scale. In Sample 1, this 

component accounted for an additional 7% of variance for combined sexes 

and 14% of variance for men on scores to the Likelihood to Sexually 

Harass (Revised) scale. In Sample 2, the self-centered component 

accounted for an additional 1% of variance for women and an additional 

2% of variance for men on scores to the Likelihood to Sexually Harass 

(Revised) scale. However, in most cases, the Measure of Self-Control 
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explained a greater percent of the variance in scores on the hostile 

work environment scale than any of its individual components. 

Not sxirprisingly, the collective components explained a greater 

percent of the variance in the Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) 

scores than the composite Measure of Self-Control scores. In Sample 1, 

the collective components accounted for an additional 12% of variance 

for combined sexes and an additional 21% of variance for men. In Sample 

2, the collective components accounted for an additional 3% of variance 

for combined sexes and for women and an additional 6% of variance for 

men. However, the self-centered component appears to be largely 

responsible for these increases and accounts for almost as much 

additional variance as an individual predictor. 

In most cases, the Measure of Self-Control explained a greater 

percent of the variance in the hostile work environment scale scores 

than any of its individual components. And in no case did any of the 

individual components account for more variance than the composite 

scale. 

Like the Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) scale, more 

variance in the hostile work environment scale scores was accounted for 

by the collective components to the Measure of Self-Control. However, 

unlike the Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) scale, there was no 

component or group of components that seemed to be largely responsible 

for the increase. 

The Measure of Self-Control was more efficient at predicting the 

sexual harassment variables than most of its components (i.e., the 

composite measure was a better predictor for combined sexes, women, and 

men simultaneously than most of the individual or collective 

components). For the Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) scale, in 

Sample 1 the individual self-centered and temper components were 
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significant predictors for combined sexes and for men. In Sample 2, 

several of the components were significant predictors for combined 

sexes, women, and men. Because this is probably due to the large size of 

Sample 2, an examination of the coefficient size is useful. The self-

centered component coefficients proved to be the closest in size to 

those of the composite measure. 

For the hostile work environment scale, in Sample 1 the simple 

tasks, self-centered, and temper components compared to the composite 

Measure of Self-Control as significant predictors for combined sexes, 

women, and men. As with the Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) 

scale in Sample 2, the large sample size probably contributed to the 

large number of components that were significant predictors of hostile 

work environment scale scores for combined sexes, women, and men. 

However, the strongest individual predictor was the risk seeking 

component. 

The analyses did not suggest that the components are able to 

improve the theory of deviant behavior in organizations beyond what is 

demonstrated by the Measure of Self-Control. In general, the self-

centered component provided the strongest competition to the Measure of 

Self-Control on the effectiveness and efficiency criteria. However, 

while it may be intuitive that those who are more self-centered would be 

more likely to engage in sexually harassing behavior than those who are 

not self-centered, it seems just an intuitive that those who are more 

impulsive would be more likely to engage in sexually harassing behavior. 

However, the impulsive component did not prove to be a particularly 

effective or efficient predictor of either of the sexual harassment 

variables. Moreover, there is no logical reason why self-centeredness 

would be a better predictor of deviant behavior in organizations than 
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self-conrrol. Thus, these findings suggest that the contributions of the 

Measure of Self-Control are not surpassed by any of its components. 

The same strengths, weaknesses, and caveats noted in Chapter 3 

apply to this analysis as well. Strengths result from the use of 

measures for both quid pro quo and hostile work environment sexual 

harassment, as well as the work experience of the sample from which data 

were collected. However, the sexual harassment measures used in this 

research are not perfect and behavioral measures are needed to confirm 

these findings. Nevertheless, this analysis provides strong support for 

the use of the Measure of Self-Control over any of its components as an 

empirically and theoretically parsimonious predictor of deviant behavior 

in organizations. 
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CHAPTER 5 

SEXOAL HARASSMENT POLICY ENFORCEMENT: 

PEIEVENTION AND PROTECTION 

Gutek (1997) reports that sexual harassment policies seirve to take 

an official and public stand against sexual harassment, to reduce sexual 

harassment and encourage reports when it does happen, to provide 

education about and structured responding to sexual harassment, and to 

defend the organization in the event of sexual harassment litigation. 

These goals can be generally categorized as serving protective and/or 

preventative goals for the organization. Thus, sexual harassment 

policies can be not only designed to prevent sexual harassment but also 

to protect the organization if it does happen. 

This analysis examines the effectiveness of enforcing sexual 

harassment policies on reducing the likelihood of sexually harassing 

behavior. First, recommendations for the general content and 

implementation of sexual harassment policies are reviewed. Then, 

developments in U.S. law that make sexual harassment policies more 

important than ever in sexual harassment litigation are examined. 

Finally, research findings are presented that suggest what impact the 

enforcement of sexual harassment policies has on the likelihood of 

sexually harassing behavior. 

Sexual Harassment Policv 

Targets of sexual harassment who do not resolve the problem within 

the organization may internalize the problem before turning to external 

sources such as the courts for remedial action. Organizations may avoid 

this response to sexually harassing behavior because organizations that 

develop and communicate effective policies will encourage targets of 

sexual harassment to seek the organization's assistance in resolving the 
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problem instead of inremalizing the problem (Knapp, Faley, Ekeberg, & 

DuBois, 1997). 

However, there is no perfect sexual harassment policy (Gutek, 

1997; Rowe, 1996). Instead, recommendations exist for the general 

content and implementation of sexual harassment policies that can be 

crafted together to fit the needs of a particular organization. 

Content. Recommendations for the general content of sexual 

harassment policies often include statements that sexual harassment is 

not appropriate, a definition of the nature of sexually harassing 

behavior, a promise to investigate all reports of sexual harassment, and 

to afford as much confidentiality as possible. Garvey (1986) also 

recommends that the policy include a promise of disciplinary action for 

harassers. 

As with any regulatory process, the possibility exists for false 

accusations of sexual harassment- Brandenburg (1997) suggests that 

effective policies should include prohibitions of retaliation and false 

accusation but concludes that, the inappropriateness of false 

accusations notwithstanding, the process of proceeding with a claim of 

sexual harassment is so formidable that the number of people who would 

advance a false claim is quite small. Collier (1995) and Stites (1996) 

echo the belief that false claims are rare. As equal protection, Rowe 

(1996) recommends that policies forbid reprisals for complaints brought 

in good faith and Garvey (1986) recommends policies that guarantee 

punishment for those who make false claims of sexual harassment. 

However, attempts to provide equal protection may backfire and Gutek 

(1997) suggests that the punishment of unsubstantiated charges may 

discourage legitimate reporting of sexual harassment. 

Because gender differences are often found in research on 

definitions of sexual harassment (see Gutek, 1995, for a review of this 
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research), some ambiguity may exist in the definition of sexually 

harassing behavior. So that there is no uncertainty in the definition of 

sexually harassing behavior, some recommend that policies contain not 

only a technical definition of sexual harassment but also illustrative 

examples (Andrew & Andrew, 1997; Collier, 1995). 

Because sexual harassment may limit an individual's opportunity 

for equal employment as does other forms of discrimination (e.g., race, 

color, or national origin), an organization may be tempted to combine 

its sexual harassment policy with its equal employment opportunity 

policy. However, Collier (1995) recommends separating the two because 

the issues are dissimilar and a combined policy would be more difficult 

to implement than separate policies. 

The issue of consensual relationships may be addressed in the 

sexual harassment policy because sexual harassment can occur when 

romantic relationships at work are soured. Although it is more difficult 

for organizations to police voluntary (and especially clandestine) 

romantic relationships, these relationships may provide fertile ground 

for future claims of sexual harassment for which the organization may be 

held liable. In response to this possibility. Pierce and Aguinis (1997) 

recommend that mutual consent contracts should be made part of the 

sexual harassment policy. These contracts focus primarily on the 

eventual dissolution of the relationship and how the parties will behave 

in the wake of the terminated relationship. 

The issue of consensual relationships is particularly thorny in an 

academic context. Most universities do not prohibit consensual faculty-

student relationships and only a few define these relationships as ill-

advised if not unethical. Stites (1996) identifies a range of consensual 

relationship policies including prohibition, discouragement, and banned. 

The first two types of policies apply to only those relationships 
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between faculty and the students over whom, they have authority. The last 

type of policy forbids any sexual relationship between any faculty and 

any student. However, Rowe (1996) suggests that banning relationships 

cannot be effectively implemented and encourages dishonesty. 

Thus, the options and level of detail desired in sexual harassment 

policies can result in brief or protracted documents. However, the 

strengths of short or long policies are also their weakness. Short 

policies are easier to read but may not reflect true extent to which the 

organization is opposed to sexual harassment. Long policies may provide 

more important details about the intent of the organization but may be 

assumed to be all inclusive, which is not likely to be the case. Buc 

whether short or long, a policy is meaningless unless and until it is 

implemented (Gutek, 1997). 

Implementation. Once a policy is created, it must be disseminated 

and enforced. The policy should be reiterated in meetings and training 

sessions and violations of the policy should be promptly, thoroughly, 

and fairly investigated (Collier, 1995; Garvey, 1986; Robinson et al., 

1993). But just as there are many options for the content of a sexual 

harassment policy, there are also many options for its implementation. 

Those who are most likely to be targets of sexual harassment may 

also be those who are least likely to have any power (e.g., 

hierarchical) in the organization. Thus, policies should include various 

options for reporting and resolving claims of sexual harassment that 

provide support for individuals with different characteristics, such as 

those with limited pov/er in the organization (Knapp et al., 1997). The 

need for flexible reporting procedures is reiterated by Stockdale 

(1991). 

The maintenance of both formal and informal procedures for 

responding to sexual harassment provides more options for targets of 
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sexual harassment (Collier, 1995; Gutek, 1997; Riger, 1991, 1993). Many 

women are more likely to chose informal options which focus on ending 

the behavior rather than punishing the perpetrator. However, Riger 

(1991, 1993) suggests that although informal methods may focus on ending 

the behavior, they may not be as effective in halting sexually harassing 

behavior as formal methods because there is no potential for punishment. 

The opposite conclusion is drawn by Collier, who sees informal means as 

appropriate for women who are not interested in punishment and men who 

are not aware of their offensive behavior. 

The implementation of a sexual harassment policy includes 

designating who will receive reports of sexual harassment. Policies may 

identify superiors such as an individual's immediate supervisor or 

someone higher in the chain of command. Alternatively, someone outside 

the chain of command, such as a hioman resource representative or 

ombudsperson, may be designated to receive reports. Brandenburg (1997) 

suggests that reports of sexual harassment in schools are most often 

handled by either an individual or a committee. These two entities 

receive and resolve all reports of sexual harassment. Flexible policies 

will identify multiple sources with whom reports can be filed. 

