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Abstract

The studies presented in this thesis deal witlptieomenon of
minimization of the perceived male suffering whrelsults from sexual
harassment (SH). Although clinical studies show thale victims of SH suffer
at least as much as female victims of SH, | belibag in lay perceptions male
victims are seen to suffer less and perpetrato&-bdn men are evaluated in a
less negative way than perpetrators of SH on worhleis. effect can stem from
the fact that men are stereotypically perceivethage agentic than women, and
women are perceived as more communal than men.dMeregas shown by
research on dyadic morality conducted by Gray argjvér (2009), people high
on the dimension of agency are seen as moral agedtpeople high on the
dimension of experience — as moral patients. Furtbee, moral agents are seen
as suffering less than moral patients. Therefongpbthesize that women
(“natural” moral patients) are perceived to suffesre following SH than men
(“natural” moral agents) and that those who hudttmal” moral patients
(women) are evaluated in a worse way than thosehuntd'natural” moral
agents (men).

The following hypothesis were subjected for engaifistudy in this
dissertation:

1. the suffering of men who became victims of SH,ascpived as smaller
compared to the suffering of women-victims of SH
2. perpetrators of SH, whose victims are men, compiar@erpetrators

whose victims are women, are evaluated better
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| present six studies that deal with social petioapf male and female
victims and perpetrators of SH. In Study 1 | estdgld that only two types of
SH - sexual coercion and unwanted sexual attertiare perceived to be SH
(among Polish students). Therefore, the studigsdliaw concentrated on
social perception of those two types of SH.

In Studies 2 and 3, | asked the participants &d @erandomly assigned
vignette describing a case of opposite-sex SH (B2)@r opposite-sex SH or
financial extortion (Study 3) of an intern and t@kiate the perceived suffering
of the victims and to evaluate their perpetratBisth studies showed that a
female victim is perceived as suffering less thamade victim following SH or
financial extortion and a perpetrator whose vidsnemale is evaluated in a
more negative way than a perpetrator whose vigimale.

In subsequent studies (4, 5 and 6) | used the sastiodology.
However, the vignettes | presented were basedaifife stories, rather than
ones that | created, and showed a mix of unwargrdad attention and sexual
coercion (rather than pure case of coercion). Magedhe participants were
randomly assigned to one of four versions of tlymette — either the same- or
opposite-sex SH by either a man or a woman.

Study 4 showed an influence of the sex of the gtesor on the
perception of a victim’s suffering - a victim of ¥y a man was seen to suffer
more than a victim of SH by a woman, and a malpgteator was evaluated
worse than a female perpetrator. This led me tdgrutard and alternative
hypothesis (2B) that female perpetrators of SHeasduated in a less negative

way than male perpetrators of SH.



Finally, Studies 5 and 6 showed that a femalenaics perceived as
suffering more than a male victim. In summary, negority of present studies
supports Hypothesis 1 that a female victim of Skleisn as suffering more than
a male victim of SH. Further, Studies 5 and 6 shbthat a female perpetrator
is evaluated less negatively and punished to aileegree than a male
perpetrator, supporting the Hypothesis 2B rathan thA. However, a series of
mediation analyses conducted in Study 6 showedlMlegberception of the
perpetrator and punishment proposed for him ocherbe influenced by the
sex of the victim (and not the sex of the perpetragiving support to
Hypothesis 2A). When the victim is female (vs malbg participants feel more

anger which causes them to evaluate the perpetratm negatively.

Key words victim perception, perpetrator perception, sehahssment,

perception of suffering, sex differences in evahrat






INTRODUCTION

Now Joseph was taken down to Egypt, and Potipharofiicer of
Pharaoh, the captain of the guard, an Egyptian, diduhim from the
Ishmaelites who had brought him down there. (...) Nogeph was handsome
and good-looking. And after a time his master'sewiast her eyes on Joseph
and said, ‘Lie with me.” But he refused (...) Andaligh she spoke to Joseph
day after day, he would not consent to lie besigledn to be with her. One day,
however, when he went into the house to do his,vamdk while no one else was
in the house, she caught hold of his garment, gayirie with me!’ But he left
his garment in her hand, and fled and ran outs{@&enesis, 39: 1-13)

The story of Joseph of Egypt is probably the fivetten account of
sexual harassment (SH) in history, in which, ng,|#se victim is a man, and
the perpetrator is a woman. The studies presenttds work concern the
social perception of victims and perpetrators ofé&ks depending on their
gender. That is, I try to answer the following diges How do people
nowadays perceive the harm caused to people lgepdo by those like
Potiphar’s wife and how do they evaluate Potiphaife and her actions?

In this short Biblical story, Joseph becomes amidf two types of SH:
unwanted sexual attention, when Potiphar’'s wifesraround the house trying to
catch him and sexually abuse him, and further oeamn that there may have
been an element of sexual coercion, as Potiphdiespunishes Joseph for not
submitting to her will. We do not find the thirdoy of SH — gender harassment
with its three subtypes. But maybe Potiphar’s wale Joseph that he should lie
with her because he looks like he needs it (lewdroents); maybe she made a
joke that he’s not really a man if he doesn’t wanie with her (enforcement of
gender role), or maybe she said that both JosepPatiphar are the same, and

like all men, are good for nothing (negative gemadated remarks). According



to the literature on SH, all of the mentioned betiavare examples of SH. So
what exactly is SH?

SH is any verbal or nonverbal behavior concerning/ ®sexuality or
gender that results in violation of one’s dignlty, creating "an intimidating,
hostile, degrading, humiliating or offensive envingent." §ledzinska-Simon,
2011)! In the studies | will present in this work, | use typology of SH
suggested by Fitzgerald, Gelfand and Drasgow (1888)further developed by
Waldo, Berdahl and Fitzgerald (1998). It assumesttistence of three types of
SH which | already mentioned above, namely:

1. Sexual coercion — threatening or promising &mithat if s/he agrees to a
sexual contact, s/he will be granted some privideder example a promotion, a
better grade from an exam), or will be spared fraagative consequences (for
example, being fired or failing an exam)

2. Unwanted sexual attention — frequent touchintpefvictim, aggressive
attempts to create an intimate or sexual relatipnsith the victim

3. Gender harassment:

3a. lewd comments — for example jokes referencaxgality, offensive

comments about person’s looks or sex life, showimgnographic

pictures

3b. enforcement of gender role — for example righgua man who takes

days off to look after his children, commentingtthavoman should

wear a makeup to look more feminine

3c. negative gender related remarks — for exangylimg that men think

only about one thing, or that women cannot be gonadagers

! Unless otherwise specified, all translations fi@atish by Anna Studaska



The last two subtypes of gender harassment (emfemceof gender role and
negative gender remarks), were defined as a ressiudies carried out on male
victims of SH. It seems that those two types oceare often to men than to
woman, or at least bother men more than they betberen (Waldo et al.,
1998).

In Poland, where the studies presented in thisigiveere carried out,
most high-profile cases of SH, like for examplex‘'seandal in Samoobrona” (a
SH case in a political party), harassment of fercédeks by the mayor of
Olsztyn, or SH of employees of a Frito Lay factargncern female-victims and
male-perpetrators. Those stories reach the headling are publicly discussed
for a long period and are analyzed and describ&shgth by NGOs.

Does it mean that Joseph of Egypt was the firdttha last male victim
of SH? Not really. Cases in which men become vigtothSH are not as
publicized as those where the issue concerns woamehso finding press
release or articles describing male-victims in papoewspapers or magazines
is much more difficult. Cases such as those ofumganale clerk harassed by
an older-female executive (Sijka & Cieslik, 2004 male-employee of a PR
company harassed by his direct (female) boss (&tesj 2010) or male-workers
of a company producing saunas harassed by the& so@lervisor (Szternel,
2010) do not get catchy names like “sex scandddersauna” and are not
widely discussed. Meanwhile, the cases of SH of,rakhough not as common
as cases of SH of women, are more common than @t think. It has been
estimated that around 42-50% of women and 15% ofwmk become victims
of one of the forms of SH (Charney & Russell, 19%garly, although the

number of female-victims is greater, we cannotteay SH concerns only



women. In addition, more and more men report cat8#1 (Foote &
Goodman-Delahunty, 2005) and numerous studies #atwmen fall victim to
SH (ex. Kearney & Rochlen, 2011; Waldo, BerdahFi&gerald, 1998).

But maybe the exemplary Joseph does not suffeusecof Potiphar’s
wife’s behavior? If we ask him how would it makenieel if a female
colleague suggested having sex, he might saytthaiuld be flattering (Konrad
& Gutek, 1986) and that if the harasser was aacttre woman, it would not
be really be SH (LaRocca & Kromrey, 1999). Howevee, studies on actual
SH victims show a different picture. SH victimsfsuffrom numerous
psychological and somatic symptoms of SH. Theyaffexted, among others,
with depression, anxiety, headaches, insomnia ghivéoss (Charney &
Russell, 1994). Overview of research on SH victemggests that when the
level of harassment is the same, men and womeinfarenced by it to the
same extent and in some studies it is the mersttitgr more. A number of
studies showed that male and female victims of gt¢reence the same levels
of depression and anxiety (Birkeland, Bjorkelo, &aérs, & Einarsen, 2010).
Studies on former American military personnel shadweat men had higher
levels of PTSD due to SH than women (Street, Grafl&tafford, 2007), that
at high levels of SH it was the men that had merelssive symptoms and a
lower general quality of psychological health. Amatstudy conducted on the
Gulf War | veterans (Vogt, Pless, King & King, 203&%elded a similar pattern
of results. With high levels of SH, the number eptession and anxiety
symptoms increased sharply among men, and almidbsitodichange among

women. We can thus say, that SH has a large ingmapgeople’s mental health



and that this is true for both men and women aatlbth men and women are
sensitive to SH’s influence on their well-being.

However, perceptions of SH by those who were ratims of SH do not
reflect the reality. When participants were asked would they feel as SH
victims, in the cases of all types of SH women as=iithat they would
experience more anxiety than men (Berdahl, Magléy&do, 1996). An
already mentioned study conducted by Konrad an@k5{11986) showed that
the majority of men believed that if a female-catiae offers them sex they will
interpret it as flattery and only the minority tighu they might find this
situation offensive. The answers were exactly thgosite for women.
Moreover, a case of SH of a woman by a man wagieased as SH to a larger
extent than a case when a woman harassed a manr(iMgk 1992; Katz,
Hannon & Whitten,1996), or in the case of sameksmassment (Runtz &
O’Donnell, 2003). Thus, taking into consideratibattmen become victims of
SH, which causes the same psychological problenomgrthem as it does
among women, | suggest that there exists a mintroizaf male suffering
effect due to the fact that men are not perceiwethe general public to be
affected by SH. This effect occurs when the sufitgof male-victims of SH is
perceived as smaller than the suffering of fematénas of SH, and when the
perpetrators of SH whose victims are men are etedua a less negative way
than those who victimize women.

| draw these hypotheses from research on geneleosypes and from
the dyadic morality model. First of all, women asaéegory are evaluated better
than men (Glick et al., 2004) and they are seen@e

moral/communal/passive then men, who are perceisadore



agentic/competent/active than women (Bosak, Scz&siagly, 2008; Spence
& Buckner, 2000; Eagly & Mladnic, 1994). Secondlycognitive template of a
moral interaction includes two parties: a moralragad a moral patient. A
moral agent who has intentions, goals, is activedes (good or bad) things to
other people, while a moral patient is passivejastreceives whatever is
coming from the moral agent. (Gray, Young, & Way@12; Gray & Wegner,
2009). As the stereotype of a woman places hdrdannactive position, a
woman seems to be a “natural” moral patient, waittereotype of a man
places him in the active position — making him attmal” moral agent. The
studies conducted by Gray and Wegner (2009) alswesth that moral patients
are seen as more prone to experience pain thar agmats, while moral agents
are perceived as more responsible for their activaas moral patients. This is
why | expected that: (1) A moral agent (a mankgBnsas more resistant to pain
than a moral patient (a woman), and that this ig aharassed man is perceived
as suffering less than a harassed woman; (2) Aopevko hurts a man, is
hurting somebody who is — by definition — a moiggiat, so this person will be
evaluated better than somebody who is hurting ahpatient. In line with this
analysis, | put forward the hypothesis that:

1. In social perception, the perceived sufferingnein who became

victims of SH is lower than the suffering of womeintims of SH.

Specifically, men are perceived as experiencing $&®ss, depression

and somatic symptoms, as seeing SH in a more yp@sitay and as

experiencing less negative emotions as a res@tof

2. In lay perception, perpetrators of SH, whosémis are men, as

compared to perpetrators whose victims are womergaluated higher



on the dimensions of communion and agency, are tika@ and

respected and deserve lighter punishment.

In order to test these predictions, | carriedsixtstudies. The aim of
Study 1 was to examine the perception of diffetgpés of SH and their victims
and perpetrators, depending on their gender. éddsbth same- and opposite-
sex SH. The results of this study showed that eakual coercion and
unwanted sexual attention were considered to beysidy Polish participants.
This is why in the subsequent studies | focusethoge types of SH. In Studies
2 and 3, the participants were presented with erge®n of a case of sexual
coercion (Study 2) or a case of sexual coercidmancial extortion (Study 3).
In both studies, the cases described only oppesiesSH. The participants were
asked to read a randomly assigned story and to&ealhe perpetrator and
assess psychological consequences for the viatisubsequent studies (Study
4,5, 6) | used the same methodology, howeverttitees | used were not
created by me, but taken from newspapers andtliteran SH. As such they
presented more realistic (externally valid) anchidiedl descriptions of actual
situations and included unwanted sexual attentmhiastances of sexual
coercion. In this series of studies | also deciedse all configurations of a
victim’s and perpetrator’s sex to establish whiels b stronger influence over
the perceptions of the victim’s suffering and feastuof the perpetrator.

The results supported the first hypothesis congriine perception of
the victim’s suffering, such that male victims weexceived as suffering less
than the female victims. When same- and opposite S$1 cases were analyzed

the second hypothesis received no support, whitimie to a different



hypothesis, namely that the SH perpetrators whonale are evaluated in a
more negative way than SH perpetrators who areléenihis hypothesis was
supported across the studies. Finally, a signifisaquential mediation from the
last study showed that with an increase in the@pant’s anger following the
sexual harassment of a female victim, the evaloaifdhe perpetrator can be
mediated by the perceived suffering of the vicfithis supports the idea that the

sex of the victim can be the driving force in tvaleation of the perpetrator.



CHAPTER 1.

Sexual harassment and its social perception
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The aim of the research presented in this worktovagrify the
existence of the minimization of male sufferingdaling sexual harassment
(SH). This effect is supposed to occur when (1)denvictims of SH are
perceived as suffering less than male victims ofa®Hl (2) perpetrators of SH
on men are evaluated more favorably than perpesrafdSH on women.

The first chapter of this thesis consists of threen sections. In the first
part | concentrate on the definition and sociatpption of SH. | will start by
illustrating how SH is conceptualized and percejved | will define SH and
present how | understand this concept and showentherdefinition | use came
from. | will also demonstrate how the understand&h&H by women and men
can seem different but how their experiences afaansimilar. Moreover, |
will show how people perceive SH, and what kindbelhaviors are usually
considered to be SH. In the third part, | will presthe prevalence of SH and
the consequences it has on the well-being of dsms. | will show that SH is a
grave problem, as it has been estimated that appately 42-50% of women
and 15% of men will be exposed to some form of 8Fing) their lives
(Charney & Russell, 1994), some of which will cassgous mental health
problems, such as anxiety, depression or disseeidisorders (Street, 2009).
Finally, 1 will discuss gender stereotypes conaggnnen’s agency and
women'’s emotionality and | will show how the contepthe minimization of
male suffering can be explained with the conceptyafdic morality, as
presented by Gray and Wegner (2009).

Conceptualizing and Measuring Sexual Harassment
| have chosen to base the definition of SH useabidinout this work on

empirical research conducted by Fitzgerald, Geltamdl Drasgow (1995;



12

Gelfand, Fitzgerald, & Drasgow, 1995; FitzgeraldadWey, Drasgow, & Waldo,
1999) and Berdahl, Magley and Waldo (1996; WalderdRhl, & Fitzgerald,
1998). As such, | consider SH to be any behavier@ and nonverbal) that
refers to one’s gender or sexuality that is peexilvy the recipient as unwanted
and unpleasant, that causes him or her to feessada humiliated, or threatened
or that influences his or her work and createsileosbrk environment

(Mandal, 2001). Following the works of the aforerti@med authors, | assume
that there are three distinct types of SH:

1. Sexual coercion — extortion of sexual behavioces demanding sexual favors
in exchange for employment, promotion, a passiagigyetc.

2. Unwanted sexual attention - which includes suedhaviors as: sexual
touching, sex-related jokes;

3. Gender harassment — behaviors that can ingaltsson because of the
person’s gender

(explanations of different types of SH, based oanhtal, 2001, p. 5).

Moreover, based on the studies on male victimgbt&ducted by
Waldo et al. (1998), | consider three additionddtgpes of gender harassment
(in brackets - examples of corresponding itemskdgpces in Sexual
Harassment of Men Scale, from Waldo et al., 19986}

(3a) lewd commentsséid offensive or dirty stories or jokes; said nffiwe

things about how you look, your body, or your s$iex showed, used, or handed
out dirty pictures or stories (for example, pornaghy)

(3b) enforcement of the traditional (fe)male genade (Said you weren't “man

enough”; pressured you into doing things you did want to by accusing you
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of not being a “real man”; made you treat women lyagthen you did not want
to)

(3c) negative gender-related remarks about (wo)foffen made negative
comments about men (for example, saying that mea ¢valy one thing on their
minds); said things to put men down (for examyhiat imen don't make good
supervisors).

The first systematic analysis of SH was carriediodt980 by Till (in:
Gelfand et al., 1995), who analyzed responses tigpan-ended question about
SH experiences of female college students. Tilctaed that SH can be seen
as a continuum with gender harassment being tisé d&a sexual imposition or
assault the most severe types of SH. Starting ibff thhe categories of SH
suggested by Till, Fitzgerald and Shullman (1985Jelfand, et al., 1995) and
Fitzgerald and Hesson-Mclnnis (1989, in: Gelfaridilg 1995) developed the
Sexual Experiences Questionnaire (SEQ). Dependirtgeversion, this tool
consists of 20 (Fitzgerald et al., 1995) or 25 (@, et al., 1995) iterisand
each item describes a concrete behavior. In masiors of SEQ (for example
SEQ-E, SEQ-W, SEQ-DoD - as described below) andhwieally used, the
respondents are presented with a list of behayorexampletold offensive or
dirty stories or jokes, made you uncomfortabletayiisg at you (for example at
your butt), hinted you might get some reward fangsomething sexughnd

asked to state how often they experienced eadmedf¢haviorsnever, once,

2 In their critique of SEQ Gutek, Murphy and Dour@@@4) mention an 18 items version of
SEQ, an eight item long version of SEQ (SEQ-s)¥ &&m long Armed Forces version of SEQ
(SEQ-DoD) and a 16-item long SEQ-DoD-s. As suchyttlaim that: “(...) there is really no
SEQ per se, but rather a family of related questies, confusingly all labeled under the
rubric of the SEQ.” (p. 462).

| agree that there is no standardized version @, Stowever what all of the versions have in
common is that they consider SH to have three gpbst as used throughout this work.
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more than oncg although sometimes they are also asked who hres t
perpetrator¢nly men, mostly men, men and women, mostly wambn,
women or how upset the behavior in question made theshdt all upset
very much upsgtOverall, the SEQ lists a number of harassingaigts, as
shown in the examples above, and different SEQoressasks different
questions that about them (How often? Who? Howtugidet make you? How
anxiouswouldit make you? Etc.). The idea to use specific behmakvterms is
guite appealing, because an example of behaviveseao (or very little) room
for interpretation, while asking “were you ever gabty harassed?” can give
different responses, depending on a particularopéssiefinition of SH.
Exploratory factor analysis of SEQ showed it tdude all of the SH
types suggested by Till, but to have a three-fasbddution (rather than five
factors suggested by Till). Specifically, Gelfakitzgerald and Drasgow (1995;
Fitzgerald, Gelfand & Drasgow, 1995) propose thatthree types of SH are:
gender harassment (which covers the first factdilifs classification),
unwanted sexual attention (seductive behavior ardad imposition or assault
in TillI's classification) and sexual coercion (sekbribery and threat of
punishment for noncompliance in Till's classificat). However, they claim
that these are separate types of SH rather theerett levels of SH on a
continuum, and each of the types can have diffdexels of severity. The
authors (Gelfand, et al., 1995) state: “(...) sexhesmhssment is a behavioral
construct composed of three related, but concdptdistinct and
nonoverlapping dimensiongender harassment, unwanted sexual attention, and

sexual coercion(...) these categories are necessary and suffimeriassify
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any particular incident of harassment; and (...) tbaystitute the irreducible
minimum of the construct as it is currently undeost (...)" (p. 167).
Measuring Sexual Harassment in Women

As | will show below a number of studies were eadrout in order to
confirm this structure of SH and to show that wadid across different work
and education settings and different cultures. Hamnewnhile the authors claim
that “[SEQ is] the most theoretically and psychamatly sophisticated
instrument available” (Fitzgerald et al., 19954p8) further analyses by
different researchers showed that it has numetaus f(Gutek et al., 2004).
Most importantly — in the context of the presentdst— SEQ does not capture
the experiences of men who have fallen victim to Bbwever, studies based
on SEQ that were conducted by Waldo et al. (1968¢erned precisely SH of
men and new sub-categories of gender harassmeatagded to SEQ to better
capture the experiences of men. Gelfand and calkEsal995) originally tested
their three-dimensional conception of SH on thexgd samples of women;
Sample 1 included 1746 female university studenthe US, Sample 2 — 389
female university students from Brazil and Sample3®7 female university
employees. The participants filled a 25-item ordgjiversion of SEQ); either a
student version (SEQ-E; Samples 1 and 2) or emplagesion (SEQ-W). The
two versions differ slightly, i.e. SEQ-E asks abexperiences with a professor
or an instructor (Have you ever been in a situatvbere a professor or an
instructor told suggestive stories?) and SEQ-W abksit a supervisor or a
coworker (Have you ever been in a situation whesepgervisor or a coworker
told suggestive stories?). The authors found th#t feersions of SEQ had a

high reliability and validity; further they condect confirmatory factor analysis
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for each group and its results supported a thrterfgolution in all of the
studied samples; and an analysis carried out dhrak samples simultaneously
also showed a three factor solution supporting-thien that there are three
types of SH: gender harassment, unwanted sexeatiath and sexual coercion.
Thereby, the authors confirmed the three factarcstire of SH in different
environments (employees, students) and in diffecahtires (USA, Brazil).
Following that study, Fitzgerald et al. (1995) ttoned their work on the
SEQ and created a revised version. From the otigeraion of SEQ, they
chose the items that were unidimensional, mostlsldiand least skewed and
additionally created a new set of items, where @gaen each new item
expressed a type of SH in behavioral terms. Thie gaecm a set of 54
behavioral items, that were then tested on a saaidlB0 female graduate
students (a pilot study). After conducting item aeliibility analysis, the
authors decided to keep 20 items from the scalis. dw, revised scale (SEQ-
W) was then validated on a sample of 1188 emplogéagpublic utility
company (1156 completed questionnaires, 448 woniém) results showed a
stable three-factor solution, and the authors s$tete"[fl[rom a behavioral
perspective, the three categories appear to bepgan#imonious and
comprehensive, that is, necessary and sufficignt488). Finally, the authors
mention other studies which showed how high scoreSEQ translate to low
satisfaction with coworkers and supervisors (Zick&94, in Fitzgerald et al.,
1995), high organizational withdrawal and low cortm@nt as well as high

psychological distress (Schneider & Gradus, 1994#jtzgerald et al., 1995),
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and worse psychological well-being (Gelfand & Di@asg1994, in Fitzgerald et
al., 1995}.

Results of a large-scale study on military perso(2@399 women and
5855 men) conducted for the US Department of Def¢Rdgzgerald, Magley,
Drasgow, & Waldo, 1999; Magley, Waldo, Drasgow, &§erald, 1999;
Donovan & Drasgow, 1999) showed that the item$efdriginal SEQ do not
reflect the SH experiences of men. In this studgQSvas revised and adapted
to military settings, thus creating a new versidthe tool — SEQ-DoD. SEQ-
DoD consists of 26 items, and the participantsagked to state if and how
often they experienced each of the harassing betsa{d — never, 1 — once or
twice, 2 — sometimes, 3 — often, 4 — very often},the analysis were carried
out as if the scale was dichotomous with the arswever (0) and at least once
(answers 1 to 4) (Donovan & Drasgow, 1999). Théaenstfirst looked at the
structure of SEQ-DoD among female participantsikénfemale civilian
samples, this study showed SH of women to consisiun subtypes: sexual
coercion, unwanted sexual attention, and two s@styi gender harassment:
sexist hostility (a sample iterireated you differently because of your sex (for
example, mistreated, slighted, or ignored yand sexual hostilityRepeatedly
told sexual stories or jokes that were offensivean. It is possible that the
concept of sexist hostility came out as a sepdaater, because the study
concerned women working in a male-dominated enwi@mt, and having
“masculine” jobs, in which case it might be undansiable that their sex “stood

out” and caused them extra difficulties in a wodqa. The previous studies, on

3 The results of the studies conducted by SchneidérSwan, Gelfand and Drasgow and Zickar,
were all presented at the annual conference dstiéety for Industrial/Organizational
Psychology in Nashville, TN in April 1994, thus h&/unable to reach the original source
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the other hand, included female participants ocrigpgon-gendered positions.
The 4-factor model was subsequently tested on @lsashmen from the same
study (Fitzgerald et al., 1999) and it turned twait tall of the sexual coercion
and sexual assault items had to be excluded becusey low rates. However,
the authors state that other than this particidalusion, the structure of SH was
the same among men and women. Nonetheless, aediffdrtest functioning
(DTF) analysi$ carried out by Donovan and Drasgow (1999) on dyx&oe
same data showed that SEQ-DoD does not functitimcisame way among
men and women. However, they state that removiedabr Gender harassment
— sexist hostility itentswill give a scale that works for both sexes. Oagain,
considering the sample that was studied, this résuhderstandable: women in
the army are the minority, so it comes as no ssephat they are harassed there
because of their sex more frequently than men. &ly&re can say that the
research on civilian and army female samples sh@tetb consist of three
types: sexual coercion, unwanted sexual attentoinggnder harassment, with
gender harassment having two sub-types in theafasemen working in the
army.
Measuring Sexual Harassment in Men and Women

The first attempt at measuring the SH of men vhthuse of SEQ was

made by Berdahl et al. (1996). They posit thabiath men and women a

4 DTF analysis is used to find out if one can exjtleat people from two different groups but
with the same experiences will have an equal foale on the analyzed tool; i.e. in the
discussed case that a man and a woman with the SEneeperiences will have an equal final
score on SEQ-DoD

5 The items in question ar€hreated you “differently” because of your sex (Example,
mistreated, slighted, or ignored you); Displayesed, or distributed sexist or suggestive
materials (for example, pictures, stories, or pagraphy which you found offensive); Made
offensive sexist remarks (for example suggestiagpople of your sex are not suited for the
kind of work you do); Put you down or was condeditento you because of your sex.
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behavior can be seen as harassing when they taahtty have lost control
“over personal and professional status and se€ptyp31). However, women
perceive as harassing those behaviors that rem#otraditional, submissive
role of a woman, while for men it is the behavitirat challenge male
dominance that are considered to be harassing, Theiyssuggest that different
methods should be used when studying SH of memwanten and that
behaviors typically considered to be SH will caos®e anxiety among women
than among men, as those behaviors represent Sktlasstood by women.
Therefore, in their first study, they asked 13&istuts to respond to a version of
SEQ in which they were supposed to indicate howhranxietywouldthey feel
should they be a target of a given behaunr dnxietyto extreme anxiepyby a
person of the opposite sex. The authors calcutatee@ separate scores: sexual
coercion, unwanted sexual attention and gendessiar@nt. In accordance with
their hypothesis, women stated that they would B&pee more overall anxiety
than men did. Both men and women found sexual cmweto be the most
anxiety provoking, women thought they would expacemore anxiety from
unwanted sexual attention than from gender harastsmaile for the men
gender harassment was seen as provoking as muetyaasx sexual coercion,
and more than unwanted sexual attention.

In their second study, they asked 697 male emptogéa public utility
company to respond to a modified version of SEQ4bfifemale employees to
respond to the original version. The male participavere asked to state how
bothered ifot at all botheredo extremely bothergdheywouldbe by each of
the behaviors and the female participants how dfteg experienced each of

the behaviors on a scale ranging from 1 to 5. That anale employees (unlike
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students from the first study) thought that theyilddoe bothered the most by
sexual coercion, then unwanted sexual attentiorttaéeast bothered by
gender harassment. The mean score for both sexeiaion and unwanted
sexual harassment was above the scale midpoisfsgatvely 3.74%D= 1.10)
and 3.19%D= 1.08). As the female employees answered a diffegquestion,
we do not know how bothered they think they wowdatdnbeen by each type of
SH compared to the male employees. The participatien were also asked in
an open-ended question if they were ever sexuallgdsed, if yes — what
exactly happened and what — in their opinion — ttutes SH of men. Only 218
men responded to the question and the majoritherhtstated they were never
sexually harassed. In fact, out of 161 men who ansavthe first question, only
17 declared they were sexually harassed. Answénemguestion on what
constitutes SH of men, the participants broughtingwanted sexual attention
most often, followed by gender harassment. Anatytie descriptions of
different forms of gender harassment, the authomslaoded that there are three
different types of gender harassment that the memtion frequently: lewd
comments, negative remarks about men and enford¢eshére male gender
role®. As for the perceptions of SH described in theneged question, the
authors state that when asked about the possibflibging sexually harassed
about the same number of men find it to be posdanve amusing and to be
negative and annoying.

We can see that men who experienced SH seem tegialize SH
somewhat differently from women. Although both segee clear on sexual

coercion and unwanted sexual attention being tgp&#, there is a range of

6 Referenced in the text as: General lewd languadeparsonal comments, Negative
stereotyping of men, Harassment for deviating ftbenmale gender role (p. 540).
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gender harassment behaviors that were not takeramsideration when
studying SH before, but that men find disturbingpd¥inotably, male adults
mention additional behaviors (negative commentsiab®n and enforcement
of gender role) that they characterize as SH. Whieauthors state that the
three subtypes of gender harassment are specifieto | believe that only
enforcement of gender role came out as a spedifig¢ype. Looking at the
items describing gender harassment — sexual hpstientioned before as a
sub-type present among the female army empldye®scan see that they in
fact constitute lewd comments mentioned by thdiaivimen. While items
covering gender harassment — sexist hostitign be seen as a subtype of
gender harassment — negative remarks about mefgahinat this type of SH
did not occur in a male military sample does noamtnat it could not emerge
in a different sample of men (for example maledmihder, male nurse, etc.).
And it did in fact emerge in the just describedladample of men in the study
by Berdahl et al. (1996). That being said, it seémas only the enforcement of
the (male) gender role did not appear as a sepgef gender harassment in
any previously mentioned studies. In contrast, ca$enforcement of the
female gender role are well known. In a famous Hopks. Price Waterhouse
case described by Fiske, Bersoff, Borgida, DeuxHitiman (1991), the
plaintiff — Ann Hopkins mentions being told thatrlehances of becoming a
partner in the accountancy firm would increasénd Swvalk[s] more femininely,

talk[s] more femininely, dress[es] more femininekear[s] make-up, ha[s] her

" Examples of items includéold stories or jokes that were offensive to yoagdencrude and
offensive sexual remarks, either publicly (for egbanin your workplace) or to you privately

8 Examples of items includenade offensive sexist remarks (for example, sliggesiat people
of your sex are not suited for the kind of work go); put you down or was condescending to
you because of your sex
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hair styled, and wear][s] jewelry” (Hopkins v. Pridéaterhouse, 1985, p. 1117,
in Fiske et al., 1991, p. 1050).

Overall, when asked about SH both men and womé&rataut and have
experienced sexual coercion, unwanted sexual mtteéwd comments (sexual
hostility) and negative gender remarks (sexistility3t However, while both
sexes experience enforcement of gender role, itheamen who mentioned it
as a form of SH. Summing up, and as shown on Figguréelieve SH of both
women and men can take on three different formss€tual coercion, (2)
unwanted sexual attention and (3) gender harassm#nthree subtypes: (3a)
lewd comments, (3b) negative remarks about (wo)ameh(3c) enforcement of

the (fe)male gender role.

/ SEXUAL HARASSMENT \
Sexual coercion B} : Gender harassment
Unwanted sexual attention
Lewd comments  Enforcement of the Negative remarks

(fe)male gender role about (wo)men

Figure 1.
Diagram of the sexual harassment terminology usekld present work.

The typology of SH as just described, was estadtidkased on
empirical research of actual SH victims and thepegiences. What is also of
importance for the research described in this shesid what | am about to
present, is how those different types of SH aregieed by the general public.
In the following part | will discuss what behaviptsat SH constitute SH, are

also considered to be SH by common people.
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Lay Perceptions of Sexual Harassment

Frazier, Cochran and Olson (1995) presented aiitez review and, in
addition, an analysis of some unpublished dataexmimtg the types of
behaviors that are considered to be SH, the infle@r the status of the
perpetrator on the evaluation of SH behaviors andifferences in perception
of SH depending on the sex of the participantshéreview part of their paper,
the authors cite numerous studies, all of whiclicetg that gender harassment
is perceived as less harassing than sexual coerscionwanted sexual attention.
Moreover, depending on the studied sample and #thadology used, gender
harassment was considered to be SH by 20% to 5Qbe gfarticipants, while
unwanted sexual attention or sexual coercion wensidered to be SH by most
of the participants. In summary, they state thatesbehaviors (the behaviors |
refer to as unwanted sexual attention and sexwatmm) are considered to be
SH by most people, while others (gender harassnoahi)by some.