The implementation of sexual harassment policies will create some 

expense for the organization. But even though there will be initial and 

continuing costs to implementing a sexual harassment policy, those costs 

are probably a fraction of the total cost of sexual harassment. Knapp 

and Kustis (1996) suggest that the total cost of sexual harassment 

consists of six other types of cost besides the work time lost when 

sexual harassment is being perpetrated. The costs of sexual harassment 

can also be reflected in lower productivity and higher absenteeism 

following the harassment. Other costs, such as legal and counseling are 

likely to be incurred to remedy sexual harassment. Finally, sexual 
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harassment can also result in costs associated with transferring, 

separating, and/or replacing the target and perpetrator of sexual 

harassment. 

Thus, there is consensus about some aspects of sexual harassment 

policy implementation and disagreement on other aspects. The most 

consistent recommendation is that the policy be widely pxiblicized and 

enforced. Beyond these steps, the options for policy implementation 

rapidly multiply. However, it seems reasonable to conclude that, in the 

general absence of data, organizations should develop and implement 

policies against sexual harassment and that it is worth the cost of 

doing so. 

Protection 

The distinction between the preventative and protective benefits 

of a sexual harassment policy is often blurred because organizations 

often attempt to prevent the harassment from which they and their 

employees need protection. However, sexual harassment policies are 

designed to prevent (and respond when they fail to prevent) sexually 

harassing behavior whereas the law is designed to protect individuals 

from sexually harassing behavior. Thus, this section will review the 

general nature of discrimination law and focus on the development of 

sexual harassment law as well as the protection it provides for 

employees. Finally, the relationship between recent Q.S. Supreme Court 

cases and sexual harassment policy will be examined. 

Sexual harassment is considered a form of sex discrimination. As 

such, claims were initially made based on the theories of disparate 

treatment and disparate impact which are used in other employment 

discrimination charges. A claim of disparate treatment is made when an 

individual experiences employment discrimination based on membership in 

a protected class. These cases are generally based on discrimination 
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directed toward one individual. Claims of disparate impact are made when 

an employment policy or practice is applied equally but in reality 

discriminates against a protected class. These cases are usually based 

on discrimination directed toward the entire population of a protected 

class in an organization. 

Since the recognition of sexual harassment as a form of sex 

discrimination, claims of this type of discrimination have been 

recognized based on quid pro quo and hostile work environment. Quid pro 

quo sexual harassment is the conditioning of employment benefits on 

sexual favors whereas a hostile work environment is created when 

unwelcome sexual conduct changes the conditions of employment for the 

target. The bases for claims have some overlap as quid pro quo sexual 

harassment is conceptually similar to disparate treatment discrimination 

and hostile work environment sexual harassment is analogous to disparate 

impact discrimination. 

The law provides statutory defenses for organizations against 

claims of employment discrimination. An employer may discriminate if 

there is a bona fide occupational qualification for the employment 

position. However, stereotypes, customer preference, and inconvenience 

to the organization generally cannot be the bases for a bona fide 

occupational qualification. Moreover, race and color are not recognized 

as bona fide occupational qualifications. Organizations can also 

discriminate based on merit. Discrimination based on merit is valid when 

test scores are statistically related to job performance, measure a 

skill required for the position, or measure a psychological trait 

required for the position as long as the test was not designed to 

discriminate against a protected class. Finally, seniority can be used 

as a defense against claims of discrimination as long as the seniority 
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system applies to all employees, is consistent with industry practices, 

and was not designed to discriminate against a protected class. 

The use of statutory defenses is limited in sexual harassment 

cases. Statutory defenses are not likely to provide much protection in 

cases of hostile work environment sexual harassment because the sexual 

conduct or material that creace a hosrile work environment are not 

likely to be part of a bona fide occupational qualification, a merit 

test, or a seniority system. Similarly, conditioning employment benefits 

on sexual favors is not likely to legitimately factor into one of these 

defenses. However, they may be a defense to the claim that employment 

detriment followed the failure to comply with a demand for sexual 

favors. For example, if an employee claimed that he or she was laid off 

subsequent to failing to provide sexual favors, the organization may be 

able to demonstrate that the layoff decision was made based on seniority 

instead of quid pro quo sexual harassment. 

Sexual harassment began to receive attention in the literature in 

the late 1970s (Farley, 1978; MacKinnon, 1979) but the legal foundation 

for protection against sexual harassment was created in the 1960s. The 

Civil Rights Act of 1964 prohibits employment discrimination based on 

race, color, religion, national origin, or sex. This law provides 

remedies of injunctive relief, legal costs, and back pay for those who 

are discriminated against based on one of these classes. Although sexual 

harassment is not specifically recognized by the Civil Rights Act of 

1964 as a type of illegal discrimination, it has since been recognized 

as a form of sex discrimination. This recognition was due in large part 

to the argument made by MacKinnon that sexual harassment is a form of 

sex discrimination. 

In addition to the recognition of sexual harassment in the 

literature in the 1970s, legal developments impacted the judicial 
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recognition of this form of discrimination. The Educational Amendments 

of 1972 was passed to prohibit sex discrimination in educational 

programs that receive federal financial assistance. Like the Civil 

Rights Act of 1964, the Educational Amendments of 1972 did not recognize 

sexual harassment as a type of discrimination but has since been used as 

the basis for protection against this form of sex discrimination. The 

first court cases of sexual harassment suggested some ambivalence on the 

part of the courts to recognize sexual harassment as a form of sex 

discrimination. In Corne v. Bausch & Lomb. Inc. (1975), a U.S. District 

Court in Arizona did not hold the employer liable for sexual harassment 

because the behavior did not benefit the employer. Moreover, the 

behavior of the perpetrator was considered to be a personal proclivity 

of the perpetrator and not sexual harassment. However, Williams v. Saxbe 

(1976) a U.S. District Court in the District of Columbia became the 

first to grant relief for sexual harassment and set the stage for future 

developments in this area of the law. 

The 1980s saw several important developments for sexual harassment 

law. In 1980, the U.S. Equal Employment Opportunity Commission issued 

guidelines that define sexual harassment as unwelcome sexual conduct 

that affects the terms of employment or creates a hostile work 

environment (Equal Employment Opportunity Commission, 1980) . It is 

important to note that the guidelines are not binding on the courts but 

are widely cited in definitions of sexual harassment. In 1981 the U.S. 

District of Columbia Circuit Court of Appeals held in Bundv v. Jackson 

(1981) that targets who claim quid pro quo sexual harassment must prove 

that employment detriment resulted from failure to grant sexual favors. 

That is, the mere threat of employment detriment is insufficient. 

Several important issues were addressed by the U.S. Supreme Court in 

Meritor Savings Bank v. Vinson (1986). First, the court recognized that 
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sexual harassment is a form of sex discrimination and both hostile work 

environment and quid pro quo are sexual harassment. In addition, hostile 

work environment claims must be viewed in the totality of the 

circumstances and strict liability should not necessarily apply to 

employers when supervisors create a hostile work environment. 

Nevertheless, employers who don't know about sexual harassment are not 

necessarily insulated from liability. The court also identified the 

elements that must be proven in a hostile work environment claim as 

being: (1) claimant is a member of a protected class; (2) claimant was 

the target of sexual behavior; (3) the sexual behavior was unwelcome; 

(4) the sexual behavior was sufficiently severe and pervasive that it 

altered the conditions of employment; and (5) there is some basis for 

imputing liability to the organization. Finally, in Bovd v. James S. 

Haves Living Health Care Aaencv (1987) a U.S. District Court in 

Tennessee held that claims of sexual harassment must demonstrate that 

but for the sex of the target the harassment would not have occurred. 

Thus, the 1980s reflected a legal recognition of sexual harassment as 

discriminatory and the elements that must be proven to the court. 

The 1990s have been no less significant for the development of 

discrimination law. The Civil Rights Act of 1991 reinforced the Civil 

Rights Act of 1964 by adding remedies of compensatory damages for such 

losses as suffering and punitive damages in cases where the organization 

acts with reckless indifference to the target's rights. Guidance on 

sexual harassment policies was provided by a U.S. District Court in 

Florida in Robinson v. Jacksonville Shipyards (1991) wherein the court 

indicated that sexual harassment policies must: (1) prohibit sexual 

harassment; (2) provide for employee education about sexual harassment; 

(3) designate multiple people to receive reports of sexual harassment; 

and (4) provide for sanctions against perpetrators. Previously, the 
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assessed from the perspective of a reasonable person but in Ellison v. 

Bradv (1991) the U.S. 9th Circuit Court of Appeals used a reasonable 

woman standard because the reasonable person standard was considered to 

be tainted with male biases {but this standard has not been adopted by 

all of the remaining U.S. Circuit Court districts or the U.S. Supreme 

Court). In Harris v. Forklift Systems. Inc. (1993) the CJ.S. Supreme 

Court held that the target does not have to prove psychological injury 

to prove hostile work environment sexual harassment and hostile work 

environment claims must be viewed in the totality of the circumstances. 

Thus, the early 1990s saw some legal refining of sexual harassment 

constructs and suggestions for sexual harassment policy. 

The U.S. Supreme court decided three cases in 1998 that may prove 

to have a dramatic impact on future sexual harassment cases. In Oncale 

V. Sundowner Offshore Services. Inc. (1998) the court held that sexual 

harassment can occur among people of the same sex. This is an important 

departure from the previous logic of sexual harassment law, which 

defined sexual behavior as between the sexes. In Burlington Industries 

V. Ellerth (1998) the court held that targets of quid pro quo harassment 

do not have to prove that a tangible job detriment followed the failure 

to comply with demands for sexual favors. However, if the target 

suffered no employment detriment then employers may be protected from 

sexual harassment liability if they: (a) exercised reasonable care to 

prohibit and promptly correct sexual harassment; and (b) the target 

failed to take advantage of preventative or corrective mechanisms in the 

organization. Finally, in Faraaher v. Citv of Boca Raton (1998) the 

court held that organizations may be liable for hostile work environment 

harassment by supervisors even if the organization was unaware of the 

harassment. Thus, case law in the late 1990s created additional defenses 
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for organizations as well as more liability for the actions of their 

supervisors. 

Preventative and Protective Effectiveness 

The importance of a sexual harassment policy in preventing the 

behavior and protecting the organization has been suggested in the 

literature. The preventative value of a sexual harassment policy is 

suggested by Stockdale (1991), who claims that a well-publicized policy 

indicates that the organization will not tolerate sexual harassment and 

should discourage potential harassers. The protective value of sexual 

harassment policies has not been ignored, either. Garvey (1986) claims 

that having a policy is the best way to avoid or reduce legal liability 

in sexual harassment litigation. More specifically, sexual harassment 

policies that create positive outcomes for targets should reduce sexual 

harassment litigation (Knapp et al., 1997). 

However, empirical support for these claims is almost nonexistent. 