Frazier et al. (1995) also collected data from &&8ilty members, 847
civil service staff, 581 graduate students and l8tdergraduate students from
the University of Minnesota. The participants iraded whether they considered
a behavior (from a list of 10 behaviors; exampletude: unwanted sexual
teasing, jokes, remarks; any suggested sexuahier@nt by faculty) to be SH.
The lowest SH consideration score was 71% (stgpedtjokes) and the highest
99% (unwanted touching and unwanted pressure kras@ctivity). Showing
that the participants in this study were likelyctsider all types of SH (sexual
coercion, unwanted sexual attention and gendessiarent) to be SH. The
authors also note that the undergraduate studentess likely to label the

behaviors | call gender harassment as SH, compartbe other three studied



24

groups. Concerning the status of the perpetrdteratithors conclude that when
SH is perpetrated by a person of an equal statigdl¢av student, a peer) it
might be perceived as a bit less harassing tham Wieeperpetrator has a higher
status (a professor, a boss) but it is consideredevertheless. Finally, there
are some sex differences in the perception of icelsighaviors as SH, i.e.,
women tend to perceive more behaviors as haradsamgmen, and it is
especially visible with respect to ambiguous betiaviHowever, the
differences are in fact quite small, explain vettyel of the variance and appear
only on certain measures. This conclusion is alpperted by a metaanalysis
conducted by Rotundo, Nguyen and Sacket (2001 ;wsthowed that the
overall mean difference between men and womenncepéon of different
behaviors as harassing was only 0.30. In additidren different behaviors
were analyzed separately the biggest differences aleserved for gender
harassment type of behaviors (for example: derogaiititudes — impersondl
= 0.34) and not for sexual coerciah< 0.18) or unwanted sexual attention
(sexual propositiond = 0.18) (all d values found on p. 918).
Perception of Sexual Harassment Questionnaire

Katz, Hannon and Whitten (1996) used a Percepti@erual
Harassment Questionnaire (PHSQ) to see how thefggrticipants, the
interaction of the sex of the victim and the sexhef perpetrator and the type of
the relationship between the victim and the pegpetwill influence the
perception of particular behaviors as harassingyfresented their participants
(N =197, 153 women; college undergraduates) wlistaf 20 behaviors that
described an act of SH conducted by a supervisanamployee (20

examples), professor on a student (20 exampleg)college student on a
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college student (20 examples). Half of the paréois received a version where
the perpetrator was a male and the victim was fentlaé other half — the
perpetrator was female and the victim was male.p@rgcipants had to answer
to what degree each of the behaviors was an exashfE (1 — definitely is not
sexual harassment, 4 — unsure, 7 — definitelyxsaénarassment). The authors
do not present a full list of the behaviors, b #xamples they provide show
that the study concerned mostly unwanted sexuahtath (“.. tickles [her] on
the ribs) and sexual coercion gays [to her]: ‘If you don’t make love to me, I'll
make it difficult for you”), and none of the examples depicted gender
harassme#t The final score was obtained by summing up thietpgiven to
each of the behaviors for each of the interact{oasthree perception scores
per participant). The results showed that men amihen agreed about the
degree to which a particular behavior was harastihg perpetrator was male
and the victim was female, but when the perpetnats female (and the victim
— male), women thought it was more harassing tham. W/hat is more, the sex
of the perpetrator/victim influenced the male gap@ants, as they evaluated a
male perpetrator to be more harassing than a fepeajpeetrator, but for the
women the interactions were equally harassingpgetsvely of the
perpetrator’s sex. Finally, when the harassmentiroed between a supervisor
and an employee, and between a professor and enstilng interactions were
seen as more harassing than when the perpetratéh@awictim were both
students. Summarizing, both men and women thinkaMeehavior constitutes
SH to a larger extent when the perpetrator is a amahthe victim is a woman,

and men are not sure if a description of a SH a@ man by a woman

% We know the tool includes examples of gender Isanast from the article by Runtz and
O’Donnell (2003) described in the following parggna
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constitutes SH. | can see two major shortcomingdhigstudy. Firstly, that it is
not possible to establish how different subtypeStdfinfluence the perception
of SH, as the different subtypes were analyzedthegeSecondly, it is not
possible to know how the sex of the victim andgkepetrator interact, as the
authors studied only cases of opposite-sex SH.

These issues were addressed by Runtz and O’'DJ20€IB) in a study
in which they also used PHSQ. They used the sam@&@@ctions as Katz et al.
(1996) but only the ones describing a situatiominwg a student and a
professor. However they added two same-sex versi@asing a total of four
conditions. They also provided a definition of Sktlaadministered the PSHQ
which asked about personal experiences o SHhlf of the participants
received the definition of SH before and half aftexr PHSQ. Just as in the
original version, the participants were asked &besto what degree the
interaction constituted SH (1 — definitely is nbt- not sure, 7 — definitely is).
The authors conducted a principal component arglifsat showed that the
tested interactions load two factors and one sépdaean. The first factor is
called “sexualized touching, looks, and verbal cants” (p. 969) and it
corresponds to what | call unwanted sexual attantite second factor was
“nonsexualized touching, dirty jokes, and atteritigm 969) — which
corresponds to gender harassment, and the siegtest“John says to Kathy,

‘If you don’t have sex with me, I'll make it diffidt for you” which is sexual

10 Reading the definition of SH influenced the resgemsuch that the men who read the
definition before filling out the questionnaire peived the situations as SH to a lesser extent
than men who got the definition afterwards, anddpposite was true for the women — reading
the definition beforehand made them perceive themtons as SH to a larger extent; no
relationship was found between the personal expesgand the responses to the PHSQ
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coercion. This study, conducted with a differerd t@.e. not SEQ), also showed
SH to consist of three main types.

The analysis for all three types of SH at onceypatbthat both men and
women perceive a male professor harassing a feshadent as SH to a larger
extent than when it is a female professor harassifegnale or a male student,
or a male professor harassing a male student. Hawir the men it was the
prototypic case of a man harassing a woman thatitoted SH more than the
other three cases; while for the women both opeeasak SH cases were seen as
SH to a larger extent than the two same-sex cdglsn analyzing each of the
factors separately it turns out that both men aothen agree that sexual
coercion constitutes SH (respectivély= 6.95,SD= 0.25;M = 7.00,SD =
0.00), and so does unwanted sexual attention (b\Wra 4.78,SD= 1.07)
while gender harassment is not considered to béVBH 2.69,SD = 1.03). Men
only considered male on female unwanted sexuaitaiteto be SH; and both
unwanted sexual attention and gender harassmeatsgen as SH to larger
extent by women than men.

Those two studies with the use of PHSQ show ogeeahat men are
more tolerant than women in their judgments of ®Hdviors and that the
prototypical version of SH, i.e. a man harassingpaan is more likely to be
considered to be SH than a woman harassing a mamwoman or a man
harassing a man. Additionally, only the prototypigpes of SH are considered
to be SH, i.e. people view unwanted sexual attardiozd sexual coercion as

cases of SH, but they do not see gender harassmeata type of SH.
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Categorization of Behaviors as Sexual Harassment

The two PHSQ studies analyzed the influence os#xeof the victim
and the perpetrator on the evaluation of diffeteitaviors. The studies |
describe below took into consideration other vdeialelated to the participants
or to the victim that can influence the categor@abf acts as SH.

A widely cited study by Konrad and Gutek (1986)whd how different
variables can influence the perceptions of what is not SH. The authors
presented a list of eight behaviors (2x sexualaorr 4x unwanted sexual
attention, 2x lewd comments — according to my liaigglto 827 employed
women and 405 employed men and asked them, ambarspif they
experienced those behaviors, are those behavigrerStkbuld they feel
flattered or insulted if they were the targetshafse behaviors. Over 90% of
men and women agreed that sexual coercion actsfaren of SH; from 58.6 to
84.3% agreed that touching that was meant to beasexd looks or gestures of
a sexual nature that were meant to be insulting/émted sexual attention) are a
form of SH; 70.3% of men and 85.5% of women agteatlcomments of a
sexual nature that were meant to be insulting (gehdrassment/lewd
comments) are a form of SH (p. 429). The most feetjy quoted result of this
study is that 67% of men said they would be flaitend 17% would be
insulted, while 67% of women would be insulted 4@&b would be flattered by
the behaviors from the list. Furthermore, this@ptted feeling of
flattery/insult then influences the categorizatajrdifferent acts as SH. Women
who thought the behaviors would insult them wereeamiiely to label all of the
behaviors as SH, compared to women who would liefead. Men who

thought they would be insulted found sexual tougland sexual looks and
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gestures (gender harassment) to be SH to a laxtggteéhan men who would be
flattered.

Frazier et al. (1995) and Konrad and Gutek (1986Yiged their
participants with lists of behaviors and askeduttge them on different scales.
In both cases, the results indicated that all thypes of SH were considered
SH. Surprisingly, in the Konrad and Gutek (1986)dst lewd comments (a type
of gender harassment) were perceived as SH tgerlaxtent than unwanted
sexual attention. We can suspect that when askiogtdbehaviors in this
general manner, the participants imagined a ty@takcenario with a female
victim and a male perpetrator, however this remamdear.

Ohse and Stockdale (2008) were interested in tebtv age, sex and
student/non-student status can influence the cagegion of different
behaviors as SH. They presented the participabiks gudents, 404 non-
students, 575 women, 395 men) with a definitiohastile work environment
SH!! and a vignette describing a male on female SHrevtiee female
employee was exposed to lewd comments coming fremsudpervisor. Both
men and women, and students and non-students &alings behavior to be
SH and to be unwelcomed by the victim. However, worand non-students
thought it to be more unwelcomed than men and stsgand women
considered it to be SH to a larger extent than r@sman (2004) analyzed how
different facial responses (a smile, a frown, coljitio either unwanted sexual
attention or to a lewd comment influenced the patroa of it as SH in cases of

male on female SH. Measured for both men and woamenell as for men and

11When an employee is subjected to unwelcome secaraduct that a reasonable person
would view as sufficiently severe or pervasive lterahe conditions of employment and create
an abusive work environment” (p. 246)
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women separately, the results of her study indittetewhen the victim smiled
the situation was considered as SH to a lessentetkian when the victim
frowned or when the facial expression was not noaetil. Moreover, lewd
comment was seen to constitute SH to a lesser eldigaa unwanted sexual
attention. LaRocca and Kromrey (1999) tested hastx of the
victim/perpetrator and their attractiveness inflceethe perception of an act as
SH and the perception of personal attributes df ltleé perpetrator and the
victim. They presented their participants with gnatte describing a case of
unwanted sexual attention SH, with attached photd®th the victim and the
perpetrator differing in attractiveness levels. yfaund that for women when
the female perpetrator was attractive — the behavés an example of SH to a
larger extent than when the perpetrator was umitteaand when the male
perpetrator was attractive it was less of a SHtet when he was unattractive.
The exactly opposite pattern of results was fowmdrfale participants.
Moreover, women thought that when the victim wasaative it was SH to a
larger extent than when the victim was unattractivieereas men thought the
opposite. Furthermore, compared to a male perpetafemale perpetrator was
perceived as having a more engaging interperstylal(se. as being nicer), as
having more personal power and her behavior was @genore appropriate. An
attractive perpetrator was also perceived to hameerpersonal power than an
unattractive one. Men also thought that the behanfian attractive perpetrator
was more appropriate than that of an unattractnes As for the victim, men
thought that an attractive victim was more recepthan an unattractive victim.
An interesting study concerning the perceptioSdfof men was

conducted by Stockdale, Gandalfo Berry, Schneiddr@ao (2004). They
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conducted their research on a sample of 343 unaltugte students (45% male)
and 246 working adults (42% male). As there werdifferences between the
two samples on the outcome variables, their restdte combined. The authors
distinguish two types of SH: rejection-based SH approach-based SH. The
rejection-based SH includes “behaviors that imptiesire to humiliate, punish,
or otherwise drive away the target. It tends tpémetrated by men who desire
to police hypermasculine gender norms or punish wiemdo not conform to
such gender roles” (p. 159) — we can thus sayitietvhat | call gender
harassment, and | will refer to it as such. Theaggh-based SH “consists of
unwanted sexual advances or sexual attention” - ailtirefer to it as
unwanted sexual attention. The participants wekedto read a detailed
account of a SH case where the victim was malett@ngerpetrator was either
male or female and where the described case waer aitcase of gender
harassment or of unwanted sexual attention. Thecjpeants found gender
harassment to be SH to a larger extent and thatisituto present a hostile work
environment? case to a larger extent when the victim was madetlae
perpetrator was female. And conversely, unwantgdaeattention was
considered to be SH and a case of a hostile warka@mment more when the
perpetrator and the victim where both male. Thahis gender harassment of a
man is perceived as worse when perpetrated by eawa@md unwanted sexual

attention aimed at a man is perceived as worse pagetrated by a man. This

12 The participants were provided with the followiggfinition of hostile work environment SH:
“is defined as harassing conduct that was sufftbjesevere or pervasive as to alter the
conditions of employment and create an abusive iwgr&nvironment. To constitute
harassment, the conduct must be unwelcome as deé&ztimy whether the target of the conduct
considered it unwelcome, not whether the allegedds®r perceived it that way. A hostile work
environment is determined by focusing on the partspe of a reasonable person—would a
reasonable person have been offended by the comdgaestion?” (p. 162)
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shows that people can see some forms of SH of sguite serious and that
both the type of SH and the perpetrator's sexraportant factors when
evaluating the gravity of SH acts.

A big advantage of this study is that it concerisain a type of SH that
was first noticed when discussing the issue of SMen (gender harassment/
enforcement of gender role). However, from the pectve of my research
questions, its downside is that it did not com&ireof men to the SH of
women. Thus while we see that SH of men can be agarserious issue, it
does not answer the question if it is seen as molkess serious than the SH of
women.

Summing up, the majority of studies show that sezaarcion and
unwanted sexual attention are categorized as Sakgk number of studies also
show that gender harassment (lewd comments andcenient of gender rof§

Is quite often categorized as SH. Gender harassmasattype of SH was added
to definitions of SH after participants of SH seslshowed that they consider
this kinds of behaviors to be in fact examplesidf S

Perception of and Expected Reactions of Victims anBerpetrators of

Sexual Harassment

Some of the studies mentioned above describe ddpandent variables
measured in SH perception studies rather than @ategion as SH. The Konrad
and Gutek (1986) study measured if people thougtt tould be flattered or
insulted by different SH acts. Ohse and Stockd20€8) wanted to see if SH
was perceived as unwelcomed by the victim andenL&Rocca and Kromrey

(1999) study the participants evaluated the integ®al style and personal

13 To the best of my knowledge there are no studiasanalyzed negative gender remarks
separately
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power of a SH perpetrator and the appropriatenelssher behavior. A
number of other studies focused on similar depenemables, such as
appropriateness, victim’s responsibility, anxietytioe source of these kinds of
behaviors (causal attribution).

One of the first studies on the perception of Hethale and male
victims of SH was conducted by Marks and Nelsor®8)9They asked 127
undergraduate students to rate four videotapedetig®m in which they
manipulated sex of the victim and the perpetratmalé perpetrator and female
victim, female perpetrator and male victim) and $edousness of the offense
(lewd comment and a “suggestive” touch or justvedleomment) and asked the
participants to evaluate how inappropriate wasotbserved behavior. As it
turned out, the sex of the perpetrator/victim did influence the judgment; but
the comment and a touch were seen as more inajgtefran just a comment,
and the female participants judged both cases as mappropriate than the
male participants.

Valentine-French and Radtke (1989) studied theenice of victim’s
and perpetrator’s sex and their reaction to SH @med sexual attention and
sexual coercion) on the perception of the victiarisl perpetrator’s
responsibility. Female victims were seen as maspaesible for the situation,
and especially so by the participating women. Meeepowomen thought that a
victim who self-blames is less responsible thaictna who blames the
perpetrator or who does not react at all (contooldition). For men it was the
victim from the control condition that was the leessponsible, compared to a
victim who blamed him/herself and a victim who bkrthe perpetrator.

Finally, a perpetrator was seen as more responsiide s/he harassed a
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woman rather than a man. Conversely, results ahaeyg presented by Gutek
(1981, in Jensen and Gutek, 1982) showed men tsidema female victim of
SH to be more responsible for SH than women didudieibus and McCabe
(2001) continued the work on perceptions of resilitg/blame of the victim
of SH and the influence of the participants’ traitel personal experiences on
their judgment. They presented a list of 12 SH ades (6 opposite sex SH
both male on female and female on male, 6 sam&HBexinwanted sexual
attention and sexual coercion) and asked the pgaatits to evaluate whether the
target was to blame for what happened. Strangedygn the authors did not
analyze the perceptions of blame separately foe raatl female
victims/perpetrators, but rather create one geriblame” score. This is
unfortunate for my research question, as the asittmuld have analyzed how
the sex of the victim, the perpetrator and theratdton of the two influence
peoples’ perceptions. The victim was seen as nwobéaime by men than by
women, by sexist participants than by non-sexissand by workers than by
university students.

In a study by Gordon, Cohen, Graner and Rogell#605) 1306 participants
(658 males) had to estimate seriousness of ans#fdrey were reading about
and to what extent the behavior of the perpetnatidected what kind of person
s/he was (causal attribution). The descriptionseamed both male and female
victims and perpetrators and the authors manipaitéie level of seriousness of
the offense. It was either just a lewd commentu‘iaok very attractive in this
suit, [y]Jou should wear it more often” or the commhand touching on the
shoulder or the comment and touching on the kndeer\éhe incident included

a comment or a comment and touch on the shouldkrmben and women
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though it was more serious when it was perpetrayeal man on a man than
when perpetrated by a woman on a man (the partiegpenen also though it
was also more serious in case of knee touchintgrdstingly, and in line with
research on causal attribution, where the moreuatevents are more likely to
provoke causal attributions (Hastie, 1984), theigpants were more likely to
make a causal attribution when the perpetratorfermale. That is, if a woman
was the perpetrator the offending behavior hacetoobted in her personality
more than for a man who was the perpetrator. Asadly noted when discussing
the results of the study by Berdahl et al. (1998)ng men thought they would
experience less anxiety after SH than young woraduatt men thought they
would be slightly bothered by sexual coercion andanted sexual attention,
and among those men who decided to fill out thenegred part of the study,
half thought that it would be amusing to experieSee
The Prevalence of Sexual Harassment

As shown above, people seem to believe that wherithim is male,
SH is not really SH and that men do not think Sidtwould cause them
anxiety. We could ask if maybe people are vigilamgervers of society and they
know what they are talking about: men are not corexkabout SH and it does
not bother them. Usually when SH is discussedgstdbes the experiences of
women harassed by men, while the cases of malengidr the cases of same-
sex SH, be it with a male or a female victim, greored. In this part | will
discuss studies regarding the prevalence of SHeof amd women in Europe, as
well as studies on prevalence of SH in PolandHi{@&si¢ where the studies

described in this thesis were conducted) and irJtBA. | will show that while
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SH happens more often to women, men fall victifsdfsurprisingly often and
they suffer similar consequences following SH asnen.
The Prevalence of Sexual Harassment in Europe

The European Foundation for the Improvement ofrigvand Working
Conditions (referred to hereinafter as: the Fouondattonducts studies
concerning the quality of work and employment indge; in their report from
2007, they compared results of two surveys conagmworkplace violence in
Europe, carried out in 1995/1996 and 2000. Theltseshowed that 1% of
European men and 3% (1996) and 4% (2000) of Europeanen declared
experiencing SH in the past 12 months. 5% of meh8 (2000) of women in
the European Union were aware of SH happeningeatworkplace. Different
studies mentioned in this report show that SH happeross EU. In Denmark
(in the 2000 study) 3.2% of women and 0.5% of nrahia the Netherlands
4.6% of men and 16.5% of women admitted being eaghts unwanted sexual
attention (p. 15). In Spain 18.3% of women and 8d@%nen experienced SH.
Additionally, the Foundation publishes on its wébsiumerous short reports
considering the prevalence of SH in different Eeapcountrie$. A study
conducted in Czech Republic on a representativelksaoi 1025 respondents
showed that 13% of women and 4% of men say theg baperienced SH,
while respectively 14.5% and 17.7% witnessed somhgletse being sexually
harassed (Vaskova, 2006). In Slovakia a study mp@esentative sample of
1041 active adults showed that 36.7% experiencettgorm of SH (the most
commonly occurring one being sexual jokes) and%5nbstnessed SH of

someone else. The report states that women expede3H twice as often as

4 The studies are not related to each other bueratirried out by different institutions in
different countries, this is why they report thadita in different ways.
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men, but no data was provided to establish whaigméage of men and women
out of the whole sample experienced SH (Holubo0&,/2. However, in a
private correspondence (Holubova, personal commatioit, November 21,
2014) the author shared the raw numbers, which shat\224 women and 159
men experienced at least one form of SH; while 1328 and 249 women
witnessed someone else being sexually harassece\donw09 people
witnessed a man being harassed and 1531 witnesgechan being harassed.
Results from a study carried out in Slovenia onGlg&rticipants (75.3%
women) showed 28.3% of women and 23.4% of menve baperiences of
verbal SH, 16.9% and 9.3% (respectively) non-veg| 17.1% and 8.1%
physical SH and 1.1% and 0.5% sexual coercion fiab2008). In Spain, out
of 2007 employed women, 14.9% experienced SH aouptd the definition
given in Section 1, although only 9.9% labeledsiSi. 14.7% experienced
verbal pressure SH (9.4% labeled it as SH), 4.@%yehological pressure SH
(3.6%) and 2.2% - physical pressure (2.1%) (C&redé Munain, 2006).

A report on SH compiled for the European Commisgik898) also
sheds some light on the prevalence of SH in EurApeording to their data,
around 40 to 50% of employed women in the EU exmeed unwanted sexual
attention; verbal SH is the most common and expeeé by around 60% of
employed women, while sexual assault is reporteldss/than 5%. The first
part of the report - called the Dutch study - conicated on different studies
carried out in the following EU countries: Austrizelgium, Denmark, Finland,
Germany, Ireland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, Ngrn&weden, and the
United Kingdom. It shows that around 30 to 50% ohwven and 10% of men in

those countries experienced SH. Depending on thetog the numbers varied



38

greatly (in some countries the data on the SH of mas not available). For
example, depending on the place of employment/adépgron the study, in
Finland, from 9 to 34% of women and from 3 to 30Pf/nen experienced SH;
in Ireland (respectively) from 14% to 25% and frafb to 5%; in Sweden from
2% to 53% and from 1% to 14%; and in the UK fron¥afd 90% and from 9%
to 51%. The most common types of SH are verbal (56%%6) and nonverbal
SH (50% - 90%) (what I call: gender harassmenén tbhysical SH (unwanted
sexual attention; 7% — 58%) and quid quo pro (Skesaercion) is the least
common (1% - 11%).

The second part of the report — called the Spastisdy — concentrated
on SH at work in Spain, France, Greece, Italy amdugal. Studies carried out
in those countries between 1985 and 1989 showe®@4l8a to 84% of women
experienced some form of SH. More recent studiesgmted in the report
concentrated only on the SH of women, except far $tudies carried out in
Portugal. The first one was a study conducted B¥1&h public administration
staff (n = 708) that showed that 7% of women andof%hen experienced SH
at work. The second one was conducted around Ligberil70; 70 men) and
40% of the participating women and 43% of the pgoéiting men admitted they
experienced SH.

The Prevalence of Sexual Harassment in Poland

Information concerning SH in the Polish populati®mmportant for the
present set of studies, which were carried oubiafl. The Polish law
mentions SH in the Labor Code (Chapter lla, Equakiment in Employment,

Article 183a, section 6) and refers to it as a tgpgender discrimination:
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Discrimination based on gender is any undesiredehof a sexual
nature or referring to the employee’s gender wlanseor effect is
violation of the employee’s dignity, especially atieag a threatening,
hostile, humiliating, degrading atmosphere; sudilb®sr can be
comprised of physical, verbal and non-verbal elasé&exual
harassment)European Institute for Gender Equality [EIGE],.h.d
SH is not a criminal offence in Poland but accogdim numerous law scholars
(Sledzinska-Simon, 2011; Kedziora, 2008; Holys0)8dt can be prosecuted
under Articles 197 and 199 of the Polish Criminab€, i.e.,. Article 197,
section 1: “Whoever subjects a person to sexuataourse through violence,
illegal threat or deceit, shall be subject to tkaglty of deprivation of liberty
from 2 to 12 years.”; and Article 197, section @/Ifoever makes a person
submit to another sexual act or to perform suchann a manner defined in
section 1 [through violence, illegal threat or dgchall be subject to the
penalty of deprivation of liberty from 6 months&qyears”; and. Article 199,
section 1: “Whoever, abusing a relationship of aej@ace or by taking
advantage of a critical situation, subjects supkraon to sexual intercourse or
makes him/her submit to another sexual act or ttopa such an act shall be
subject to the penalty of deprivation of liberty tp to 3 years” (EIGE, n.d.). In
2011 in Poland 65 SH cases were filed with coimt2012 it was 20 cases with
courts and eleven complaints to Chief Labor Inspaté. Overall, between

2007 and 2012, 152 trials concerning SH startdebiiand (Kim, 2013).
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As for the prevalence of SH in Poland, | was ueablfind a large-scale
study conducted by the state or a government agendgund a mention of a
public opinion survey from 1994 in which 4% of womadmitted to being
sexually harassed (in Pietrzak, 2006). A study oeotetl for newspaper
Rzeczpospolita by Sopot Social Research Labor&toryl998 (in Pietrzak,
2006; in Gornikowska-Zwolak, 2011) showed 7% of tbgpondents admitted
experiencing SH at their workplace. A series ofigs about the prevalence of
SH was conducted by the Public Opinion Researche€€GBOS) for a
newspaper Gazeta Wyborcza and Wysokie Obcasy i@ (i9%®ietrzak, 2006),
2003 (Knysz, 2005), 2007 (Centrum Badania Opinol&gznej (CBOS), 2007)
and 2015 (Sulej and Jablonska, 2015; Roszak, 20h&)study from 1999 (in
Pietrzak, 2006) showed that 28% of women experkiste. Two studies were
conducted in May and June 2003 on a random andgeptative sample of
1260 Poles (Knysz, 2005). In May 2003, CBOS ask#tkipeople experienced
“sexual harassment, such as: unwanted advancé, teasing, sexual
suggestions” and 6.2% of the respondents answe®dA¢ this number seemed
low in comparison to the 28% from the year 1998, study was rerun in June,
however the participants were asked if they expegd: “unwanted advances,
erotic teasing, sexual suggestions” without the tioarof “sexual harassment”.
In this case 17.1% of the respondents admittedreeqeng it; 2% of men and
8% of women said that they had experienced SH difees. The 2007 CBOS

study conducted on 424 participants, showed th#t @Prespondents saw

15 The Polish army does not conduct a separate sm@H, but | was told by the Military
Bureau of Social Research that this issue sometim@gs up in studies on social pathologies in
the army.

16 Known since as Partner in Business Strategies \PBS
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examples of lewd comments in their place of edooatr work, 11% -
unwanted sexual attention and 2% knew of sexuattwecases. As for
personal experiences of SH, 5% of men and 13% afiewoin the sample
experienced at least one form of SH. In the 20a8ys{Sulej and Jablonska,
2015; Roszak, 2015) the authors asked “Have youesyerienced unwanted
courtship, erotic provocations, sexual proposalsfieé sample consisted of 980
people (476 men) (Roszak, personal communicatemyary 6, 2015). 11.3%
of women and 6.8% of men answered either “ofterfadiew times”, 12.7% of
women and 14.7% of men — rarely and over 70% ih bodbups answered
“never”. As the authors did not ask the questioomfthe 2007 study, it is not
possible to analyze gender harassment separadehyunwanted sexual
attention and sexual coercion.

A phone survey on 500 people carried out in 2@b63azeta Wyborcza
by PBS showed that 73% of the respondents belleateSH happens in Poland
with 20% thinking that it happens often and 53%wonf time to time.
Interestingly, in this survey there were no diffezes between male and female
respondents. In a survey of 126 women (Brzoskaylblighed Master’s thesis,
in Gornikowska-Zwolak, 2011), 75% believed that B&k very common, but
only 13% stated that they heard about SH happenitigeir workplace.

A study by Roszak and Gober (2012) on 818 Polishtad72 men) showed
that 85% of women and 44% of men experienced SHepublic space (street
harassment) and that men and women agree on tingidafof SH in the public
space.

In a qualitative study conducted in Poland by Mista Advocates for Human

Rights, Women’s Rights Center in Warsaw, and Iratomal Women’s Human
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Rights Clinic at Georgetown University Law Cent20Q2) a director of an
NGO stated that he believes around fifty perceafsh women experience
SH in the workplace. A legal and human resourcesager said that sexual
comments and jokes, or viewing of Internet pornpgyeand graphic cartoons
often occur in the office. In addition, interviewe®men described numerous
cases of unwanted sexual attention, such as ashusl$ing their hair or
purposefully brushing against them.
The Prevalence of Sexual Harassment in the Unitedé&es of America

In the United States a study of 8000 (57% men)rsddamployees
conducted by the US Merit Systems Protection B¢a994) showed that 19%
of men and 44% of women experienced some form oinSHe workplace.
Sexual remarks, jokes and teasing (i.e. lewd consherere the most common
type of SH (14% of men and 37% of women) followgduninvited sexual
looks and gestures (9% and 29%). Attempted rapapm/assault were the least
common and occurred to 2% of men and 4% of womeriléthe authors of
the study did not ask about sexual coercion orygpd@st of gender harassment
(lewd comments being the exception), in the opetedmuestion some
participants mentioned this kind of SH. For exam{ie has repeatedly (...)
said disgusting and vulgar things about womenyvelgone home or stayed
home many times so | wouldn’t have to face himeartthe remarks (...)”
(negative remarks about women, p. 24). JacksorNawinman (2004)
reanalyzed the data provided by the US Merit SystBnotection Board to see
how different personal characteristics can influeetiee probability of being
sexually harassed. They only analyzed the dataecoimg those participants

who “experienced uninvited and unwanted sexuahttte” (p. 708). Firstly
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they noticed that women are more likely to be séximarassed than men. They
then conducted the analysis separately for memamaen. They found that for
women the probability of being sexually harassetdaases with education, pay
grade, and the number of male co-workers and whétleg work in a blue
collar job. For men the likelihood of being sexydlarassed increases when
they are widowers, have all female coworkers afehale supervisor. Both
men and women are more likely to experience SH whey are single or
divorced and are trainees and not regular employees

In some of the already discussed studies concethegerception of
SH, their authors asked about previous SH expegjamich sheds some light
on the prevalence of SH. DeJudicibus and McCab@l(PStudied how different
moderators can influence peoples’ perceptions of e of the predictors they
asked about was prior SH experience; they inclediest of different SH acts
(mostly unwanted sexual attention and one sexwgkam item) and a vast
majority of their participants experienced SH.Heit workers sample (30
women, 32 men) 73% of the female workers and 88%efnale workers
experienced SH and in their students sample (108emp 18 men) 94% of the
female and 78% of the male students experiencédatlarge study conducted
by Konrad and Gutek (1986) out of eight hundredntyeseven women, 293
experienced either unwanted sexual attention aradesoercion (Jensen &
Gutek, 1982). The authors do not mention the nuraberen (n = 405) who
experienced SH, but we know that some of them slitha effects of SH on
men are mentioned in the paper. In the alreadyiored study by Rutz and
O’Donnell (2003) on perception of SH, the particifsawere asked about their

own SH experiences. Out of 135 women who partieghat the study 31 stated
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they experienced SH and out of 106 men — 3 hadihdisof experience. The
authors found no significant differences betwe@séwomen and men in terms
of how upsetting they found SH, however the sarmplaen who experienced
SH was extremely small.

Hitlan, Schneider and Walsh (2006) asked 208 enapldgmale
students (78% of Hispanic origins) how many différ8H behaviors they
experienced in the last 24 months and how mangrifit SH behaviors they
observed or heard of in the last 24 months. Theg &EQ (own experiences)
and a modified version of SEQ (others’ experiencis)it turned out, 78% of
the women experienced at least one sexually hagabsgihavior in the last 24
months. 70% experienced and 59% have seen othplepexerience gender
harassment; 53% experienced and 43.5% have seampetbple experience
unwanted sexual attention. Overall, 64% experiereetlsaw someone
experience SH; 14% experienced SH but never wigtessmeone else’s SH
experiences; 5.3% only witnessed someone else hamagsed and 16.4% was
never a victim of SH and newer saw anyone be @vict SH.