In a survey of 1,156 federal employees, Thacker (1996) found that among 

those who had been the target of sexual harassment, the longer the 

duration of sexual harassment the more likely it was to be associated 

with an evasive or submissive response rather than a confrontational 

response. These findings suggest that sexual harassment policies are 

needed to provide the structure and support necessary for targets of 

sexual harassment to confront the issue. 

In a more direct analysis of the effects of sexual harassment 

policy, Gruber (1998) reported that both informative and proactive 

sexual harassment policies significantly reduced both the quantity and 

variety of sexually harassing behavior reported by a sample of 1,990 

women. Moreover, the presence of proactive sexual harassment policies or 

procedures was a significant predictor of reduced sexual comments, 

remarks, and materials at work. These findings are suggestive of the 
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effect that sexual harassment policies may have on sexually harassing 

behavior, but there are some important limitations in Grxiber's research. 

First, the effect of having an informational or proactive sexual 

harassment policy on experiencing sexual harassment within the past year 

was modest (logistic regression coefficients of b = -.11, e < .05 and b 

= -.18, g. < .01, respectively). More importantly, neither informational 

nor proactive policies or procedures were reported as significantly 

predicting reduced quid pro quo sexual harassment. The distribution of 

quid pro quo and hostile work environment sexual harassment was not 

reported so it is not possible to tell if the lack of policy effect in 

cases of quid pro quo harassment was due to a floor effect in the 

analyses. 

The importance of a sexual harassment policy on the incidence of 

quid pro quo sexual harassment is important for a number of reasons. 

First, organizations are liable for the behavior of their managers even 

if their actions are unknown to the organization. Second, statutory law 

provides little protection for organizations. Third, the limited 

protection provided by recent case law is untested. And finally, only 

one instance of quid pro quo sexual harassment is necessary for a claim 

of sexual harassment as opposed to a hostile work environment, which 

must be severe and pervasive. For these reasons (besides the inherent 

egregiousness of the behavior), it is important to know what effect, if 

any, sexual harassment policy enforcement has on the incidence of quid 

pro quo sexual harassment. And given the implications of Gottfredson and 

Hirschi's (1990) theory, it would be interesting to explore the effect 

of sexual harassment policy enforcement and self-control on the incident 

of quid pro quo sexual harassment. That is, their theory would suggest 

that those with lower levels of self-control are going to engage in 

behavior that provides immediate gratification of desire regardless of 
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any policy to the contrary and those with higher levels of self-control 

do not need a policy to deter gratification seeking behavior. Thus, the 

empirical research (however limited) on the effect of sexual harassment 

policies suggests that policies can reduce sexually harassing behavior 

while Gottfredson and Elirschi's theory (which has received broad 

empirical support) suggests that sexual harassment policies will have no 

deterrent effect. Given the logical and empirical support of these two 

contradictory positions, no hypotheses are offered. Rather, this 

research may help determine which is better supported by the data. 

Method 

The participants and procedure used in this analysis were the same 

as rhose described in Chapters 2 and 3. The materials were also the 

same, with the additional variables described below. 

Materials 

The materials used for this analysis consisted of measures of 

self-control and the likelihood to sexually harass as described in 

Chapters 2 and 3, respectively. The Likelihood to Sexually Harass 

(Revised) scale also contained additional modifications beyond those 

described in Chapter 3. The control, manipulation, independent, and 

dependent variables used in this analysis are contained in Table 5.1. 

Policy Manipulation. A manipulation was added to the last scenario 

of the Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) scale to create a 

condition of either the presence or absence of sexual harassment policy 

enforcement (see Table 5.2). On the page following the last scenario, 

additional information was provided in a continuation of the scenario 

that described the work environment as either containing sexual material 

and behavior for which there has been no punishment or containing an 

enforced sexual harassment policy that is enforced to the point of 

termination. The manipulation followed the last scenario in the scale to 



78 

prevent the possible contamination of the entire scale. The manipulation 

conditions were coded as 0 for the absence of a sexual harassment policy-

enforcement and 1 for the presence of a sexual harassment policy 

enforcement. 

Dependent Variable. The manipulation was followed by the same 

items as the original scenario and respondents were asked to respond 

again in light of the additional information. For the same reasons 

discuss in Chapter 3, scores on the this item on the Likelihood to 

Sexually Harass (Revised) scale were coded as 0 for low if they were in 

the first quartile or as I for high if they were in the fourth quartile 

of scores. 

Prior to the analyses, the representativeness of the last item on 

the Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) scale was examined. This is 

important because this scenario is the basis for the manipulation and if 

the nature of this particular scenario produced responses that were 

significantly different from the other scenarios then the 

generalizability of the findings may be limited. To assess the 

representativeness of the last item, scores from this item were compared 

to the average scores on the first nine items. A t-test revealed that in 

both samples the difference between scores on the last item and the 

average score on the first nine items was not significant (see Table 

5.3). In addition, average scores on the first nine items were 

correlated with the last item at r, = .80 in Sample 1 and r = .70 in 

Sample 2. Thus, the last scenario appears to be representative of the 

entire measure. 

Finally, the policy manipulation was examined for orthogonality. 

For both samples, the questionnaires were interleaved with alternating 

manipulation conditions to approximate a random distribution of the 

sexual harassment policy conditions. In both samples, the policy 
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manipulation was not significantly correlated with scores on the sexual 

harassment variable. This indicates that the manipulation was orthogonal 

to the other measures as intended. 

Results 

Data from both samples were subjected to correlation and 

regression analyses. 

Correlation 

Between the two samples, the significant correlations suggested 

that the enforced sexual harassment policy condition did not reduce the 

likelihood to engage in sexually harassing behavior (see Table 5.4). 

Regression 

To isolate the effect of the sexual harassment policy enforcement 

condition on the likelihood to sexually harass, the independent 

variables were entered in blocks for both samples, both self-control 

measures, and both sexes (see Tables 5.5 and 5.6). The first block 

contained the sex, self-control, and pre-manipulation score while the 

second block contained the post-manipulation score. This model accounts 

for the baseline likelihood to sexually harass and reveals the effect of 

the sexual harassment policy condition. Although the direction of the 

sexual harassment policy coefficients were in the right direction 

(except for the anomaly of Sample 1 women), none of them rose to 

statistical significance. In all of the models, the only significant 

predictor of the post-manipulation likelihood to sexually harass was the 

pre-manipulation (baseline) likelihood to sexually harass. 

Additional Analyses 

Additional analyses were conducted to further explore the effect 

of the sexual harassment policy manipulation on the likelihood to 

sexually harass. The mean scores of the last scenario and the 

manipulation were studied to determine any positive and negative effects 
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of the sexual harassment policy enforcement condition. The difference in 

mean scores are contained in Table 5.7 and illustrated in Figures 5.1-

5.6. Scores for the last scenario were significantly greater than 1 (the 

lowest possible score) for combined sexes and men in both samples. The 

same pattern was revealed among the mean scores for both conditions of 

the manipulation. In Sample I, the mean score for the enforced sexual 

harassment policy condition were significantly lower for combined sexes 

and for men. In Sample 2, although not significant the enforced policy 

condition resulted in lower likelihoods to sexually harass and the 

unenforced policy condition resulted in higher likelihoods to sexually 

harass. 

Discussion 

Recommendations about the content and implementation of sexual 

harassment policies appear regularly in the literature. Policies can 

include definitions of the prohibited behavior, guidelines for the 

resolution of sexual harassment claims, and prohibitions of false claims 

and retaliation. The implementation of a sexual harassment policy begins 

with its dissemination and can applied with formal and/or informal 

procedures. Implicit in the recommendations for an effective sexual 

harassment policy is the belief that it will prevent inappropriate 

sexual behavior in the work place. 

In addition to reducing sexually harassing behavior, a sexual 

harassment policy should prevent or reduce other detriments to the 

organization. For example, absenteeism and turnover should decrease 

while productivity should increase as sexually harassing behavior is 

reduced (Knapp et al., 1997; Stockdale, 1991). 

Aside from the preventative potential of a sexual harassment 

policy, it can also provide protection in the event of litigation. 

Recent decisions by the U.S. Supreme Court create a defense for 
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organizations in cases where the target of the sexual harassment 

experienced no employment detriment and did not take advantage of the 

mechanisms for relief in the organization's sexual harassment policy. 

This is a remarkable development in sexual harassment case law and 

creates an organizational defense where little existed before for 

organizations that have a sexual harassment policy. 

However, the protective benefits of a sexual harassment policy are 

much more clear than the preventative benefits. Empirical research on 

the effect of sexual harassment policies is almost nonexistent. Gruber's 

(1998) analyses are suggestive of the effects of sexual harassment 

policies on behavior that could be found to create a hostile work 

environment, but there are no reports of any effect on quid pro quo 

sexual harassment. 

The findings of the present analysis suggest that sexual 

harassment policy enforcement may reduce behavior that could be found to 

be quid pro quo sexual harassment but this effect is weak. In the 

regression analyses, the presence of sexual harassment policy 

enforcement in the vignette was found to consistently but not 

significantly reduce the reported likelihood to engage in sexually 

harassing behavior for combined sexes and for men. 

The examination of the mean scores of the last and manipulation 

item of the Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) scale revealed some 

interesting patterns. In the student sample, the overall effect of both 

sexual harassment policy enforcement and unenforcement was to reduce the 

reported likelihood of engaging in sexually harassing behavior. For men 

in the student sample, the effect of sexual harassment policy 

enforcement was to reduce the reported likelihood of engaging in 

sexually harassing behavior while the effect of not enforcing a sexual 

harassment policy had no effect on the reported likelihood of engaging 
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in sexually harassing behavior. In the jury pool sample, no significant 

effects were revealed but a consistent pattern was observed. In this 

sample, for combined sexes, women, and men, the effect of sexual 

harassment policy enforcement was to slightly decrease the reported 

likelihood of engaging in sexually harassing behavior while the effect 

of not enforcing a sexual harassment policy was to slightly increase the 

likelihood of engaging in sexually harassing behavior. 

These findings contribute the growing body of knowledge on the 

effect of sexual harassment policies and suggest implications for 

employers. For example, enforcing a sexual harassment policy may reduce 

sexually harassing behavior. For younger work forces, there does not 

appear to be a penalty for employers who do not enforce a sexual 

harassment policy. However, the opposite is true for employers of older 

work forces as these findings suggest that those employees may have a 

higher likelihood to sexually harass in the absence of a policy to the 

contrary. 

Although the results suggest that sexual harassment policy 

enforcement may only reduce the likelihood of men engaging in sexually 

harassing behavior, there may be other explanations for these findings. 