Another notable article concerning specifically 8Hnen was published
by Waldo et al. in 1998. The authors hypothesibad hot only men are victims
of SH but also that when men fall victim to SH,itteopressor is usually
another man. They conducted a study on three sarmplaen — Sample 1
consisted of 378 employees or a large public ytiddmpany, Sample 2 of 209
faculty and staff of a large university, Samplef 320 employees of a food
processing plant. They used the Sexual Harassnidh¢m Scale (a version of
SEQ) with different 5-point response scales. Althad participants answered

how often a particular behavior occurregyer, once or twice, sometimes,
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often, most of the timand who their perpetrator wasén only, mostly men,
men and women, mostly women, women)ofhe participants in Sample 2
were also asked to state how upsetting they fonadbéhaviorsrot at all
upsettingto extremely upsettingand those in Sample 3 were asked to describe
in details one incident that had the greatest etiachem. The results showed
that across all three samples a minimum of 46.9%eparticipants

experienced some form of SH. The one occurring ofsh was lewd
comments, followed by negative remarks about mewanted sexual attention,
enforcing the male gender role and — the least comrsexual coercion (1.9%
in Sample 1, 0% in Sample 2, and 3.6% in Sample 3).

Gerrity (2000) was also interested only in the Sithen. She analyzed
the data of 112 male university employees who areivihe SE®. In this
sample, 60% of the participants experienced at taes of the SH behaviors
listed in the questionnaire, although 95% statedl ttiey never experienced SH.
60% experienced gender harassment and 21% expaaliseductive behavior
(what | would call unwanted sexual attention) arisP4 indicated experiencing
one behavior from a sexual imposition (also whaould call unwanted sexual
attention) subscale: “A coworker deliberately toedtyou (e.g., laid his/her
hand on your bare arm, or put an arm on your sleos)dn a way that made you
feel uncomfortable” (p. 142).

Kearney and Rochlen (2012) were interested in tifierence in
prevalence of SH among Mexican American and Caanasmerican college

students. They found that while only 5.4% of thedsthts from both groups said

17 A version of SEQ from 1985 by Fitzgerald and Simalh, before the previously described
revisions included the following subscales: gerfdaassment, seductive behavior, sexual
bribery, sexual coercion and sexual imposition
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explicitly that they were ever sexually harassadnach as 73.7% of Mexican
American and 84.4% of Caucasian American studeadselperienced at least
one of the behaviors from the SEQ. On average\igndcan American students
experienced 6.72 behaviors and Caucasian stude:4, vhich is a significant
difference. Although the authors used SEQ, theyndidprovide the values for
each of the subscales. As such, we do not knoweistudents experienced
rather gender harassment or unwanted sexual attesutid if one of the
categories of behaviors occurred more often foradritke groups.

The prevalence of sexual harassment in the US Armidumerous
studies of SH experiences were carried out on therican military samples.
While we have to keep in mind that those are vpecHic samples, we can
clearly see from research conducted in the militaag both women and men
become victims of SH. | believe it is important to include those resuls a
large percentage of knowledge we have about SHegpecially SH of men,
comes from the military samples. Every few yedrs,American Department of
Defense [DoD] conducts a large-scale survey ofaatuty members to
establish the prevalence of SH in the American aiffhg questions used in
their studies are derived from the SEQ (Fitzgeealdl., 1995) and show the
three types of SH. Their last study was conduate2Dil2 (DoD, 2013) on
63 177 male and 45 301 female members (DoD, 2@&)rall, 23% of women

and 4% of men experienced SH. 41% of women and &Q%en experienced

18 Military vs civilian status was used as a potdntiaderator in a meta-analysis of the
consequences of SH conducted by Willness, SteeLaad2007); the results showed it to be a
significant moderator only in case of work satisifat, such that SH affected military
personnel’s work satisfaction to a larger exteantthe civilian personnel’s. Other outcome
variables, such as supervisor satisfaction, cowa#gsfaction, organizational commitment,
mental health and physical health were not infleengy the military vs civilian status of the
sample.
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gender harassment, 23% of women and 5% of men anted sexual attention
and 8% of women and 2% of men — sexual coerciomdst cases those
numbers are not different than those obtainedaeir firevious, i.e. 2010,
survey, but are lower than those from 2006. Acecaydo the Department of
Veteran Affairs (VA, 2014) 1 in 4 female and 1 @0lmale veterans
experienced military sexual trauma. Translating tbaaw numbers, the data
from VA for 2008 (in Street, 2009) showed that 48 i®male and 43693 male
veterans experienced sexual trauma. A study coadweith the use of SEQ-
DoD on 2319 female and 1627 male former reser(&teet, Gradus, Stafford,
& Kelly, 2007) showed that 72.8% of women and 42 @&%mnen experienced
one of the forms of SH, with lewd comments beirg st common and
sexual coercion the least common form of SH. VBgss, King and King
(2005) asked Gulf War | veterans about the frequeftheir SH experiences
using a subscale of Deployment Risk and Resiliémeentory which covers a
whole range of SH — from sexual remarks to foradial activity. Both men
and women experienced SH, however women did experig more often than
men and this difference was statistically significand large (r = - 0.41).

A study on the DoD data from 1995 conducted by lbarnyg et al. (2005)
analyzed cases of SH with the emphasis on a signifiSH experience (i.e. “the
situation that had the greatest effect”, p. 984eyicreated 15 SH categories, to
see how often which types of SH occur individualhd how often they co-
occur. They noted 5576 cases of sexist hostilityatw call: negative remarks
about (wo)men), 2629 cases of sexual hostility deamments), 1977 of
unwanted sexual attention, followed by mixed typeSH, like sexist hostility

and sexual hostility (1003), sexual hostility amdvanted sexual attention
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(593), etc. Sexual coercion without other typeSHdfoccurred 143. The top
three the least often occurring SH types were séwpistility, unwanted sexual
attention and coercion (51 cases), sexist hostdyual hostility and coercion
(39) and sexual hostility and coercion (19).

An analysis of DoD data from 1995 collected fron228 service
members (22372 women) conducted by Magley, Waldas@bw and
Fitzgerald (1999) showed that overall it is womdrovare more often sexually
harassed, as they obtained higher total SEQ-DoEes@nd higher scores on
each of the subscales. However men also experadhokthe subtypes of SH.
Negative gender remarks are the most often ocautyipe of SH for both men
and women, and sexual coercion — the least often.

Among American Army veterans screened for Milit&gxual Trauma
(includes both unwanted sexual attention, sexuaiaton and sexual assault)
22% of female and 1% of male veterans had suchriexjpes. While the
difference in the percentage is very large, itsfates to 29418 women and
31797 men who experienced sexual trauma, showatgrtithe military it
might be the men who (in terms of raw numbers) ggpee it more often
(Kimerling, Gima, Smith, Street, & Frayne, 2007).

Overall, a multitude of studies shows that SH os@aross Europe and
North America, at work (be it an office job, orabjin a military base) and at
school and to both men and women. The describeliestshow that SH can
happen to anyone and anywhere and that being alognot protect from
becoming a victim of SH. Granted, whether we lobgexcentages or at raw
numbers, women usually become victims of SH muténatan men; however,

men do fall victim to all types of SH. Moreover,dwubcategories of gender
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harassment were defined because of men’s SH erpesgshowing that the
SH of men covers a wide range of experiences, fesvd comments, negative
remarks about men, enforcement of the gender tloi@gh unwanted sexual
attention and even (albeit very rarely) sexual cioer. We might ask if maybe
men are the stronger sex, and the instances ofoStdtthother them, and
possibly that men find them amusing. The next phttis chapter will show
that this is not the case and that men do suffarrasult of SH just as much as
women do.
The Consequences of Sexual Harassment

Fitzgerald, Drasgow, Hulin, Gelfand and Magley (Zpproposed and
tested an integrated model of antecedents and goesees of SH. They
showed that organizational climate and job gendatext influence the
perception of SH at the workplace, and those SHeapces influence one’s
job satisfaction levels and the number of psycholigymptoms (such as
subjective well-being, depression, anxiety), whithkurn influences number of
physical symptoms. And that influences one’s woré ppb withdrawal. Their
study conducted on 357 working women showed tleatwbimen who
experienced SH were also suffering from more psipghical issues (and
indirectly physical ones) and reported lower jotis$action. A meta-analysis of
the antecedents and consequences of SH based modet of Fitzgerald et al.
(1997) conducted by Willness, Steel and Lee (2@056 showed the influence
of SH on numerous psychological outcomes. The effe§H on subjective
well-being was small (r = - .119, k = 11), but g@neral mental health
(including anxiety, depression, sadness or negatived measures), PTSD and

for physical health (including nausea, headachdsuestion) the effect sizes
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were medium (respectively r = - .273, k =29; 247, k=9 and r =- .247, k =
16). Charney and Russell (1994) in their overviéwld note that SH can have
numerous psychosocial consequences, as it caemtiduthe victims’ careers,
work or school performance, personal relationshspH;esteem, well-being or
their physical health (p. 13). They state that &@%¥ of SH victims report
experiencing emotional distress and their symptimcisde: “anger, fear,
depression, crying spells, anxiety, irritabilityss of self-esteem, feelings of
humiliation and alienation, and a sense of helpless and vulnerability (...)
headaches, decreased appetite, weight loss, dedrelagp and an increased
frequency of respiratory or urinary tract infecgdip. 13). In similar vein,
Jensen and Gutek (1982) in their study of 135mistof SH note that 20% of
them experienced depression, 68% - anger, and &08gust. Further,
experiencing this kind of negative affect increatellikelihood of suffering
from loss of motivation, and feeling distractechvairk as well as from somatic
symptoms like headaches or sleeplessness.

In the Hitlan et al. (2006) study on female emptbgeudents the number
of SH behaviors, the duration of SH and seeing Sétleers were positively
correlated with how upset the participants werease of gender harassment,
and the frequency of contact with the harassernegstively correlated with
how upset they were. Moreover, the results of nobiaal regression analysis
showed, that when controlling for affective dispiosi, the level of being upset
with gender harassment increased with the numben&t own SH
experiences, with the frequency of SH of other petpat they withessed and
with how upset they were by SH of other people decreases with the number

of withessed behaviors.
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Considering unwanted sexual attention, its upggigss correlated positively
with the number of behaviors and with how upse¢@s@n was when withessing
other people being harassed. The regression asalyswed that the
participants were more upset with their own SH exepeed when they
experienced more SH, and when they were more wisat witnessing the SH
of others. Surprisingly, the participants were mapset when the duration of
their own SH decreased. However, as the authoes tios might be due to the
fact that unwanted sexual attention consists df pbiysical acts, such as
touching, and verbal acts such as asking for datdgossibly physical acts
while shorter in duration are also more upsettgjje verbal acts might be
repeated numerous times (thus longer durationlesstupsetting. The authors
tested this hypothesis, and verbal forms of SH we&peerienced more often and
were less upsetting and (as a trend) lasted shorter
The consequences of Sexual Harassment for Men

In the aforementioned study by Waldo et al. (1998male samples
(Sample 1 - large public utility company, Samplel@ge university, Sample 3
- food processing plant), Sample 2 participantsevesked how upsetting they
found the SH behaviors they experienceot @t all upsettingo extremely
upsetting and Sample 3 described one incident that hadrémgtest effect on
them. Concerning the emotional reactions that #ragsed men from Sample 2
had, they found lewd comments the least upsettidgeaforcing the male
gender role the most upsetting. As no men in @is@e declared experiencing
sexual coercion, we do not know how upsetting teyld have found this type
of SH. Concerning the “Specific incident” that wasked from the participants

in Sample 3, most of them reported their perpetratbe a female coworker



52

(rather than their manager or supervisor). Interght, those who decided to
describe the specific incident differed signifidgritom the participants who
skipped that question, i.e. overall they experidnoere SH. They found the
specific incident to be only slightly offensive,agiting and making them angry.
Summing up, the authors found that men are quienafexually harassed at
their place of employment and that the sex of gr@etrator is largely linked to
the type of SH, with women being more frequently plerpetrators of sexual
coercion, unwanted sexual attention and negativeures about men and men
the perpetrators of lewd comments and enforcenfeheanale gender role (all
three samples); yet the incident of SH that hadatgest effect on the
participants was the one perpetrated by a femalede@r (Sample 3).
Moreover, the male victims of SH declared to beyatightly upset by their
experiences (Sample 2 and Sample 3) and they fib@ndly slightly offensive
and angering (Sample 3). However, the authors dicgsk what type of SH the
participants described in the specific incidentisec

In a study by Gerrity (2000) the male universityptoyees experienced
only gender harassment and seductive behavior fuedaexual attention), and
the author decided to compared those two groupadh other. The findings
show that seductive behavior had a stronger negatipact on the participants’
life (emotional health, depression, anxiety, reliaship with family, self-esteem,
physical health) and on their job productivity. Mover, those who experienced
seductive behavior experienced more intrusive thtaugbout it and tried more

to avoid those thoughts.
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The Consequences of Sexual Harassment for Men anddien

Settles, Harrell, Buchanan and Yap (2011; SetBashanan, Yap, &
Harrell, 2014) conducted analysis on the DoD 20&2.dThey took into
consideration only the participants who endorsddaat one experience from
the SEQ-DoD, which gave them a sample of 4540 woamehl764 men. The
authors were interested in finding out how différeppraisals of the SH
experience can influence the psychological distoés$ise victims. They found
out that for all three types of SH: gender harasgmanwanted sexual attention
and sexual coercion perceiving one’s SH experiasdeightening is linked to
an increased level of psychological distress fahloen and women. While
perceiving it as bothersome is linked to psychalabdistress only for men
(Settles et al., 2011), perceiving the overall eigmee of SH as frightening is
linked to higher psychological distress for bothmna@d women, but the
relationship is stronger for men (Settles et @14).

The abovementioned study of former army reser{&ti®et at al., 2007)
showed that while women were more likely to expereeany form of SH, it
was the men that suffered more. In a regressiolygisavith participants’ sex,
sexual harassment and the interaction of the twbeapredictors and
depression, PTSD and general mental health asfiendent variables, it was
the SH that turned out to be the significant indiirdl predictor of all three
outcomes. However, for depression and general rnlegadth the interaction of
SH and sex was significant and at higher levelSkimen reported more
depression and worse mental health than womenllinden cases of
attempted or completed sexual assault were remawedhe same regression

analysis was run — a significant interaction betw8el and participant’s sex
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showed men to have more PTSD symptoms than wonrailaBy, the Vogt et
al. (2005) study showed that with the increasedlteuf SH exposure, the levels
of depression and anxiety increase sharply for mnennot for women. As such
the authors conclude, that SH can be a strongeesi®pn and anxiety risk for
men than for women.

The analysis of DoD SEQ-DoD data conducted by kh\agt al. (1999)
showed that women’s and men’s psychological weltdpavas strongly and
linearly affected by their SH experiences and tbaboth men and women, SH
affected their satisfaction with health, and tlegirotional and health
problems®. Their self-estimated post SH psychological hesittbwed that they
notice psychological problems following SH alreaxtylow levels of SH and
that they increase linearly for both men and wonhdore importantly, the
authors wanted to see if SH impacts men and wonffamehtly by conducting
regression analysis of all of the outcome variablgess sexes. The results
showed “no basis for assuming that harassmenttafiieen any differently from
women given equal frequency, intensity, and offesrsess” (p. 297).
Unfortunately, the authors did not analyze theufice of each of the SH
subtypes separately, but their work clearly shdvas while women are more
likely to be sexually harassed than men the etie&H on both sexes is quite
similar.

The analysis of medical records of American Armeyevans (Kimerling
et al., 2007) comparing veterans with and withbetéxperiences of military

sexual trauma ([MST], i.e. sexual harassment arsrunal assault) showed that

19 Linear relationship for all variables in case afrmFor women: health satisfaction drops
significantly at higher levels of SH. Emotional amehlth problems: even low levels of SH
influence in a negative way.
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MST is strongly associated to mental and physiealth problems among both
men and women. Dissociative, eating and depresksamders are common
among both male and female victims of MST. A PT$&ydosis, alcohol and
anxiety problems happen to both men and womenadeustronger among
women, while adjustment disorders, bipolar disardehizophrenia and
psychosis are stronger among men. Compared tcetkeans without a sexual
trauma experience, both male and female victimd®T are more likely to
have liver disease and chronic pulmonary disordemen are more likely to be
obese or to experience weight loss, while among ameAIDS diagnosis was
more common.

The study by Langhout et al. (2005) showed how g@weness of
different types of SH can influence individual’spagisal of stress. For example,
in cases of unwanted sexual attention, the amdusterienced SH did not
change how stressful it was perceived to be,tiveas equally stressful whether
it was a single experience or if it occurred fragflye On the other hand, in case
of lewd comments or negative gender remarkswiis not very pervasive, it
was not perceived as very stressful, but as theroerce of it increased, so did
the level of stress. Moreover, they presented aatied model in which SH, its
pervasiveness and the status of the harassernoéidehe appraisal of stress,
which then influenced psychological well-being dhdt in turn influenced the
perception of physical health.

Summing up, it is clear that more women than m@reeence SH,
however we cannot ignore the fact, that men beocaatiens of SH more often
than one might think. Additionally, men who aretints of SH suffer similar

consequences of SH as women who are SH victimghéstudies on the
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American military showed, when comparing the malé the female victims of
SH we can often see that it is the suffering ofrttede victims that is more
pronounced. They have a higher risk of getting éggion, and anxiety; and at
high frequencies of SH are more depressed, andrhave mental health
problems.
The present studies

The majority of studies on the perception of SHuk®d on other
variables than the influence of the sex of theimic@nd perpetrator on the
perception of SH. Most studies that researchedthewictim and the
perpetrator sex interplay in evaluation of SH shdwexed results. However,
usually when the victim was female, the behavios wa@tegorized as SH to a
larger extent than when the victim was male (exzka al., 1996; Runtz &
O’Donnell, 2003). Women asked to imagine themsehgesgictims thought they
would be more anxious following SH than men imaginihe same thing
(Berdahl et al., 1996), and men thought they woattder be flattered by SH
(Konrad & Gutek, 1986). Even fewer studies wereceoned with the
perception of the perpetrator. A female perpetratmassing a man was seen as
less nasty and less inappropriate than a male {patpeharassing a woman
(LaRocca & Kromrey, 1999). Harassment of a man fgnaale perpetrator was
perceived as less serious than harassment of dynamale perpetrator
(Gordon et al., 2005). A perpetrator harassing mamowas perceived as more
responsible than a perpetrator harassing a maeiftfaé-French & Radtke,
1989). SH of a woman by a man was categorized a® SHarger extent than
SH of a man by a woman (Katz et al., 1996) or ofaan by a man, or a man or a

woman by a woman (Runtz & O’Donnell, 2003).
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As seen above, studies thus far suggest that rsaffexing is
minimized, as for example the SH of men is categarias SH to a lesser extent
than SH of women. However we do not really undesiahy this happens. |
suspected that the reasons for this are gendeosgpes concerning men’s
agency and women’s communion which cause men seée as moral agents
and women — as moral patients.

Gender Stereotypes

Studies show that women are in general viewed riawm@ably than
men, and this effect is visible across differeritures. For example a large
scale study on 8360 participants and in 16 cow)tdkeowed that women are
associated with more positive traits than men {Gdical., 2004). This positive
evaluation of women comes probably from the faat they are stereotypically
associated with warmth, emotionality, or helpfum&sothers (Eagly &
Mladnic, 1994; Eagly, Mladinic, & Otto, 1991). Theokinds of traits were even
referred to as “femininity” in some research ar@g4awkins, 1983) and were
shown to be linked to liking (Wojciszke, BazinsBaJaworski, 1998), while
the “masculinity” (or agency/ competence) traits eather linked to respect.
Numerous studies show that people associate mewwsen) more with
instrumental (agentic) traits, and women (vs. nreaje with expressive
(communal) traits (Bosak, Szczesny, & Eagly, 2088nce & Buckner, 2000;
Eagly & Mladnic, 1994). Even just the word “femieinis more linked to
expressive traits and the word “masculine” — wité instrumental ones (Spence
& Buckner, 2000). When no information about a woieam man’s role is
provided, people tend to see an average womarghk/ltommunal and not

agentic and an average man as highly agentic ancbnamunal (Bosak,
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Szczesny, & Eagly 2012). The effect of women — camion and men —
agency association was also shown in a study ohéalhean language, where the
communal traits were found to appear more oftethair feminine (vs
masculine) form, while the agentic traits — in thmasculine form (Suitner &
Maass, 2008). Moreover, the prescriptive and piptee gender stereotypes
show the same pattern of warm/communal/expressoreem and
cold/agentic/unemotional men. That is: women mesivarm, kind and
sensitive (positive communal traits) and must reostubborn or arrogant
(negative agentic traits). While men must exhibisifive agentic traits and must
not — negative communal traits (Prentice & Carra@o8?2).
Dyadic Morality

The concept of dyadic morality (Gray, Young, & Way2012; Gray &
Wegner, 2009) assumes that in order for a sodiatantion to be described in
moral categories, two people have to take patt enmoral agent, who does
good or evil and a moral patient, who receivesgibed or the evil. At the same
time, a cognitive template of moral interaction mslkone see an intention on
the side of the moral agent and a reaction onitteedd the patient. That being
said, the defining trait of a moral agent is thaitglto deliberately do good or
evil, and of the moral patient — the ability tothe recipient of the good or the
evil. The authors also describe the phenomenonosintypecasting, which
shows that perceiving someone as occupying onégogmoral patient or
moral agent), excludes the perception of this peesooccupying the opposite
position. For example, a person once perceivedvagia is always seen in the
position of a victim/moral patient, while a perssho expressed agentic

behaviors in the past (by acting as a hero) isydveaen in the position of a
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moral agent, even if it means being perceived @erpetrator of an immoral act
(Gray & Wegner, 2011). Another important elementhaf dyadic moral theory
is mind perception. As it turns out, people peredgle mind on two
independent dimensions (Gray, Gray & Wegner, 200@¢. first dimension is
moral agency, which consist of, among others, Hikyto control oneself,
recognize emotions, plan, or think. The second dsioa is experience, the
examples of which are the ability to feel hungeainpfear or anger.
Additionally, the studies show that the entitiestva high perceived agency (for
example adult humans) are perceived as moral ggeintsfeel less pain and
who are more responsible for their actions, thanetfitities with high perceived
experience (for example children). Moreover, higherience and low agency
are linked to being a moral patient with a heigbterensitivity to pain. Further,
Gray and Wagner (2009) showed those relationstapsmiy in correlational
studies but also in experimental ones. Most ofnadiral patients are perceived
as less responsible for their actions and as exparng more pain than moral
agents. People with a diminished resistance to & rseen as moral patients,
who are at the same time less responsible for #utions. Moral agents, on the
other hand, are seen as more responsible forabeons and as experiencing
less pain. Furthermore, behaviors perceived as m@naoe linked to an increase
in perceived suffering (of the object of this amtd an act judged as immoral
makes people see its victim (even if objectivelréhis no victim). Overall, it
seems that judgement concerning morality is lindced subjectively perceived
harm (Gray, Schein, & Ward, 2014).

Gray and Wagner (2011) also show that mind dinoersscorrespond to

other known dimensions of social perception: exgrere to warmth (morality,
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communion) and agency to competence. As was estiallibefore, women are
perceived as closer to the dimension of warmth éfitgr communion) than
men, whereas men are perceived to be closer wirension of agency (or
competence). Thus, we can conclude that a womiay default seen as a moral
patient, and a man as a moral agent. Moreoveruseaaf the stereotypical
gender roles men are supposed to initiate socialaddehaviors and women
are supposed to respond to them, which is whytitdsvomen who are usually
casted in the role of “patients” of SH, and methi@ role of agents of SH
(Gutek, Groff Cohen, & Konrad, 1990). This is wiya situation of SH, we
deal “by default” with a woman in the role of a rabpatient and a man in the
role of a moral agent. What does this mean fonmimemization of the male
trauma effect? (1) A moral agent (a man) is mosestant to pain than a moral
patient (a woman), this is why a harassed manriseped as suffering less than
a harassed woman.
(2) A person who hurts a man, is hurting somehely is — be definition — a
moral agent, so this person will be evaluated béten somebody who is
hurting a moral patient.
The Hypotheses

Taking into account the literature reviewed abdymt forward the
following specific hypothesis on the minimizatiohroale trauma:
1. In social perception, the perceived sufferingneih who became victims of
SH is lower than the suffering of women-victimsS#. Specifically, men are
perceived as experiencing less stress, depressibsamatic symptoms, as
seeing SH in a more positive way and as experigriess negative emotions as

a result of SH.
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2. In lay perception, perpetrators of SH, whosémwis are men, as compared to
perpetrators whose victims are women, are evaluatgebr on the dimensions
of communion and agency, are more liked and resdextd deserve lighter
punishment

| tested those hypotheses in six studies. Whilatlbors of the previously
described studies asked about the perceived apgiepess of SH acts or
responsibility of the victim and the perpetratowds interested in different
dependent variables.

Concerning victim perception, in Study 1, | onlked about the perceived
stress of the victim. In Study 2 | asked aboutgbrceived depression, anxiety,
somatic symptoms and well-being of the victim, gstems derived from
clinical assessment tools, in order to enable coismas between lay and
professional evaluations of the consequences &vitttim. In Studies 3 and 4, |
asked about victim’s depression and somatic symgtagain using items
derived from clinical instruments, as well as abibet perception of the event
by the victim — whether it was scary, painful amditiensive. Additionally, in
Study 4 | asked what emotions could the victim Xgegiencing: fear and guilt
or anger and hostility. In Study 5, | once agaikeadsabout the victim’s
depression and anxiety and about six basic emoti@appiness, love, fear,
anger, guilt, sadness) that the victim might exgrese following the assault. In
Study 6, | asked about the victim’s depressionamdety. As for the evaluation
of the perpetrator, in Studies 2 to 5 | asked abilmeiperceived morality,
agency, likability and respectability of the pera&tr and in most of them
(except Study 1) about the punishment for the geafme. In Study 6, | used

behavior probability ratings (rather than trait lexion) to measure perceived
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communion and agency of the perpetrator and |ad&ed about the
perpetrator’s ability to act morally (moral ageney feel (experience). In
Studies 1, 4, 5 and 6 | used both same- and ogpesit examples of SH and in
Study 3 | compared SH to a different type of agsath money extortion.

In the studies presented in this work | was alserésted in finding out
what kind of behaviors are categorized as SH. Wii\s1. (largely inspired by
the PHSQ studies described above) | asked thecipamits to what degree did
they consider each described behavior as SH. lilyS3u asked them to label
the behavior they read about. In Study 4 | askes/&duate to what degree the
behavior was SH. In Study 5, | asked the partidpéaw students) to choose a
legal regulation that described best the behawiguiestion.

Overall, in the studies | present | focused onyanag how people
perceive the suffering of the SH victims, which wsas done thus far in such
detail and on how people evaluate the perpetrdtS8Ho which, to the best of
my knowledge, has also not been analyzed. Thenwigperception variables
that | chose (such as depression, somatic sympaosotional response) are
usually used in studies on SH victims. Since wenkhow people actually react
to SH, it seems important to verify how those riesxst are perceived by others.
It is interesting to find out if people’s percepitoof the distress that SH causes
reflects the reality. The variables | used to sttidyperception of the
perpetrator are usually used in social percepgsearch. As studies show,
morality and competence (also labeled as commusmoragency or
intellectually and socially good — bad traits) dituge the two main dimensions
of social judgment (cf. Wojciszke, 2005). The twmensions are important

when we encounter new others in order to estabflibleir intentions towards us
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are good or bad (morality/communion/warmth), and knell they are able to
execute them (agency/competence). Additionallytemel to like those people
whom we perceive as moral/communal/warm and respese who we find to
be agentic/competent (Wojciszke, Abele, & BarylR0)®). Sexual harassment is
a form of immoral behavior and as such researcthiagnoral evaluation of this
act separately from the other common dimensiondg¢ment - competence, is

interesting.
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CHAPTER 2.
Study 1. Perception of different types of the samend

opposite-sex sexual harassment
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In the first study, | analyzed social perceptiomale and female
victims and perpetrators of different types of Skpending on whether it was
performed by a person of the same- or oppositetseanted to find out how
the sex of persons involved in SH acts influenbescategorization of a given
act as SH, the perceived stress of the victim hagéerceived morality of its
perpetrator. In order to do that, | created adi28 interactions between a
professor and a student, each describing an &t aind | asked the
participants to rate each of the acts on the thbewementioned dimensions.

As described before, SH can be defined as unweld@haviors that
relate to one’s sex/gender or one’s sexuality ahithvcreate a hostile or
offensive environment in one’s place of work or emtion. Previous research,
described in detail in the theoretical part of thizk, led to creation of scales
used to measure the prevalence of SH in a workgBE®-W) and university
settings (SEQ-E) and to a three-dimensional motdghb(Fitzgerald, Gelfand,
& Drasgow, 1995; Gelfand, Fitzgerald, & Drasgow93Q Those three
dimensions — gender harassment, unwanted sexeatiatt, sexual coercion -
are related, yet conceptually different from eatttepand they cover a wide set
of behaviors, creating a comprehensive model of 3té.authors conducted
numerous empirical studies which confirmed thresefiastructure of SH
presented in their model and showed it to be adedaadifferent settings
(such as workplace or university), and generalzd different cultures.
However, as the theoretical and the empirical studiere based on the
experiences of women, the question remains aboat bdhaviors men would
perceive as harassing. As described before, réseantucted on male

samples, with the use of SEQ-W and open-endediquestbout their own
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experiences of SH (Berdahl, Magley, & Waldo, 198i&)wed three types of
SH: gender harassment, unwanted sexual attenttbsextual coercion with
three sub-types of gender harassment: lewd commegative comments
about men and enforcement of the male gender role.

In the present study, | was interested in SH ofilmoén and women as
perpetrated by men and women, and as such | detdese all of the types and
subtypes of SH. Therefore, | concentrate on theviing types of SH: 1.
Gender harassment, including: (a) lewd commenj)é€bative remarks about
(wo)men, (c) enforcement of the (fe)male gendes;rdl Unwanted sexual
attention; 3. Sexual coercion: threat and pronfiszderald et al., 1995; Waldo
et al., 1998). Those types of SH were studiesmajthes in the US, and this kind
of structure of SH was found in multiple studiesdocted there (cf. Chapter 1),
however, to the best of my knowledge, no similadis were carried out in
Poland. Therefore an additional aim of this stuég\wo see if this structure of
SH is also reproduced among Polish participants.

In order to test the different types of SH, | decido use the paradigm
of Perception of Sexual Harassment QuestionnaBel(P, Katz, et al., 1996).
The original measure was created to test if oppegik behaviors, each
described with one sentence, were considered tstiasie SH in three different
settings: between an employee and a supervisavebata professor and a
student, and between two college students. Theflgbtential SH behaviors
included all three types of SH described abovethmitesults were collapsed
across all of them without distinguishing their sgty. The results of Katz et
al.’s study (1996) suggested that harassment patpdtby men was seen as

more harassing than the same harassment perpdisateainen, without noting
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that this effect might have more to do with the sethe victim rather than the
perpetrator. Overall, when the victim was femald #re perpetrator was male,
both men and women found those situations to dotstsH, and when the
victim was male and the perpetrator was femalesitib@tion was perceived
more as SH by women than by men. Another study thghuse of PSHQ with
added opposite-sex conditions also showed that omafemale SH is seen as
SH to a larger extent than female on male or saaresSs1 (Runtz & O’'Donnell,
2003). Moreover, the authors conducted a prina@paiponents analysis and
compared three types of SH: sexualized touchingté€h3s), nonsexualized
touching (6 items) and sexual coercion (1 item)k Titst type was most likely
to be perceived as SH, especially when the victam fgmale and the
perpetrator was male; the second one was seert being SH and the third
one was perceived as SH but no differences wergdfdepending on the sex of
the victim, the perpetrator and the participants.
Present study

| found the PSHQ to be an interesting tool andltiht it worth using in
order to research other perceptions concernings8¢éh as perception of the
victim’s distress or the perpetrator’'s morality.w#ver, | noted that PSHQ was
created with the concept of SH as understood byevoamd not by men, and so
it does not cover the experiences of the male @djunl. With that in mind, |
decided to create a tool inspired by PSHQ (as weden Chapter 1) which
covers the experiences of SH of men, as descripédtigerald et al. (1995)
and Waldo et al. (1998). Based on literature retgdrcreated items to capture
three kinds of sexual harassment: gender harasgminthree subtypes),

unwanted sexual attention and sexual coercion (ithsubtypes: threat and
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promise). | wanted to find out if the three typé&$#6l distinguished in the
American studies will be also present in a Poleimgle. Moreover, | was
interested not only in seeing if the described biha are seen as SH but also
assessing the social perception of the actorsosktinteractions. Another
difference between the studies described abové&ardy 1 is the nature of the
protagonists in the interactions. Katz et al. @%nd Runtz and O’Donnell
(2003) presented the same characters in each oftdractions, e.g., John told
Kathy to wear tighter jeans, John patted Kathyhenltack, and John threatened
Kathy to make her life difficult. In my study, easbene depicts a different
perpetrator and victim, for example John and Kathgne, and Jim and
Dorothy in another. | decided to do it like thathese when | used the same
names for each item in a pilot study, the participaeported being unable to
evaluate them separately and thought that with edehaction the situation was
becoming more harassing, the victim was becomingeratmessed and the
perpetrator more immoral. | wanted to examine tiigment for each type of
SH separately and independently of the other tyipegew of the fact that the
first studies was going to be conducted on stugeptlations, | decided to use
a student — professor interaction for the descr#iehtions, assuming that it
will be easier for the participants to relate tknawn setting.