Most likely is the prospect of a floor effect in the analyses, wherein 

the likelihood of engaging in sexually harassing behavior expressed by 

women could not get any lower than it already was. This explanation is 

supported by an examination of the average response to the item 

following the last scenario on the Likelihood to Sexually Harass 

(Revised) scale (see Table 5.3). In both Sample I and 2, the mean 

response was significantly higher than the lowest possible value only 

for combined sexes and for men (all at £ < .01) . Thus, because the mean 

response for women was not significantly greater than the lowest 
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possible value, it is not surprising that the sexual harassment policy 

enforcement manipulation did not reduce that likelihood. 

This research also suggests some considerations for future 

research. Because the mean responses for women on the last item on the 

Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) scale were not significantly 

different from the lowest value, it was not possible to reveal any 

effect that sexual harassment policy enforcement (or any other variable) 

might have had on reducing the likelihood of women engaging in sexually 

harassing behavior. Future survey research should attempt to create 

vignettes or items that have response means closer to the midpoint and 

with more variance. Moreover, this research measured self-reports of the 

likelihood to engage in sexually harassing behavior rather than actual 

sexual harassment. Future research should include a direct behavioral 

assessment in actual organizations. Given the limited amount of existing 

research and the limitations of this analysis, more research on the 

effects of sexual harassment policy enforcement is needed before 

conclusions can be made with any confidence. 
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CHAPTER 6 

SEXUAL HARASSMENT AS DEVIANT BEHAVIOR IN ORGANIZATIONS: 

SUMMARY AND IMPLICATIONS FOR THEORY, RESEARCH, AND PRACTICE 

This chapter summarizes the findings of this dissertation and 

presents some implications for deviant behavior and sexual harassment 

theory, research, and practice. The findings generally support the idea 

that sexual harassment is a deviant behavior in the organization and 

that its likelihood can be predicted with measures of self-control. In 

addition, sexual harassment policy enforcement appears to reduce the 

likelihood of sexually harassing behavior. More research on the 

hypothesized relationship between self-control and deviant behavior is 

called for, as is the development of a universal sexual harassment 

likelihood scale. 

In Chapter 2, it was demonstrated that the Measure of Self-Control 

and the Ego Control VI scale were superior to the Self-Control Schedule 

on the criteria of reliability, parsimony, and validity. The Measure of 

Self-Control and the Ego Control VI scale produced reliability 

coefficients greater than .80 whereas the Self-Control Schedule did not. 

The Measure of Self-Control and the Ego Control VI scale also had fewer 

items each than the Self-Control Schedule. Finally, the three scales 

yielded correlation coefficients that suggest the Measure of Self-

Control and the Ego Control VI scale were similar, yet not redundant, 

scales while the Self-Control Schedule measures something other than the 

first two instruments. In addition, the mean and distribution of the 

scores on the Measure of Self-Control and the Ego Control VI scale 

suggested that the data were suitable for regression analyses. 

In Chapter 3, it was shown that self-control can be used to 

predict the reported likelihood of engaging in sexually harassing 

behavior for both women and men. In this analysis, average scores on the 



85 

Measure of Self-Control and the Ego Control VI scale proved to be 

significant predictors of scores for the reported likelihood to engage 

in both quid pro quo and hostile work environment sexually harassing 

behavior. Neither self-control measure appeared to be a better predictor 

over all, for type of sexually harassing behavior, or for sex. Although 

sex was sometimes a significant predictor of the reported likelihood to 

engage in sexually harassing behavior, it was often not a significant 

predictor and overall not as consistent a predictor as the self-control 

measures. This contributes to previous findings in a number of ways. 

First, previously the best predictor of who is likely to engage in 

sexually harassing behavior was sex. Although this may still be the case 

in some instances, self-control is useful in predicting between sexes as 

well as within sexes. Second, previous findings suggest that men who are 

likely to engage in sexually harassing behavior also are likely to have 

negative attitudes toward women. These findings contribute to this 

profile. And third, basically nothing was known about women who report a 

likelihood to engage in sexually harassing behavior. The findings in 

this chapter suggest that women who have lower self-control are also 

more likely to engage in sexually harassing behavior. The findings 

reported in this chapter are perhaps the most significant of all. 

In Chapter 4, the Measure of Self-Control was demonstrated to be 

superior to its components as predictors of the reported likelihood to 

engage in sexually harassing behavior over all, for both types of 

sexually harassing behavior, and for women and men. The Measure of Self-

Control proved to reflect the structure it was designed to contain and 

was a more consistent predictor of the reported likelihood to engage in 

sexually harassing behaviors than its components of (1) impulsivity; a 

preference for (2) simple tasks, (3) risk seeking, and (4) physical 

activities; (5) self-centeredness; and (6) a quick temper. These 
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findings are consistent with other research that has compared the 

Measure of Self-Control to its components as predictors of both legal 

and illegal deviant behavior. These findings also provide additional 

support for the usefulness of self-control versus other personality 

traits as a predictor of deviant behavior. Nevertheless, some components 

of the Measure of Self-Control (e.g., temper) may be useful in studying 

other deviant behaviors, such as work place violence. 

In Chapter 5, the enforcement of a sexual harassment policy was 

found to generally reduce the reported likelihood of engaging in 

sexually harassing behavior in men. These findings were revealed in 

regression analyses and an analysis of the mean scores revealed 

additional findings. In general, not only did the enforcement of a 

sexual harassment policy decrease the reported likelihood of engaging in 

sexually harassing behavior, but not enforcing a sexual harassment 

policy tended to increase the reported likelihood of engaging in 

sexually harassing behavior. These findings provide support for the 

enforcement of sexual harassment policies to reduce sexually harassing 

behavior. Although women's reported likelihoods to sexually harass were 

too low to reveal what effect sexual harassment policy enforcement may 

have had, their low likelihood suggests that the issue may be irrelevant 

for them. 

Implications for Theorv. Research, and Practice 

The findings reported in these chapters also have implications for 

deviant behavior and sexual harassment theory, research, and practice. 

This research has a number of implications for the theory of self-

control and deviant behavior. First, self-control appears to be a 

personality trait that can predict the reported likelihood of engaging 

in sexually harassing behavior better than sex. Because there is no 

other reason why there should be a relationship between self-control and 
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sexually harassing behavior, these findings provide strong support for 

the conceptualization of sexual harassment as a deviant behavior in the 

organization. Second, self-control appears to be a better predicror of 

rhe reported likelihood of engaging in sexually harassing behavior than 

any of its components as identified in Gottfredson and Hirschi's (1990) 

theory. Finally, the theoretical effects of sexual harassment policy 

enforcement on reducing sexually harassing behavior that have for long 

been untested seem to be supported. 

These findings have a number of implications for research as well. 

Both the Measure of Self-Control and the Ego Control VI scale proved to 

be equally suitable for this research. This suggests that no single 

measure is required in further research of the relationship between 

self-control and deviant behavior in the organization. The modifications 

to the Likelihood to Sexually Harass scale did to reduce its 

reliability. This suggests that the scale may be used for both men and 

women of any sexual orientation. However, the consistent floor effect 

found in women's scores suggests that if the revised scale is 

appropriate for women then they are simply not likely to engage in quid 

pro quo sexual harassment. Conversely, scores on some of the hostile 

work environment sexual harassment items suggest that women's scores can 

have enough variance to be useful in research. Future research should 

explore the development of a single sexual harassment likelihood measure 

that captures the reported likelihood to engage in both quid pro quo and 

hostile work environment sexual harassment for both men and women. 

Finally, these findings have a number of implications for managers 

who want to reduce sexual harassment as well as other deviant behaviors 

in their organizations. Although this research does not demonstrate that 

self-control can be perfectly measured or that it is a perfect predictor 

of the likelihood to engage in sexually harassing behavior, it does 
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suggest that self-control may be a useful criterion in the development 

and use of employment screening instruments- Moreover, a self-control 

measure is much more likely to elicit candid responses than a sexual 

harassment measure in a pre-employment setting. And if managers are 

unwilling or unable to use personality characteristic employment 

screening instruments then they may still be able to reduce the 

likelihood of sexually harassing behavior by enforcing a sexual 

harassment policy in the organization. Although the effects seem to be 

modest for working adults, any reduction in the likelihood of sexual 

harassment and its potentially devastating consequences should be 

welcomed by managers. 
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Appendix 2.1 

Measure of Self-Control 

Imaulsivitv 
1. I often act on the spur of the moment without stopping to think. 
2. I don't devote much thought and effort to preparing for the 

future. 
3. I often do whatever brings me pleasure in the here and now, even 

at the cost of some distant goal. 
4. I'm more concerned with what happens to me in the short run than 

in the long run. 

Simple Tasks 
5. I frequently try to avoid projects that I know will be difficult. 
6. When things get complicated, I tend to quit or withdraw. 
7. The things in life that are easiest to do bring me the most 

pleasure. 
8. I dislike really hard tasks that stretch my abilities to the 

limit. 

Risk Seeking 
9. I like to test myself every now and then by doing something a 

little risky. 
10. Sometimes I will take a risk just for the fun of it. 
11. I sometimes find it exciting to do things for which I might get in 

trouble. 
12. Excitement and adventure are more important to me than security. 

Physical Activities 
13. If I had a choice, I would almost always rather do something 

physical than something mental. 
14. I almost always feel better when I am on the move than when I am 

sitting and thinking. 
15. I like to get out and do things more than I like to read or 

contemplate ideas. 
16. I seem to have more energy and a greater need for activity than 

most other people my age. 

Self-Centered 
17. I try to look out for myself first, even if it means making things 

difficult for other people. 
18. I'm not very sympathetic to other people when they are having 

problems. 
19. If things I do upset people, it's their problem not mine. 
20. I will try to get the things I want even when I know it's causing 

problems for other people. 

Temper 
21. I lose my temper pretty easily. 
22. Often, when I'm angry at people I feel more like hurting them than 

talking to them about why I am angry. 
23. When I'm really angry, other people better stay away from me. 
24. When I have a serious disagreement with someone, it's usually hard 

for me to talk calmly about it without getting upset. 
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itopendix 2.2 

Ego Control VI Scale 

Note: Underscored items are reverse scored. 