The first aim of the study was to assess the streaif the created
scales. The second aim of the study was to exatihésocial perception of
victims and perpetrators of SH depending on their As described in the
introductory chapters, | expected to find a miniatian of male suffering effect

which occurs when the distress of male victimsmnsas smaller than that of
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female victims and when those who harass men areagless immoral than
those who harass women. As such, | hypothesizéd tha

(1) when the victim is male the act is categoriasbH to a smaller degree than
when the victim is female,

(2) the male victim is perceived to be less streéssethe acts than the female
victim, and

(3) the perpetrator of the act on a man is perceagless immoral than the
perpetrator of the act on a woman.

| was also interested in finding out which typedehaviors are considered to
constitute SH, which types of behaviors are thotgltuse stress and how
moral the perpetrators of those behaviors are peado be.

Method

The participants N = 377 (139 men and 238 womemg \fresst year civil
engineering, psychology and foreign language stisdsrthree large Polish
higher education institutions, their mean age vih53.SD = 1.54). They were
asked to remain in a class at the end of theiufestand to participate in a
paper and pencil study. In the first part, theyevasked to state their sex and
age and to fill out a short version of the Attitadeoward Lesbian and Gay Men
Scale (Herek & Capitanio, 1995; Appendix 1) Thdecansists of three items
that check the attitudes towards homosexual mernhaed items that tap the
attitudes towards homosexual women. The particgpanaluated their attitudes
towards homosexual men and women on a 7-point Ldcale. Three scores
can be computed: an overall attitude towards homa@ity (Cronbach’s alpha
in this study: 0.87), an attitude towards gay n®&B8%) and an attitude towards

lesbians (0.80). High scores on this scale indinatgtive attitude towards male
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and female homosexuality. For the analysis usédisnchapter, | used the
overall score, which was split in two on its med{&ldn = 4.5) creating two
groups: positive vs. negative attitude towards hegmaal men and women.

The second part of the study — Perception of Séxaedssment of
Women and Men Questionnaire (PSHQ-WM, Appendixatiststed of a list of
28 statements, each describing a different actofl gandomly distributed four
versions of the list (male on female, female onanalale on male, female on
female), creating a 2 (sex of the perpetrator)geXx of the victim) x 2 (sex of
the participant) study design. In the opening stat®, participants were
informed that the authors were interested in pégplerceptions of SH and that
the aim of the study was to find out which behawviare considered to be SH,
how people perceive the level of stress causedably ef the behaviors and how
moral they think the perpetrator of each of theavatrs is. They were also
informed, that in each of the acts the perpetrgtar(male or female) university
teacher, and the target of the behavior is a (lmafemale) university student.
Each act was described using a male or femalenfanste for the student (for
example Monica, Marc) and a female or a male secante for the teacher (for
example, Studzinskfor the female, and Studziridlor the male¥°, to show that
each of the situations happens to a different peasal is caused by a different
person.

A pilot study in which all situations were descubeith just the words

“student” and “teacher” showed a cumulative effethe participants assumed

20 The Polish language allows for the use of a diffikendings to create the words “female-
student” (pl: student®), “male-student” (student), “female-author” (spaym), “male-author”
(spravea) without making it sound artificial. It also worksr the first and the last names. All
female first names in the Polish language end Yaithand no male names end with “a”. The
form of the second/family name also changes depgnati the sex of the person holding it — as
in the example above.
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and expressed it in their written statements, alaif the situations are
happening to one person all the time and were atialythe stress of the victim
and the morality of the perpetrator accordingly.
The participants’ task was to evaluate each ofldezribed behaviors by
answering the following questions on 1 to 7 scélg¢gategorization of an act as
SH: To what degree does this behavior constitute @H-this is NOT sexual
harassment7 —this IS sexual harassmerf) perceived stress of the victim: To
what degree does this action cause stress toutlerg®? (1 -# does NOT cause
stress 7 —it causes stre3g3) perceived morality of the perpetrator: To wha
degree is the professor moral? (the professor is IMMORAL —the
professor is MORAL

Three types of gender harassment (lewd commergsatine gender
remarks, enforcement of the gender role) and uredssexual attention were
measured with five stories each. Two types of skeca@rcion (promise and
threat) were measured with four stories each. $e od lewd comments,
unwanted sexual attention and both types of secagicion, the stories were
exactly the same for both a male and a femalemmidtiegative gender remarks
and enforcement of a gender role could not be Bxtmt same for the two
victims (telling a man that all women are stupieshag an act of SH aimed at
him, and neither is telling a woman that all mea stupid). Therefore, | created
two different sets of descriptions — separate ffanaale and a male victim. As
such, if the described victim is female, the pegiet would tell her: “all
women are stupid”, while if the victim was maleal‘men are stupid”. Sample
items for all types of SH include: Professor Kowalsells Agnieszka: you look

nice, it seems you'’re having a lot of sex recefftdwd comments); Professor
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Adamski tells Anna that the world doesn’t need mm@oenen in college, and
Anna is stupid like all women (negative gender r&wsa Professor Jaskowska
tells Bartek that he has to behave in a more maxgcwulay, because nobody
likes effeminate men (enforcement of gender rd?edfessor Lebiedzinski
touches Marta’s butt when he thinks nobody is watgunwanted sexual
attention); Professor Raczkowska tells Ela thatvglienot pass the exam unless
she goes to bed with her (sexual coercion — thrBabfessor Markowska tells
Mateusz that he will get a scholarship if he unskeesn front of her (sexual
coercion — promise).

By averaging the answers to each of the questioadoh type of SH, |
then computed 15 scores: Categorization of ansaSthfor each type of SH
(lewd comments, negative gender remarks, enforceaigender role,
unwanted sexual attention, sexual coercion), peedestress of the victim for
each type of SH and perceived morality of the peapar for each type of SH.
Although I originally intended to analyze the twa$ypes of sexual coercion
(threat and promise) separately, | found that tiratwo subtype scores loaded
onto a single underlying dimension, so the analgse<arried out for one
general “sexual coercion” score. Cronbach’s algbathe 15 scores ranged
from 0.65 to 0.94 (with the majority around 0.7@ &n80).

Results

Structure of the Perception of Sexual Harassment diVomen and
Men Questionnaire.In order to reveal the structure of the createtes¢a
conducted an exploratory factor analysis separ#&belthe three question types:
the categorization of the act as SH, stress ofitttan and the morality of the

perpetrator. Based on the screeplots and judgirtgépoints of inflexion, |
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decided to extract three factors for each quesyipa. As the sample included
over 300 participants, | considered an item to lagdrticular factor if its
eigenvalue was greater than 0.298 (Field, 200844).

In the case of categorization of an act as SHiitsiefactor explained
24.03% of variation after Varimax rotation, the @ad one 19.91% and the third
one 10.97%. The first factor included all threeetypf gender harassment
(negative gender remarks, enforcement of gender l@lvd comments), the
second factor included the items concerning sesoicion (both threat and
promise) and the third one the unwanted sexualtatteitems. This pattern
suggests that, just like American participantsjdhadtudents distinguish
between the three types of SH, although they deepérate the three types of
gender harassment into subgratips

As for the questions concerning the perceived stoéshe victim and
the perceived morality of the perpetrator, the s@iet also showed a three
factor solution, with consecutive factors explag26.38%, 20.81% and 7.98%
(stress) and 33.12%, 18.79% and 8.79% (moralityhefvariance after
Varimax rotation. However, the analysis of the isdimading on the three
factors showed a somewhat different pattern froenatiee seen in the case of
categorization as SH. In both cases the first faomuded the sexual coercion
and unwanted sexual attention items, the secondrfaxcluded most gender
harassment items, and the third factor includedlemal comments items
(morality) and the two lewd comments and one nggajender remarks item.
Which shows that the participants clearly groupuséxoercion and unwanted

sexual attention together when evaluating how stuéthey are and how

21 To my knowledge there are no studies in whichthinee gender harassment types were found
with the use of factor analysis.
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immoral is the person who acts like that, whileythensider gender harassment
to be rather different.

Perception of sexual harassment

Categorization as SH. In the present sample, all forms of gender
harassment were evaluated below the mid-pointeotdale for sexual
harassment such that the mean for negative geederks wadl = 2.68 SD =
1.31), enforcement of gender radle= 2.88 D= 1.34), lewd commentd =
3.94 ED= 1.23) suggesting that the participants did wotsaer those
behaviors to be SH. The other two types of SH weoee likely to be
considered as SH: unwanted sexual attertlon5.86 ED = 0.92), and sexual
coercionM = 6.56 SD= 0.75). As not all of the SH categorization dates
normally distributed, in order to see how the catemgtion of each of the
behaviors differs | conducted a set of Wilcoxomeidrrank tests. Lewd
comments, negative gender remarks, enforcemerdrafey role, unwanted
sexual attention and sexual coercion were sigmflgalifferent from each

other. The medians are presented in Table 1.

Table 1.
Medians for the categorization of acts as SH (Stjdy
Negative Unwanted
Lewd gender Enforcement sexual Sexual
comments remarks of gender rolg  attention coercion
4.0Q 2.4Q, 2.8Q 6.0Qy 6.87

Note.Medians that do not share the same index arefisignily different ap < .001
(Wilcoxon signed-rank test)

22 participants’ sex influenced the majority of outemvariables, such that the male participants
were more permissive than the female participarias example they found most described
behaviors to constitute SH to a lesser extentettess stressful for the victim, and they
evaluated the perpetrator as less immoral. | dalisouss the main effects of participants’ sex,
however | used this variable as one of the cowsiat
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Categorization of an act as SH, perceived strefiseofictim and
perceived morality of the perpetrator correlatgphsicantly and strongly or
very strongly with each other for all types of gentlarassment (lewd
comments, negative gender remarks, enforcemerdrafeg role) (alps < .001,
fromr = .51 tor = .80). As such | conducted a 2 (sex of the vigtn2 (sex of
the perpetrator) MANCOVA with the index of categation as SH as a
dependent variable, and participant’s sex andud#g towards homosexual men
and women as covariates. Using Pillai’s traceuhfibthe sex of the victim to
influence the categorization of gender harassmestaV = 0.14~(3, 368) =
2.72,p < .001 and separate ANCOVAs showed this effecetsignificant only
in the case of enforcement of a gender Fflle 370) = 33.54p <.001,d =
0.64, such that when the victim was female, thenast seen to constitute SH to
a larger extent\] = 3.30,SD = 1.39) than when the victim was mal¢ € 2.47,
SD=1.16). This effect was not obtained for negatjeader remarks or lewd
comments.

Sexual coercion and unwanted sexual harassmergssdim not meet the
requirements to conduct parametric tests. Consélguesonducted Kruskal-
Wallis one-way analysis of variance by ranks wakegorization of an act as
SH as dependent variable, and sex of the victimsanrdf the perpetrator as
one independent variable with four levels. Fordategorization of unwanted
sexual attention as SH the result of the Kruskallié/gest showed no difference
depending on the sex of the victim or perpetr&t(®) = 3.57 p = .31. Similarly
for sexual coercion there was no influence of tisim’s or perpetrator’s sex
on the perception of the act as SH when analyzedlfof the participantsi(3)

=5.59,p = .13,
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Additionally, | split the data by participant’s sard participant’s
attitudes towards homosexual men and women, ankneskal-Wallis and
Mann-Whitney tests in order to see how the leveéldependent variables differ
depending on those two predictors. After splitting data, | found that among
men with negative attitudes, there was a differenaategorization of an act as
SH depending on the sex of the victim and the pgeafmeH(3) = 9.77; Monte
Carlo significanceg = .01 (ClI for significance from .01 to .02). Agth
difference seemed to be between the cases of sard@pposite-sex SH, |
conducted additional analysis with the use of teaMWhitney test. It showed
that when sexual coercion was perpetrated by aananmanldn = 7.00) it
was perceived to be SH to a greater extent thamvtlveas perpetrated by a
man on a womarMdn = 6.62)U = 189.00y = -.34,p = .01. In addition, SH by
a woman on a womamidn = 7.00) was categorized as SH to a greater extent
than SH of a man by a womaddn = 6.75)U = 138.50f = -.31,p = .04. This
shows that opposite-sex SH is more likely to begatized as SH than same-
sex SH, at least among men with negative attittm®ards homosexual men
and women.

While gender harassment is considered to be adlypexual harassment
(Waldo et al., 1998), for lay people telling somepbyou are stupid like all
men” might be considered to be offensive, but reaessarily to be SH.
Separation of sexual coercion and unwanted sexigsiteon from gender
harassment is visible from the factor analysis diesd above. The possibility
that gender harassment is not considered to bésStitther supported when
looking at means for the categorization of the badra as SH. While sexual

coercion and unwanted sexual attention are coresiderconstitute SH by the
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Polish sample, just like in the studies carriediodhe USA, the categorization
of gender harassment as SH appeared to be mordicatag. This particular
category of SH was created basing on the answevided to open-ended
guestions about SH (Till, 1980, in Gelfand et #95; Waldo et al., 1998;
Berdahl et al., 1996), i.e. when both women and mere asked to write down
their SH experiences or behaviors that they thorkstitute SH - they noted
those kinds of gender harassment behaviors. Caglyens a questionnaire
study (Runtz and O’Donnell, 2003) the question$ mhiaror the present “gender
harassment” category were also not perceived asySHe American
participants. It seems that while gender harassmetdfinitely considered to be
a type of SH by those who deal with it in a scigntnanner (and by the
American law), the perception by lay people difféepending on how the
question is asked, with the result that in some Acaa studies gender
harassment is considered SH, and in others —dikeyi study - it is not.

Moreover, enforcement of the gender role was seethato a larger
extent when the victim was female, which is esghciateresting in view of the
fact that this SH category was first introduced¢scribe the SH of men and
that male participants usually seem more upsehisytype of SH than the
female participants. As for sexual coercion it wategorized as SH to the same
degree irrespectively of the sex of the victim #melperpetrator, except among
male participants with negative attitudes towardsibsexual men and women.
For those participants sexual coercion was categdias SH to a larger extent
in same-sex SH cases than in opposite-sex SH cases.

Perceived stress of the victim. The evaluation of the victim’s stress, in

increasing order was: lewd commen%£ 4.85,SD= 1.10), enforcement of a
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gender roleNl = 4.89,SD = 1.23), negative gender related remaMs=(5.01,
SD=1.26), unwanted sexual attentidvh € 6.17,SD = 0.05), sexual coercion
(M =6.67,SD=0.67). The results of a series of Wilcoxon sayn@nk tests
showed that negative gender remarks, unwanted katteation, and sexual
coercion differed significantly from each other,ileHewd comments and
enforcement of gender role were seen to causeathe amount of stress. The

medians are presented in Table 2.

Table 2.
Medians for the perceived stress of the victim ¢$tb)
Negative Unwanted
Lewd gender Enforcement sexual Sexual
comments remarks | of gender roleg attention coercion
4.9, 5.2G, 5.00 6.4Q 7.0Q

Note.Medians that do not share the same index arefisignily different afp < .01
(Wilcoxon signed-rank test)

Again, | conducted a 2x2 MANCOVA (victim’s sex apdrpetrator’s sex as
independent variables, participant’s sex and agiuowards homosexual men
and women as covariates) for the perceived stifebe wictim. With the use of
Pillai’s trace, | found the sex of the victim tdlirence the perceived level of
stress s/he experiences due to gender harassnyeritOy/ F(3, 368) = 14.98, p <
.001. Separate ANCOVAs showed this effect to beiggant for all types of
gender harassment and pattern of means was agexp&wowing the female
victim to be perceived as suffering more stresstdube event than the male

victim. The exact means and test statistics aregoted in Table 3.
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Table 3.
Perceived stress of the victim depending on theo$éxe victim (Study 1)
Victim

Female Male

Mean Mean

(SD) (SD) F (1, 379) d
lewd 5.05 4.66 7.66%* 0.35
comments (1.06) (1.112)
negative 5.45 4.60 42.35* 0.72
gender (1.19) (1.16)
remarks
enforcement 5.24 4.56 27.25* 0.57
of gender (1.14) (1.22)
role
*p<.001
** p< .01

Once again, | was unable to use parametric testsdlyze results for
unwanted sexual attention and sexual coercionf@umlation of the tests’
assumptions. As such, | conducted Kruskal-Wallis-atay analysis of variance
by ranks with perception of victim’s stress as daeant variable, and sex of the
victim and sex of the perpetrator as one independimable with four levels.
For the perceived stress in case of unwanted saxtegtion the result of the
Kruskal-Wallis test showed no difference dependinghe sex of the victim or
perpetratoH(3) = 2.71,p = .43. For sexual coercion | found a similar pattef
results as in the case of categorization as SH We use of a Kruskal-Wallis
test | found that the sex of the victim and theppéator did not influence the
perception of the victim’s stre$f(3) = 3.39,p = .35. However, after splitting
the data based on participant’s sex and attitumeards homosexual men and
women, there were significant differences for thennwith negative attitudes
H(3) = 9.54,p = .01 (Cl for sig. from .01 to .02). Further arsdg showed that

sexual coercion was perceived as more stresstuitoman when she was
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harassed by a womaki@dn = 7.00) than to a man when he was harassed by a
woman Mdn=6.75)U = 130.50y =-.34,p = .02.