1. I tend to buy things on impulse-
2. I become impatient when I have to wait for something. 
3. I often say and do things on the spur of the moment, without 

stopping to think. 
4. I can remember "playing sick" to get out of something. 
5. I have often had to take orders from someone who did not know as 

much as I did. 
6. When I get bored, I like to stir up some excitement. 
7. Some of my family have quick tempers. 
8. People consider me a spontaneous, devil-may-care person. 
9. I often get involved in things I later wish I could get out of. 
10. I have been known to do unusual things on a dare. 
11. I have sometimes stayed away from another person because I thought 

I might do or say something I might regret afterwards. 
12. I do not always tell the truth. 
13. My way of doing things can be misunderstood or bother others. 
14. Sometimes I rather enjoy going against the rules and doing things 

I am not supposed to. 
15. At times, I am tempted to do or say something that other would 

think inappropriate. 
16. At times I have very much wanted to leave home. 
17. I would like to be a journalist. 
18. I like to flirt. 
19. Some of my family have habits that bother and annoy me very much. 
20. At times I have worn myself out by undertaking too much. 
21. In a group of people I would not be embarrassed to be called on to 

start a discussion or give an opinion about something I know well. 
22. I would like to wear expensive clothes. 
23. It is unusual for me to express strong approval or disapproval of 

the actions of others. 
24. I like to stop and think things over before I do them. 
25. I don^t like to start a project until I know exactly how to 

proceed. 
26. I finish one activity or project before starting another. 
27. I am steady and planful rather than unpredictable and impulsive. 
28. On the whole. I am a cautious person. 
29. I keep out of -rouble at all costs. 
30. I consider a matter from every viewpoint before I make a decision. 
31. I am easily downed In an argument. 
32. I have never done anything dangerous for the fun of it. 
33. It makes me uncomfortable to put on a stunt at a party even when 

others are doing the same sort of thing. 
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Appendix 2.3 

The Self-Control Schedule 

Note: CJnderscored items are reverse scored. 

1. When I do a boring job, I think about the less boring parts of the 
job and the reward that I will receive once I am finished. 

2. When I have to do something that is anxiety arousing for me, I try-
to visualize how I will overcome my anxieties while doing. 

3. Often by changing my way of thinking I am able to change my 
feelings about almost everything. 

4. I often find it difficult to overcome mv feelings of nervousness 
and tension without any outside help. 

5. When I am feeling depressed I try to think about pleasant events. 
6. I cannot avoid thinking about mistakes I have made in the past -
7. When I am faced with a difficult problem, I try to approach its 

solution in a systematic way. 
8. I usually do mv duties quicker when somebody is pressuring me. 
9. When I am faced with a difficult decision. I prefer to postpone 

making a decision even if all the facts are at mv disposal. 
10. When I find that I have difficulties in concentrating on my 

reading, I look for ways to increase my concentration. 
11. When I plan to work, I remove all of the things that are not 

relevant to my work. 
12. When I try to get rid of a bad habit, I first try to find out all 

the factors that maintain this habit. 
13. When an unpleasant thought is bothering me, I try to think about 

something pleasant. 
14. If I would smoke two packages of cigarettes a day. I probably 

would need outside help to stop smoking. 
15. When I am in a low mood, I try to act cheerful so my mood will 

change. 
15. If I had the oills with me. I would take a tranouilizer whenever I 

felt rense and nervous. 
17. When I am depressed, I try to keep myself busy with things that I 

like. 
18. I tend to postpone unpleasant duties even if I could perform them 

immediately. 
19. I need outside help to get rid of some of my bad habits. 
20. When I find it difficult to settle down and do a certain job, I 

look for ways to help me settle down. 
21. Although it makes me feel bad. I cannot avoid thinking about all 

kinds of possible catastrophes in the future. 
22. First of all I prefer to finish a job that I have to do and then 

start doing the things I really like. 
23. When I feel pain in a certain part of my body, I try not to think 

about it. 
24. My self-esteem increases once I am able to overcome a bad habit. 
25. In order to overcome bad feelings that accompany failure, I often 

tell myself that it is not so catastrophic and that I can do 
something about it. 

26. When I feel that I am too impulsive, I tell myself "stop and think 
before you do anything." 

27. Even when I am terribly angry at somebody, I consider my actions 
very carefully. 
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28 - Facing the need to make a decision, I usually find out all the 
possible alternatives instead of deciding quickly and 
spontaneously. 

29. Dsuallv I do first the things I really like even if there are more 
urgent things to do. 

30. When I realize rhat I cannot help but be late for an important 
meeting, I tell myself to keep calm. 

31. When I feel a pain in my body, I try to divert my thoughts from 
it. 

32. I usually plan my work when faced with a number of things to do. 
33. When I am. short of money, I decide to record all my expenses in 

order to plan more carefully for the future. 
34. If I find it difficult to concentrate on a certain job, I divide 

the job into smaller segments. 
35. Quite often I cannot overcome unpleasant thoughts that bother me. 
36. Once I am hungry and unable to eat, I try to divert my thoughts 

away from my stomach or try to imagine that I am satisfied. 
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i^pendix 3.1 

Likelihood to Sexually Harass Scale 

Instructions 

On the sheets that follow you will find 10 brief scenarios that describe 
10 different interactions between males and females. In each case you 
will be asked to imagine that you are the main male character in. the 
scenario. Than you will be asked to rate how likely it is that you 
would perform each of several different behaviors in the described 
social context. Assume in each scenario that no matter what you choose 
to do, nothing bad would be likely to happen to you as a result of your 
action. Try to answer each question as honestly as you can. Your 
answers will be completely anonymous. No one will ever try to discover 
your identity, no matter what you say one the questionnaire. 

Scenario §1 
Imagine that you are an executive in a large corporation. You are 

42 years old. Your income is above average for people at your job 
level. You have had numerous job offers from other companies. You feel 
very secure in your job. One day your personal secretary decides to 
quit her job and you have the task of replacing her. The personnel 
department send several applicants over for you to interview. All seem 
to be equally qualified for the job. One of the applicants, Michelle 
S.f explains during her interview that she desperately needs the job. 
She is 23 years old, single and has been job hunting for about a month. 
You find yourself very attracted to her. She looks at you in a way that 
possibly conveys she is also attracted to you. How likely are you to do 
the following things in this situation? 

Scenario #2 
Imagine that you are the owner and manager of an expensive 

restaurant. One day, while going over the receipts, you discover that 
one of the waitresses has made some errors in her checks. She has 
undercharged several customers. The mistake costs you $100. In talking 
to some of the other employees, you find that the particular customers 
involved were friends of the waitress. You call her into your office 
and ask her to explain her behavior. The waitress confesses to having 
intentionally undercharged her friends. She promises that she will 
never repeat this dishonest act and tells you that she will do anything 
to keep her job. The waitress is someone you have always found 
particularly attractive. She is a divorcee and about 25 years old. How 
likely are you to do the following things in this situation? 

Scenario #3 
Imagine that you are the manager of a shipping company. One day 

you supervisor asks you to study the possibility of buying several 
computers for the office. You call up several competing companies that 
sell computers. Each company sends a sales representative over to your 
office who describes the company's products. A salesperson from company 
"A" calls you and asks to come to your office. You agree and the next 
day a very attractive woman shows up. She can offer no real reason for 
buying her company's products over those of the other companies. 
However, she seems very sexy. How likely are you to the following 
things in this situation? 
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Scenario #4 
Imagine that you are a Hollywood film, director. You are casting 

for a minor role in a film you are planning. The role calls for a 
particularly stunning actress, one with a lot of sex appeal. How likely 
are you to do the following things in this situation? 

Scenario #5 
Imagine that you are the owner of a modeling agency. Your agency 

specializes in sexy female models used in television commercials. One 
of your models, Amy T., is a particularly ravishing brunette. You stop 
her after work one day and ask her to have dinner with you. She coldly 
declines your offer and tells you that she would like to keep your 
relationship with her "strictly business." A few months later you find 
that business is slack and you have to lay off some of your employees. 
You can choose to lay off Amy or one of four other women. All are good 
models, but someone has to go. How likely are you to do the following 
things in this situation? 

Scenario #6 
Imagine that you are a college professor. You are 38 years old. 

You teach in a large Midwestern university. You are a full professor 
with tenure. You are renowned in your field (Abnormal Psychology) and 
have numerous offers for other jobs. One day following the return of an 
examination to the class, a female student stops by your office. She 
tells you that her score is one point away from an "A" and asks you if 
she can do some extra credit project to raise her score. She tells you 
that she may not have a sufficient grade to get into graduate school 
without the "A." Several other students have asked you to do extra 
credit assignments and you have declined to let them. This particular 
woman is a stunning blond. She sits in the front row of the class every 
day and always wears short skirts. You find her extremely sexy. How 
likely are you to do the following things in this situation? 

Scenario #7 
Imagine that you are a college student at a large Midwestern 

university. You are a junior who just transferred from another school 
on the East coast. One night at a bar you meet an attractive female 
student named Rhonda. Rhonda laments to you that she is failing a 
course in English Poetry. She tells you that she has a paper due next 
week on the poet, Shelley, and fears that she will fail since she has 
not begun to write it. You remark that you wrote a paper last year on 
Shelley at your former school. Your paper was given an A+. She asks 
you if you will let her use your paper in her course. She wants to just 
retype it and put her name on it. How likely are you to do the 
following things in this situation? 

Scenario #8 
Imagine that you are the editor for a major publishing company. 

It is your job to read new manuscripts of novels and decide whether they 
are worth of publication. You receive literally hundreds of manuscripts 
per week from aspiring novelists. Most them are screened by your 
subordinates and thrown in the trash. You end up accepting about one in 
a thousand for publication. One night you go to a party. There you 
meet a very attractive woman named Betsy. Betsy tells you that she has 
written a novel and would like to check into getting it published. This 
is her first novel. She is a dental assistant. She asks you to read 
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her novel. How likely are you to do the following things in this 
situation? 

Scenario #9 
Imagine that you are a physician. You go over to the hospital one 

day to make your rounds visiting your patients. In looking over rhe 
records of one of your patients, you discover that one of the attending 
nurses on the previous night shift made an error in administering drugs 
to your patient. She gave the wrong dosage of a drug. You examine the 
patient and discover that no harm was actually done. He seems fine. 
However, you realize that the ramifications of the error could have been 
catastrophic under other circximstances. You pull the files and find out 
who made the error. It turns out that a new young nurse named Wendy H. 
was responsible. You have noticed Wendy in some of your visits to the 
hospital and have thought of asking her out to dinner. You realize that 
she could lose her job if you report this incident. How likely are you 
to do each of the following things? 

Scenario #10 
Imagine that you are the news director for a local television 

station. Due to some personnel changes you have to replace the anchor 
woman for the evening news. Your policy has always been to promote 
reporters from within your organization when an anchor woman vacancy 
occurs. There are several female reporters from which to choose. All 
are young, attractive, and apparently qualified for the job. One 
reporter, Loretta W., is someone whom you personally find very sexy. 
You initially hired her, giving her a first break in the TV news 
business. How likely are you to do the following things in this 
situation? 
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Appendix 3.2 

Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) Scale 

Instructions 

The following ten scenarios describe different work place situations. 
In each case you will be asked to imagine that you are the main 
character in the scenario. Then you will be asked to rate how likely it 
is that you would respond in certain ways to the situation. Your 
answers will be completely anonymous. No one will ever try to discover 
your identity, no matter what you say on the questionnaire. 

Scenario #1 
Imagine that you are an executive in a large corporation. One day 

your personal assistant decides to quit and you have the task of finding 
a replacement. The personnel department sends several applicants over 
for you to interview. All seem to be equally qualified for the job but 
one of the applicants is very attractive. He/she explains during the 
interview that he/she has been job hunting for several months and will 
not be able to afford next month's rent if he/she does not get a job 
immediately. You believe his/her story to be true as you can hear the 
desperation in his/her voice. He/she is the last person you have to 
interview for the position and you need to make a decision. 

Scenario #2 
Imagine that you are the owner and manager of an expensive 

restaurant. One day while going over the receipts you discover that a 
waitresses [waiters], someone who you find very attractive, has made 
some errors in his/her checks. He/she has undercharged some customers 
and overcharged other customers. You have neither lost nor made money 
due to the mistakes, but you rely on the wait staff to be accurate. You 
know that you could easily replace her [him] but you call her [him] into 
your office and ask her to explain the errors before deciding what to 
do. He/she explains that he/she has never been very good with numbers 
and when things are busy in the restaurant he/she finds it difficult to 
concentrate. He/she also reveals that he/she lost his/her previous job 
due to his/her problems with math and tells you that she will do 
anything to keep this job. 

Scenario #3 
Imagine that you are the manager at a shipping company. One day 

your supervisor asks you to purchase several computers for the office so 
you call up several competing computer companies to get information. 
Each company sends a sales representative over to your office who 
describes the company's products. All of the sales representatives 
provide information on comparable computers at competitive prices. One 
of the sales representatives is very attractive and tells you that 
he/she has not made very many sales lately and that he/she is concerned 
about his/her future at the computer company. He/she needs to keep 
his/her job and will do anything to make this sale. 

Scenario #4 
Imagine that you are a Hollywood film director. You are casting 

for a minor role in a film and the casting company can provide you with 
a seemingly endless list of people who want the role. You spend several 
days watching auditions by actresses [actors] with varying degrees of 
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talent and need to make a decision. As you are getting ready to leave 
your office after the last day of auditions, you are approached by an 
very attractive woman [man] you recognize as having auditioned for the 
role. He/she explains that he/she is routinely called back for a second 
audition but has never been offered a role. He/she cannot bear the 
humiliation of leaving California as a failed actress [actor] and will 
do anything to get even a minor role. 

Scenario #5 
Imagine that you are the owner of a modeling agency that 

specializes in models used in television commercials. Most of your 
modeling jobs are part time but occasionally your clients want a model 
to do series of commercials over a long period of time. Not only are 
these opportunities are source of short term financial security for the 
models who are in them, but they also often lead to acting opportunities 
in television shows. You consider all of your models to be equally 
talented but you find one to be very attractive. A commercial series is 
coming up and he/she comes to your office to find out about it. He/she 
explains that he/she is having extreme financial difficulties and will 
have to file for bankruptcy if he/she does not this role. He/she 
doesn't want to lose everything he/she has worked for an will do 
anything to get the role. 

Scenario #6 
Imagine that you are a college professor. One day following the 

return of a difficult examination to the class, a very attractive 
student from your class stops by your office. He/she tells you that 
his/her score is only one point away from an "A" and asks you if you 
will reconsider the merit of his/her work. Several other students have 
asked you to reconsider their exams but you have not done so. He/she 
tells you that he/she knows that he/she will not get into graduate 
school without the "A." All of his/her brothers and sisters have been 
able to get into graduate school and he/she will be disowned by his/her 
parents if he/she does not get into graduate school. He/she is willing 
to do anything for a better grade. 

Scenario #7 
Imagine that you are an archeologist. One day you get a call that 

some construction workers have found some artifacts while digging the 
foundation for a new building. You go to the site and recognize the 
artifacts belonging to an ancient group of people that have never been 
studied before. You assemble a team of archeologists to excavate the 
area and have room for a junior member on the team. All of the junior 
archeologists are equally skilled but you find one to be very 
attractive. During her interview, he/she says that she has always 
dreamed of studying a discovery like this and will do anything for this 
once in a lifetime opportunity. 

Scenario #8 
Imagine that you are the editor for a major publishing company. 

It is your job to select new manuscripts of novels that are worthy of 
publication. You receive literally hundreds of manuscripts per week 
from aspiring novelists. Most them are screened by your subordinates 
and thrown in the trash. You end up accepting about one in a thousand 
for publication. One night at a party you meet a very attractive woman 
[man]. He/she tells you that he/she has written a novel and would like 
to check into getting it published. Although he/she never finished 
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college and this is the only thing he/she has ever written, his/her 
life's ambition has been to publish a story and he/she will do anything 
to achieve this goal. 

Scenario #9 
Imagine that you are a physician at a large hospital. One day 

while make your rounds to visit your patients, you discover that one of 
the medical school graduates in residence at the hospital made an error 
in administering drugs to a patient. He/she gave the wrong dosage of 
the drug so you examine the patient and discover that no harm was 
actually done. However, you realize that the ramifications of the error 
could have been catastrophic under other circumstances. You pull the 
files and find out who made the error. You recognize the name of the 
resident physician as a very attractive woman [man] who just joined the 
hospital recently. After confronting the resident physician about the 
incident, he/she begs you to let the incident drop because he/she would 
not only lose his/her job but would also have no future in medicine if 
you report the incident. 

Scenario #10 
Imagine that you are the news director for a network affiliate 

television station. Your news anchor was just "discovered" by the 
network main office in the East and has moved there to anchor the 
national news. You now need to fill your news anchor position, an 
opportunity that will give someone else the chance to move into a 
national position. Your policy has always been to promote reporters 
from within your organization when an anchor vacancy occurs. There are 
several reporters from which to choose who are experienced and well 
qualified for the job. One reporter is very attractive and he/she has 
made it clear to you one more than one occasion that he/she will do 
anything to anchor the news. 
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Appendix A 

Table 2.1 

Self-Control Measure Reliability Coefficients 

Sample 1 Sample 2 

Scale Items (N = 46) (N = 444) 

Measure of Self-Control 24 .86 .83 

Ego Control VI 33 .86 .85 

Self-Control Schedule 36 .73 — 
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Table 2.2 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of 
Self-Control Measures in Sample 1 (N = 46) 

Mean S.D. 1 2 3 

1. Measure of Self-Control 3.19 .65 — 

2. Ego Control VI 3.62 .58 .67** — 

3. Self-Control Schedule 3.28 .50 .36* .48** — 

Note. Means are on a scale of 1 to 6 where higher values indicate lower 
self-control. 

*2. < .05. 

**£ < .01. 
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Table 2.3 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of 
Self-Control Measures in Sample 2 (N = 444) 

Mean S.D. 1 2 

1. 

2. 

Measure of Self-Control 

Ego Control VI 

2.55 

2.99 

.63 

.63 .57** 

Note. Means are on a scale of 1 to 6 where higher values indicate lower 
self-control. 

**D < .01. 
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Table 3.1 

Sex, Self-Control, and Sexual Harassment Variables 

Variable Range Description 

Control 

Sex 

Independent 

ECVI 

MSG 

Dependent 

LSH(R) 

HWE 

0 - 1  S e x  o f  p a r t i c i p a n t  w h e r e  0  =  F e m a l e  a n d  
1 = Male. 

1 - 6  A v e r a g e  o f  r e s p o n s e s  o n  t h e  E g o  C o n t r o l  
VI scale where higher values indicate 
lower levels of ego control. 

1 - 6  A v e r a g e  o f  r e s p o n s e s  o n  t h e  M e a s u r e  o f  
Self-Control where higher values 
indicate lower levels of self—control. 

0 - 1  Q u a r t i l e  o f  a v e r a g e  s c o r e  o n  t h e  
Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) 
scale where 0 = first o'lartile and 1 = 
fourth quartile. 

0 - 1  Q u a r t i l e  o f  a v e r a g e  s c o r e  o n  t h e  H o s t i l e  
Work Environment items where 0 = first 
quartile and 1 = fourth quartile. 
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Table 3.2 

Hostile Work Environment Items 

Item Sample 1 Sample 2 

Would you repeat a sexual joke at work if you X X 
thought it was funny? 

Would you have a pinup calendar at your desk X X 
if the model was especially attractive? 

Would you pursue sexual relationships with X X 
subordinates even if they were NOT interested? 

Would you pursue sexual relationships with co- X X 
workers even if they were NOT interested? 

Would you pursue sexual relationships with X 
subordinates if they were interested? 

Would you pursue sexual relationships with co- X 
workers if they were interested? 
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Table 3.3 

Means and Standard Deviations of Sexual Harassment Variables 

Sample 1 Sample 2 

Variable (N = 46) (N = 444) 

Quid Pro Quo 

LSH(R) 1.98 (1.26) 1.15 ( .53) 

Hostile Work Environment 

HWE 2.08 ( .85) 1.70 ( .12) 

Note: Standard deviations are in parenthesis. 
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Table 3.4 

Means and Standard Deviations of the 
Low and High Groups of the Sexual Harassment Variables 

Sample 1 Sample 2 

(N = 46) (N = 444) 

Variabl.e Low High Low High 

Quid Pro Quo 

LSK(R) 1.38 3.90 1.00 2.11 

( .60) ( -78} ( .00) (1.04) 

Hostile Work Environment 

HWE 1.69 3.31 1.34 2.66 

( .48) { .53) ( .29) ( .64) 

Note. Standard deviations are in parenthesis. 
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Table 3.5 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of 
Sex, Self-Control, and Sexual Harassment Variables 

Sample 1 {N = 46) Mean S.D. 1 2 3 

1. Sex .61 .49 — .11* .17** 

2. Ego Control VI 3.62 .58 -.06 — .57** 

3. Measure of Self-Control 3.19 .65 .15 .67** — 

4. LSH(R) .24 .43 .45** .07 .38** 

5. HWE -24 .43 -14 -20 .36* 

Note: Table continued on next page. 

Coefficients left of diagonal are for Sample 1 and coefficients right of 
the diagonal are for Sample 2. 

* 2. < .05. 

D < .01. 
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Table 3.5 - Continued 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of 
Sex, Self-Control, and Sexual Harassment Variables 

4 5 S.D. Mean Sample 2 (N = 444) 

.35** .21** .48 .37 1. Sex 

.28** .39** .63 2.99 2. Ego Control VI 

.27** .30** .63 2.55 3. Measure of Self-Control 

— .38** .33 .12 4. LSH(R) 

.28 — .44 .26 5. HWE 

Note: Coefficients left of diagonal are for Sample 1 and coefficients 
right of the diagonal are for Sample 2. 

* 2. < . 05 . 

** E < .01. 
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Table 3.6 

Regression Summary for Quid Pro Quo and Self-Control Variables 

Both Women Men 

Sample 1 (N = 46) 

Sex 

Ego Control VI Scale 

R-

Sex 

Measure of Self-Control 

-27** 

9.99 

.85 

.33*** 

9.65 

1.54* 

+ 

+ 

.03 

.85 

.18* 

1.54* 

Sample 2 (N = 444) 

R-

Sex 

Ego Control VI Scale 

R-

Sex 

Measure of Self-Control 

. 0 1  . 17**** .17**** 

2.31**** 

1.44**** .80 1.70**** 

.16**** .04*** .07*** 

2 22**** 

1.22**** 1.66*** 1.03*** 

Note. + Dependent variable contained less than two values. 

* £ < . 05. 

** 2, < . 01. 

*** 2. < -001. 

**** E. < .0001. 
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Table 3.7 

Regression Summary for Hostile Work 
Environment and Self-Control Variables 

Both Women Men 

Sample 1 (N = 45) 

R-

Sex 

Ego Control VI Scale 

R-

Sex 

Measure of Self-Control 

. 0 6  

.77 

.95 

.13* 

.45 

1.42* 

.05 

.36 

.04 

-98 

.04 

1-09 

.16* 

1.59* 

Sample 2 {N = 444) 

R-

Sex 

Ego Control VI Scale 

R= 

Sex 

Measure of Self-Control 

.18**** .13**** -16***^ 

.90*** 

1.63**** 1.69**** 1.55***" 

-11**** .08**** -06** 

.80*** — — 

1.03**** 1.17**** .86** 

* £ < .05. 

** £ < .01. 

*** £ < .001. 

**** £ < .0001. 
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Table 4.1 

Sex, Measure of Self-Control, and Sexual Harassment Variables 

Variable Range Description 

Sex 0 - 1 Sex of participant where 0 = 
Female and 1 = Male. 

Measure of Self-Control 

Impulsivity 1 6 Average of responses on items in 
the Impulsivity component where 
higher values indicate higher 
levels of impulsivity. 

Simple Tasks 1 6 Average of responses on items in 
the Simple Tasks component where 
higher values indicate higher 
preference for simple tasks. 

Risk Seeking 1 6 Average of responses on items in 
the Risk Seeking component where 
higher values indicate higher 
levels of risk seeking behavior. 

Physical Activities 1 6 Average of responses on items in 
the Physical Activities component 
where higher values indicate 
higher preference for physical 
activities. 

Self-Centered 1 6 Average of responses on items in 
the Self-Centered component where 
higher values indicate higher 
levels of self-centeredness. 

Temper 1 6 Average of responses on items in 
the Temper component where higher 
values indicate higher temper. 

MSC 1 6 Average of responses on the 
Measure of Self-Control where 
higher values indicate lower 
levels of self-control. 

Sexual Harassment 

LSH(R) 0 1 Quartile of average score on the 
Likelihood to Sexually Harass 
(Revised) scale where 0 = first 
quartile and 1 = fourth quartile. 

HWE 0 1 Quartile of average score on the 
Hostile Work Environment items 
where 0 = first quartile and 1 = 
fourth quartile. 
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Table 4.2 

Percent of Total Variance Explained by 
Factors of the Measure of Self-Control 

Factor 

Sample 1 

(N = 46) 

Sample 2 

(N = 444) 

1 14.60 10-69 

2 14 .30 10-41 

3 12.03 10-14 

4 10-72 9-97 

5 10.26 8-95 

6 9-95 8.20 

Total 71-86 58.36 
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Table 4.3 

Factors, Items, and Factor Loadings from the Measure of Self-Control 

Sample 1 Sample 2 

(N = 46) (N = 444) 

Component Orthogonal Oblique Orthogonal Oblique 

Impulsivity (2) .83 (2) .86 (2) .74 (2) .76 

(12) .58 (12) .57 (4) .67 (4) .65 

(1) .56 (18) .55 (3) .57 (3) .55 

(1) .51 (1) .52 (1) .51 

Simple Tasks (6) .85 (6) .88 (6) .81 (6) .82 

(8) .84 (8) .85 (8) .80 (8) .81 

(5) .82 (5) .82 (5) .79 (5) .80 

(7) .64 (7) .62 (7) .48 (7) .44 

(3) .60 (3) .54 

(4) .55 (4) -51 

Risk Seeking (10) .84 (10) -.84 (10) .77 (10) .76 

(11) .76 (11) -.76 (9) .69 (9) .69 

(9) .74 (9) -.75 (12) .67 (12) .65 

(11) .67 (11) .63 

Note. Item numbers are in parenthesis. 

Table continued on next page. 
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Table 4.3 - Continued 

Factors, Items, and Factor Loadings from the Measure of Self-Control 

Sample 1 Sample 2 

{N = 46) (N = 444) 

Component Orthogonal Oblique Orthogonal Oblique 

Physical Activities (15) .87 (15) .86 (15) .83 (15) .85 

(14) .78 (14) .76 (14) .80 (14) .81 

(13) .71 (16) .74 (13) .71 (13) .71 

(16) .71 (13) .69 (16) .63 (16) .63 

Self-Centered (19) .77 (17) .77 (19) .82 (19) .84 

(17) .71 (19) .69 (20) .76 (20) .78 

(20) .71 (20) .61 (17) .62 (17) .62 

(18) .63 (18) .47 (18) .44 

Temper (23) .91 (23) .93 (23) .78 (24) -.79 

(24) .88 (24) .89 (22) .77 (23) -.79 

(21) .81 (21) .82 (24) .77 (22) -.78 

(22) .73 (22) .76 (21) .72 (21) -.71 

Note. Item numbers are in parenthesis. 
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Table 4.4 

Cronbach. Reliability Coefficients for the 
Measure of Self-Control Components, the 

Measure of Self-Control, and the 
Sexually Harassment Variables 

Sample 1 Sample 2 

Measure (N = 46) (N = 444) 

Impulsivity (3) .69 (4) .64 

Simple Tasks (6) .86 (4) .76 

Risk Seeking (3) .75 (4) .74 

Physical Activities (4) .80 (4) .76 

Self-Centered (4) .77 (4) -67 

Temper (4) .88 (4) .79 

MSC (24) .86 (24) .83 

LSH(R) (10) .95 (10) . 95 

HWE (4) .64 (6) .68 

Note. Number of items are in parenthesis. 
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Table 4.5 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of the 
Sex, Measure of Self-Control, and Sexual Harassment Variables 

Sample 1 (N = 46) Mean S.D. 1 2 

1. Sex .61 .49 — .05 

2. Impulsivity 2.93 1.07 .26 — 

3. Simple Tasks 2.93 1.03 .06 .45** 

4. Risk Seeking 3.86 1.01 .14 .45** 

5. Physical Activity 4.07 -99 .02 .29* 

6. Self-Centered 2.59 -96 .28 .26 

7 _ Temper 2.98 1-38 -.08 .18 

8. MSC 3.19 .65 .15 .67** 

9. LSH(R) .24 .43 .45** .22 

10. HWE .24- .43 .14 .09 

Note. Table continued on next page. 

Coefficients left of diagonal are for Sample 1 and coefficients right of 
the diagonal are for Sample 2. 

* 2. < -05. 

** E. < .01. 
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Table 4.5 - Continued 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of the 
Sex, Measure of Self-Control, and Sexual Harassment Variables 

3 4 5 6 7 8 

-.05 .09 .13** .28** .13** .17** 

.41** .36** .20** .29** .21** .67** 

— .15** .06 .26** .15** .55** 

.18 — .35** .27** .30** .68** 

.16 .29* — .14** .18** .56** 

.38** .17 -.08 — .38** .60** 

00 

.23 .10 .29 — .61** 

.72** .55'* .45** .57** .60** — 

.23 .06 .07 .51** .25 .38** 

.34* -.11 .07 .35* .34* .36* 

Note. Table continued on next page. 

Coefficients left of diagonal are for Sample 1 and coefficients right of 
the diagonal are for Sample 2. 

* a < .05. 

** D < .01. 
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Table 4.5 - Continued 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of the 
Sex, Measure of Self-Control, and Sexual Harassment Variables 

9 10 Mean S.D. Sample 2 (N = 444) 

.35** .21** .37 .48 1- Sex 

.16** .17** 2.40 .99 2- Impulsivity 

-10* .05 2.42 1.04 3. Simple Tasks 

.23** .26** 2.75 1.10 4. Risk Seeking 

.08 .16** 3.40 1.16 5. Physical Activity 

.33** .21** 1.93 .86 6. Self-Centered 

.13** .24** 2.37 1.10 7. Temper 

.27*- .30** 2.55 .63 8. MSG 

— .38** .12 .33 9. LSH(R) 

.28 — . 2 6  .44 10. HWE 

Note. Coefficients left of diagonal are for Sample 1 and coefficients 
right of the diagonal are for Sample 2. 

* 2. < .05. 

** o < .01. 
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Table 4.6 

Regression. Summary for the 
Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) Scale and the 

Measure of Self-Control 

Both 

Sample 1 

(N = 46) 

Women Men Both 

Sample 2 

(N = 444) 

Women Men 

R-

Sex 

MSC 

.33** 

9.65 

1.54* 

.18^ 

1.54* 

.16** 

2 .22 * *  

1-22** 

.04" .07" 

1.66** 1.03** 

R-

Sex 

Impulsivity 

.26** 

9.62 

.37 

.03 .14** .01* .04" 

2.37** 

.37 .53** .59* .SI" 

R-

Sex 

Simole Tasks 

.30** -f-

10.02 

.85 + 

.11 

.85 

.13** 

2.43** 

.40** 

.02^ 

.69* 

. 0 2  

. 28  

R-

Sex 

Risk Seeking 

.25** + 

9.77 

-.01 + 

.00 .15** .03** .07** 

2.32** 

-.01 .61** .74** .55** 

Note• Table continued on next page. 

+ Dependent variable contained less than two values. 

* £ < .05 . 

** D < .01. 
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Table 4.6 - Continued 

Regression Summary for the 
Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) Scale and the 

Measure of Self-Control 

Sample 1 

(N = 46} 

Both Women Men Both 

Sample 2 

(N = 444) 

Women Men 

R^ 

Sex 

Phys. Activity 

-25** + 

9.79 

.26 + 

.01 .01 .12** 

.29** 

.26 .12 .39 

. 0 0  

.03 

R-

Sex 

Self-Centered 

.40** 

10.85 

1.74** 

-32** .16** .05** .08" 

2.04** 

1.74** .86** 1.13** .73" 

R^ 

Sex 

Temper 

.34-

10.52 

.86' 

.19* .12** .00 .02' 

2 . 2 6 * *  

.86* .26 -10 .31^ 

Note • Dependent variable contained less than two values. 

D < .05. 

' 2 < .01. 
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Table 4.7 

Regression Summary for the 
Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) Scale and the 

Measure of Self-Control Components 

Sample 1 Sample 2 

(N = 46) (N = 444) 

Both Women Men Both Women Men 

R- .45** -39* -19** .07** .13^ 

Sex 12.64 — — 2-28** — — 

Impulsivity -.17 + -.17 -13 .16 .08 

Simple Tasks .49 + -49 .21 .30 .18 

Risk Seeking -1.10 + --10 .51** .49 .54-

Phys. Activity .51 + -51 -.11 .27 -.27 

Self-Centered 2-28* •r 2.28* -70** 1.07** -58-

Temoer -.01 -.01 --14 -.61 .03 

Note. + Dependent variable contained less than two values. 

* 2. < . 05 . 

** £ < . 01. 
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Table 4.8 

Regression Summary for the 
Hostile Work Environment items and the Measure of Self-Control 

Both 

Sample 1 

(N = 46) 

Women Men 

Sample 2 

(N = 444) 

Both Women Men 

R-

Sex 

MSG 

.13* 

.45 

1.47* 

.04 

.98 

.16* 

1.59* 

.11** 

. 8 0 * *  

1.03** 

.08" 

1.17^ 

.06" 

.86" 

R== 

Sex 

Impulsivity 

.02 

.63 

.13 

. 00  

.07 

.01 

.18 

.07** 

.96** 

.37** 

.02" 

.37" 

.03" 

.37* 

R^ 

Sex 

Simple Tasks 

.13" 

.80 

. 88"  

. 0 6  

.53 

.17 

1.23" 

.05** 

.98** 

.15 

.01 

.23 

. 0 0  

.03 

R- .04 .05 .01 

Sex .82 — — 

Elisk Seeking -.34 -.60 -.19 

.10** 

.91** 

.53** 

.06" 

.58" 

. 0 6 * *  

.47" 

Note. Table continued on next page. 

* 2. < .05. 

'* 2, < .01. 
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Table 4.8 - Continued 

Regression Summary for the 
Hostile Work Environment items and the Measure of Self-Control 

Sample 1 

(N = 46) 

Both Women Men 

Sample 2 

(N = 444) 

Both Women Men 

R- .02 .01 .00 

Sex .70 — — 

Phys. Activity .17 .26 .10 

. 06* *  

.89** 

.28** 

.03^ 

.39** 

-01 

.14 

R-

Sex 

Self-Centered 

.12 

.29 

.88-

. 0 1  

. 22  

.21-

1.39* 

.07** 

.76** 

.43** 

.02-

.40-

.04-' 

-45-' 

R-

Sex 

Temoer 

.14-

1.07 

.69-

.03 

.27 

.23-

.03-

.09** 

.87** 

.45** 

.04-' 

.43-

.06 -

.47-

* E < .05. 

** E < .01. 
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Table 4.9 

Regression Summary for the 
Hostile Work Environment Items and the 

Measure of Self-Control Components 

Sample 1 Sample 2 

(N = 46) CN = 444) 

Both Women Men Both Women Men 

R- .29* .24 .38* .13** .09** .10** 

Sex 1.55 — — .77** — — 

Impulsivity -.53 -.14 -2.44 .15 .15 .12 

Simple Tasks .94 .95 1.11 -.05 .01 -.11 

Risk Seeking -.90 -1.34 -.16 .34** .36* .34 

Phys. Activity .10 .79 .01 .10 .24 -.09 

Self-Centered .45 -.23 1.43 -16 .10 .22 

Temper .82 .74 1.40 .23* .27 .33 

* a < -05. 

** 2. < .01. 
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Table 5.1 

Sex, Sexual Harassment Policy Enforcement Manipulation, 
Seif-Control, and Sexual Harassment Likelihood Variables 

Variable Range Description 

Control 

Sex 

Manipulation 

Policy Enforcement 

Independent 

MSG 

ECVI 

Pre-manipulation score 

Dependent 

Post-maniDulation score 

0 - 1  S e x  o f  p a r t i c i p a n t  w h e r e  0  
Female and 1 = Male. 

0 - 1  T h e  c o n d i t i o n  o f  s e x u a l  
harassment policy 
enforcement (where 0 = not 
enforced and 1 = enforced) . 

1 - 6  A v e r a g e  o f  r e s p o n s e s  o n  t h e  
Measure of Self-Control 
(where higher values 
indicate less self-control). 

1 - 6  A v e r a g e  o f  r e s p o n s e s  o n  t h e  
Ego Control VI Scale (where 
higher values indicate less 
ego control). 

0 - I Quartile of score on the 
last item on the Likelihood 
to Sexually Harass (Revised) 
scale where 0 = first 
quartile and 1 = fourth 
ouartile. 

0 - 1  Q u a r t i l e  o f  s c o r e  o n  t h e  
post-manipulation item, 
following the Lilcelihood to 
Sexually Harass (Revised) 
scale where 0 = first 
quartile and 1 = fourth 
quartile. 
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Table 5.2 

Sexual Harassment Policy Enforcement Manipulation 

Condition Manipulation 

Not Enforced Imagine that you have worked for the company for a 
long time and you often hear jokes with sexual 
content in the office and some people even have 
pinup calendars at their desks that depict revealing 
photographs of models. It is also common knowledge 
in the office that some employees, both supervisors 
and subordinates as well as coworkers, routinely 
have sexual relationships. Furthermore, no one has 
ever gotten into trouble at work for telling sexual 
jokes, having pinup calendars, or having a sexual 
relationship with another employee. 

Enforced Imagine that you have worked for the company for a 
long time and ever since you have worked there the 
company has had a formal policy against sexual 
harassment. Furthermore, every year a memo from the 
president is distributed to every employee reminding 
everyone that sexual materials such as jokes and 
pinup calendars are not appropriate in the work 
place and that sexual relationships between 
employees are discouraged. You have heard that the 
employee in the office next to yours was fired for 
bringing sexual material to work after being 
disciplined several times for doing the same thing 
and you have heard of other employees being 
disciplined for similar behavior. 
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Table 5.3 

Comparison of Basic Manipulation Scenario to Other Scenarios 

Average of Average of 

Sample Basic Score Other Scores Difference 

1 1.87 2.00 -.13 

2 1.11 1.15 -.04 
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Table 5.4 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of the Sex, Self-Control, 
Sexual Harassment Policy Enforcement Manipulation, and 

Sexual Harassment Likelihood Variables 

Sample 1 (N = 46) Mean S.D. 1 2 3 

1. Sex .61 .49 — .17** .11* 

2- Measure of Self-Control 3.19 .65 .15 — .57** 

3. Ego Control VI Scale 3.62 .58 -.06 .67** — 

4. Pre-manipulation Item .37 .49 .43** .12 .03 

4. Policy Enforcement .52 .51 .12 -.18 -.04 

5. Post-manipulation Item .35 .48 .31** .21 .21 

Note. Table continued on next page. 

Coefficients left of diagonal are for Sample 1 and coefficients right of 
the diagonal are for Sample 2. 

*2. < . 05 . 

**2. < . 01. 
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Table 5.4 - Continued 

Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations of the Sex, Self-Control, 
Sexual Harassment Policy Enforcement Manipulation, and 

Sexual Harassment Likelihood Variables 

4 5 6 Mean S.D. Sample 2 (N = 444) 

.22** .05 .22** .37 .48 1. Sex 

.23** .03 .22** 2.55 .63 2. Measure of Self-Control 

.21** .03 .21** 2.99 .63 3. Ego Control VI Scale 

— .00 .74** .06 .24 4. Pre-manipulation Item 

.10 — -.05 .49 .50 5. Policy Enforcement 

.77** -.03 — .07 .25 6. Post-manipulation Item 

Note. Coefficients left of diagonal are for Sample 1 and coefficients 
right of the diagonal are for Sample 2. 

< .05. 

*"2. < .01. 
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Table 5.5 

Regression Summary for Policy Effects for Sample 1 (N = 46) 

Self-Control Block Both Women Men 

ECVI 1 R- .50**** + .44*** 

Sex .28 — — 

ECVI 2.11 + 1.50 

?re-score 4.70*** + 3.84** 

2 .02 .12* 

Sex .41 — — 

ECVI 2.03 + 1.76 

Pre—score 4.96** + 12.30 

Policy -1.28 + -10.51 

MSC 1 R- _ ^ g*** * .39* .48*** 

Sex -.62 — — 

MSC 1.02 .49 1.19 

Pre-SCOre 4.57*** 12.06 4.12** 

2 R- .01 .09 .12* 

Sex -.45 — — 

MSC .79 3.60 .92 

Pre-score 4.80*** 24.32 12.42 

Policy -1.05 12.68 -9.99 

Note. R- values and significance represent each block. 

* E < .05. 

** £ < .01. 

*•** £ < .001. 

**** £ < .0001. 
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Table 5.6 

Regression Summary for Policy Effects for Sample 2 (N = 444) 

Self-Control Block Both Women Men 

ECVI 1 2_0 **** .28*** 

Sex .98 — — 

ECVI .95 2.21 .78 

Pre-score 4.67**** 15.86 3.71**** 

2 R- .01* .01 .01 

Sex 1.22 — — 

ECVI .99 2.07 .82 

Pre-score 4.86**** 25.95 3.88**** 

Policy -1.26 -9.10 -.82 

MSG 1 R- .24**** 18**** .28**** 

Sex 1.03 — — 

MSC .73 .46 .54 

Pre-score 4.66**** 15.41 3.79**** 

2 R- .00 .00 .00 

Sex 1.23 — — 

MSC .67 .52 .50 

Pre-score 4 .86**** 23.88 3.96**** 

Policy -1.16 -8.28 -.76 

Note. R- values and significance represent each block. 

* E. < .05. 

** E < .01. 

*** g_ < .001. 

**** E < .0001 
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Table 5.7 

T-test of Mean Scores on the 
Last and Manipulation Item of the 

Likelihood to Sexually Harass (Revised) Scale 

Last Manipulation 

Scenario Enforced Not EInforced 

Sample 1 (N = 46) 

Both Sexes 1.87" 1.46"^ 1.73" 

Women 1.22 

in CM 

1.10 

Men 2.29" 1.56"'^ 2.25" 

Sample 2 (N = 444) 

Both Sexes 1.11" 1.08" 1.18" 

Women 1.04 1.02 1.11 

Men 1.23" 1.18" 1.32" 

Note. Superscript "a" denotes significance of difference from lowest 
possible score value of 1. 

Superscript "b" denotes significance of difference from, score on last 
scenario. 

^ a < .05 

" E < .01 

" E < .05 

E  <  . 0 1  



132 

Appendix B 

Figure 5.1 

Mean. Pre- and Post-manipulation Scores for Both Sexes in Sample 1 
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Figxire 5.2 

Mean Pre- and Post-manipulation Scores Women in Sample 1 
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Figure 5.3 

Mean Pre- and Post-manipulation Scores for Men in Sample 1 
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Figure 5.4 

Mean Pre- and Post-manipulation Scores for Both Sexes in Sample 2 
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Figure 5.5 

Mean Pre- and Post-manipulation Scores for Women in Sample 2 
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Figure 5.6 

Mean Pre- and Post-manipulation Scores for Men in Sample 2 
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