Overall, all types of SH were seen as causingtaiodevel of stress,
however in case of “milder” forms of SH, i.e. inseaof gender harassment, the
participants clearly thought that the female vigtivwere more stressed than the
male victims. As for the cases of sexual coercimh@wanted sexual attention,
there were no differences in evaluation betweerake lmnd a female victim.
However, male participants with negative attituttegards homosexual men
and women, evaluated a victim harassed by a pefsihie same sex as more
stressed than a person harassed by an oppospegmtrator.

Perceived morality of the perpetrator. Comparing the means for the
perceived morality of the perpetrator showed thatgerpetrator of enforcement
of gender role was seen as the most méddat 3.32,SD = 1.25), followed by
perpetrators who expressed negative gender rerffrks2.77,SD=1.11),
lewd commentsN] = 2.60,SD = 0.95), unwanted sexual attentidn € 1.83,
SD=0.95), sexual coercioM(= 1.37,SD= 0.96). The results of a series of
Wilcoxon signed-rank tests showed that all perakiverality scores differ

from each other. The medians are presented in Bable

Table 4.
Medians for the perceived morality of the perpeirdStudy 1)
Negative | Enforcement| Unwanted
Lewd gender of gender sexual Sexual
comments remarks role attention coercion
2.6Q, 2.8G 3.4Q 1.60 1.0Q

Note.Medians that do not share the same index arefisignily different atp < .01
(Wilcoxon signed-rank test)

With a 2x2 MANCOVA (sex of the victim and sex oEtperpetrator as

independent variables, participant’s sex and agiutowards homosexual men
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and women as covariates) | found main effects @fibtim’s sex on the
perceived morality of the perpetrator for gendeabhament, using Pillai’s trace:
V =.23,F(3, 368) = 36.97p < .001. Separate ANCOVAs showed it to be
significant only for negative gender remarks anfbe@ment of gender ralén
both cases the perpetrator of SH on a female wasiadered to be less moral
than a perpetrator on a male. The exact meanseahdtatistics are presented in
Table 5.

Table 5.

Means and standard deviations for the perceivedalihoof the perpetrator
depending on the sex of the victim (Study 1)

Victim

Female Male

Mean Mean

(SD) (SD) F (1, 370) d
lewd 2.54 2.66 1.96 0.12
comments (1.00) (0.89)
negative 2.40 3.14 39.40* 0.70
gender (1.05) (1.05)
remarks
enforcement 2.76 3.89 84.78* 1.00
of gender (1.14) (1.112)
role
*p<.001

In order to tests the influence of the victim’s grepetrator’s sex on the
perception of the perpetrator’'s morality, | conautcKruskal-Wallis one-way
analysis of variance by ranks with perception app&rator’s morality as
dependent variable, and sex of the victim and $é&xeoperpetrator as one
independent variable with four levels. For the pered morality in case of
unwanted sexual attention the result of the Krudiallis test showed no
difference depending on the sex of the victim opp&atorH(3) = 3.32p =

.34. Similarly, | found no differences for the peption of the perpetrator’s
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morality in case of sexual coercibt{3) = 1.59p = .66. | also found no
differences in perception of the perpetrator’s igrdepending on the sex and
attitudes of the participants.

As expected, the sex of the victim (rather thathefperpetrator)
influenced the perception of the perpetrator’s riyran case of negative
gender remarks and enforcement of gender role. Menvéfound no such
differences for the other types of SH — lewd comtsietnwanted sexual
attention and sexual coercion. Once again, thidtresems interesting when
taking into consideration that negative gender rémand enforcement of
gender role were originally conceptualized as tygfeéSH with men in mind,
and in real life it is the male SH victims that exignce this type of harassment
more often than women and who experience it maendhan other types of
SH.

Discussion

The first study showed that among Polish studenéde SH suffering
was minimized in the case of “milder” forms of Sk, gender harassment.
While the three types of gender harassment wereansidered to constitute
SH at all, the perception of the stress it cauedté victim and the perception
of the perpetrator was rather straightforward. Belien analyzing same- and
opposite- sex gender harassment, it was the sie ofictim, rather than the sex
of the perpetrator, that influenced the perceivegss of the victim and the
perceived morality of the perpetrator. It showeat thH of a male was
minimized in two ways: by assuming that the femadéim suffered more than
a male victim (irrespective of the perpetrator’s)send by evaluating the

perpetrator of gender harassment on a male asiessral than the perpetrator
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of gender harassment on a female. This resulipesogslly interesting, in view
of the studies conducted by Waldo et al. (1998ytch the two types of
gender harassment (enforcement of gender role egatine gender remarks)
were first described in order to better captureddhhen and that it was those
two types of SH that men in their studies fountecespecially upsetting. The
other types of SH, i.e., unwanted sexual atterdiwhthe two types of sexual
coercion, were perceived by the participants tanttefy constitute SH.
However | did not find such straight answers amdictonfirmations of my
hypothesis that (1) when the victim is male theiscategorized as SH to a
lesser degree than when the victim is female,i@)ntale victim is perceived to
be less stressed by the acts than the female yiatich(3) the perpetrator of the
act on a man is perceived as less immoral thapehmetrator of the act on a
woman.

Most importantly, | noticed that the attitudes todsashomosexual men
and women play an important role when evaluatingiady-related behaviors,
especially when it comes to men evaluating malenate SH. Homosexuality in
general and male homosexuality in particular isvfred upon in Poland, where
homophobic attitudes are quite common, are oftemlypexpressed and are not
punishable in any way. This was clearly visibleidgithe political debates of
2012 and early 2013 on civil partnership laws, nigivhich some politicians
made numerous homophobic statements which wereonsidered to be a fault
and which did not cause them to lose their placeka parliament. It was also
during this period that Lech Walesa, the Nobel Bd&ize winner, said that
homosexual politicians should “sit behind a wadl'temark which was met with

applause and letters of support from politiciansibbessmen and some other
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prominent members of Polish society. From a moiensific perspective,
experimental research showed that Polish men tauche shoulder by another
man, compared to women touched by a woman or a onanen touched by a
woman, are less likely to comply with small reqgdite posting an already
stamped letter, buying an incense stick for thevedgent of $1.50, or
volunteering 20 minutes to act as a referee fdrildren’s soccer tournament,
and that this effect is explained by the negatitieudes towards homosexual
men (Dolinski, 2010).

Taken together, this is why those results that stm@n with negative
attitudes towards homosexuality to emerge as aapgroup, in opposition to
men with positive attitudes towards homosexualitgf &0 women, comes as no
surprise. While the other three groups do not sieednstinguish between male
and female victims when evaluating whether a beltasonstitutes SH, the men
with negative attitudes towards homosexuality pitevan effect that shows the
importance of the perpetrator’s sex, or rathernt@ortance of its interaction
with the sex of the victim. Moreover, in the cassexual coercion they
perceived a man harassed by a man to be moreestréss) a woman harassed
by a man, and a woman harassed by a woman to kestiessed than man
harassed by a woman while the participants witiheggative attitudes to
homosexuality did not see the difference. Althoitgh easy to understand that
a woman as a perpetrator of sexual coercion onmas®@@ms to cause less stress
than a man in the same position, it is interedtirag this pattern is obtained only
for the men who have negative attitudes towardsdsexuality.

The aim of this study was to analyze how the sexatims and

perpetrators of SH influences the categorizatioarochct as SH, perception of
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the victim’s stress and perception of the perpetimimorality. | hypothesized
that (1) when the victim is male the act is catergml as SH to a smaller degree
than when the victim is female; and this hypothess only partially
supported. When the victim was female only the ex@iment of gender role
was categorized as SH more than when the victimmaads. While in case of
sexual coercion, for men with negative attitudegai@ls homosexuality, the act
was categorized as SH more for same-sex victinpangetrator, than for the
opposite sex victim and perpetrator. Further, psated that (2) the male victim
is perceived to be less stressed by the acts tieaieinale victim; this
hypothesis turned out to be supported for all thypes of gender harassment.
However, for sexual coercion, among men with negadititudes towards
homosexual men and women, the situation was pedeis more stressful in
case of same-sex and not opposite-sex harassnmaaity H3) the perpetrator of
the act on a man is perceived as less immoralttteperpetrator of the act on a
woman — this hypothesis was supported only in chsaforcement of gender
role and negative gender remarks.

| must note certain flaws in the design of thelgturhe study was
conducted in Polish and | asked the participantes/&duate to what degree each
of the behaviors constituted sexual harassnmaotgstowanie seksualire
Polish). | did not provide the participants withyatefinition of SH (unlike in
the Runtz and O’Donnell (2003)) and the word “sékunthe Polish language
only has the connotation that is related to hagegand not to one’s biological
sex/ gender. It is possible that had | asked abexiial/ gender discrimination
or informed the participants that forms of gendscidmination can be

considered to be sexual harassment their answéhngstparticular question
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might have been different.

Secondly, I believe the answers to all three gaestwould have been different
if, instead of providing the participants with &t at all) to 7 (totally) scale,
they had been provided with a yes/no scale angarate “to what degree” (4 to
7) scale for those participants who answered “y€bBis way the distribution of

the answers might have been less skewed to the left
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The first study showed that only sexual coerciod anwanted sexual
attention are categorized as SH by the Polish poipul studied, and at the same
time gender harassment, while perceived as stitesflummoral, is not seen as
SH. As such, | decided to concentrate further metean those two types of
SH?3. The aim of Study 2 and Study 3 was to see hoywateators of sexual
coercion (SC) acts are perceived and what is theeped influence of SC on
its victims in more complex cases. The main hypsithproposed for both of
the studies were that
(1) Male victims of SH are perceived to suffer [&sesn SH than female victims
of SH (Studies 2 and 3),

(2) Perpetrators of SH on men are perceived legatively than perpetrators of
SH on women (Studies 2 and 3),

(3) Male victims are perceived to see SH in a fesgtive way than female
victims (Study 3).

Both in Study 2 and Study 3, the description ofig¢luded more
information about the victim and the perpetrat@ntthe one-sentence long
descriptions from Study 1. However, in Studies @ anl only used opposite-
sex examples of SC and the descriptions of thesaasee clear-cut, showing
examples of SC without previous or concurrent attsmwanted sexual
attention. An additional aim of Study 3 was to regle the results of Study 2 in
a more balanced sample and to answer some of #stigus raised by the
results of Study 2.
| wanted to explore whether the minimization of ensliffering can be also

observed when the coercion does not concern serhaliors. It seems

23 Studies 2 and 3 concern only sexual coercion,endiidies 4 and 5 concern unwanted sexual
attention and sexual coercion
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probable that the male suffering is minimized irelegently of the type of

aggression. As such, in Study 3, | compared pemepbdf not only sexual but

also financial coercion (extortion). Consequerflydy 3 was supposed to

answer the following questions:

(1) Are female victims of different types of coenciperceived to suffer more

than male victims?

(2) Is the minimization of male suffering speciftcSH, or is it also observable

for other types of transgressions whose victimaaea?

Study 2. The effects of victim’s sex on perceptior his/her suffering and

on the characteristics of the perpetrator in oppose-sex sexual coercion
Method

The sample included 154 participants (37 men afdwidmen)
recruited through the internet. Due to a largeeddhce in the number of men
and women in the sample | decided to analyze tlegh@ups separately. Mean
age for the whole group was 36.80= 14.00). The majority (76.6%) had
higher education, 20% had high school educatiod tla rest of the
participants had either primary or vocational edioca Mean age among
women was 37.43 yearSID= 12.83) and among men 35.&30(= 16.33); the
distribution of education for men and women semdyatias the same as for the
whole group.

The study was carried out in Polish. In the firsttpf the study the
participants were asked to state their sex, ageedndation. Next, they were
randomly assigned to read one of two vignettes wHescribed a young person
(a man or a woman) during an internship. In onsieerthe supervisor was

male and the intern was female (M on F) and irste®nd one, the supervisor
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was female and the intern was male (F on M). Thermknew s/he might be
hired after the internship and when the decisionademe, as his/her supervisor
informed him/her that s/he will be offered a pererarob if s/he agrees to have
sex with the supervisor. Subsequently, the paditip were asked to fill out one
of the measures indicating how the event influertbedvictim’s well-being.
Because the measures | used are long, each panticyas assigned randomly
to one of four subgroups to fill out one of the s@@s used to evaluate the
perceived distress of the victim. As this was asdcstudy of a planned larger
project, | was looking to learn which symptoms ahtan suffering differentiate
best between male and female victims. Thus | dedideise and test different
outcome variables concerning perceived depresaioqety, or somatic
symptoms. Dividing the sample into 4 subgroups leddhe statistical power
of the results, and created very small subsampbgge€ially of male
participants) but this way | was hoping to gain@endetailed insight into how
the victim’s suffering is perceived.

The first group received an inventory based on difieal version othe
Beck Depression Invento(BDI) in order to measure perceived intensity of
numerous depression symptoms. The scale (Appendiariisted of 21 items,
each describing a depressive symptom with four$eakintensity. The items
were changed so that the participants were nobreipg to how they
themselves feel, but rather to how the describesopefeels. The participants
were asked to estimate to what degree did thek thimintern described in the
vignette experienced each of the symptoms. The enssw the inventory range
from O (does not have this symptom aj &l 3 high severity, i.e.She does not

feel sad (0); He is so sad or unhappy that he cstiand it(3). The final score
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was obtained by adding points of all the itemsw®8nen and 7 men filled out
this scale; Cronbach's alpha for female participargs 0.89 and for male
participants 0.67.

The second group received a modified version oHbekins Symptom
Checklist-25HSCL; Appendix 4) to measure perceived anxietpgyms (10
items), depressive symptoms (13 items) and sormatnptoms (2 items). The
original scale was adjusted so that the particgpeegponded to the perceived
influence of the event on the intern describedetignette. Examples of items
used in the study includ&he experiences spells of terror or pafanxiety),He
feels low in energy, slowed doaepression)She has poor appetifsomatic).
Each item was scored on arbf at al) to 5 Eextremely scale and for each of
the subscales, the average was computed. 27 wamde raen filled out this
scale; Cronbach’s alpha among women, for anxiety @86, for depression:
0.99, for somatic symptoms: .0.60; and for menp@esvely): 0.97; 0.99; 0.56.

The third group received a modified version of WEelO- 5 Wellbeing
Index(WHO; Appendix 5) - a short version of WHO WellbgiQuestionnaire
in order to measure the perceived well-being ofvibBm. It consisted of five
items concerning positive wellbeing (2 items), gydi2 items) and anxiety (1
item, reversed scoring); once again the items waphbrased, so that the
participants’ responses concerned the describesbpsrwell-being. Examples
are:He is happy, satisfied, or pleased with persorigj $he is energetic, active
and vigorousEach statement was scored on a 6-point scalgingfromall
the time(5) tonever(0). The result was obtained by adding up theesctor all
items, giving possible range of 0 to 25 and withigh score being indicative of

high well-being. 32 women and 8 men filled out thisle; Cronbach’s alpha
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was 0.96 for the female and 0.92 for the male samallso used thilississippi
PTSD Scale-CiviliafPTSD), but due to an error of the website used to
distribute the study, the scores were not recoastedlas such | do not have the
results for this scale.

All of the participants responded on a scale frota T to a list of eight
adjectives (Kosakowska, 2006) to evaluate the pexfoe’'s perceived morality,
competence, liking and respect (Appendix 6). Crahlzalphas for male and
female participants for this measure were relagil@lv (the majority around
0.51), consequently | decided to analyze the agigsin groups of four, i.e.
honest, moral, nice and likable — creating a mtyraind likability score and
talented, resourceful, respectable and admireé@atiog a competence and
respect score. Cronbach’s alphas for the femalejpants were acceptable
(both alphas = 0.6) and good for the male partidipémorality and likability
alpha = 0.90; competence and respect alpha = 0.78)

| recruited participants through Polish interneufas and emailing lists
where | informed them that a study on perceptidriStbwas being conducted
and that their participation would be appreciated asked them to snowball
this request to their acquaintances. With thisrmiation, | provided the
participants with a website link to the online studll of the participants were
presented with the materials and filled out the sness in the following order:
guestions on sex, age and education, one randasilyreed version of the
vignette, one randomly assigned measure of victw@h-being (BDI, HSCL,
WHO or PTSD) and the scale to evaluate the petjpetréhe four questionnaire
groups did not significantly differ in terms of ag€8, 149) = .26ns (Mgp| =

35.27;MuscL= 37.36;MwHo =36.90;Mptsp= 38.07), male-to-female ratjé(3)
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= 6.38;ns (percentage of women for BDI = 85.4; HSCL = 72\840O = 78.6,
PTSD = 72.5), or educatigf(15) = 10.30ns
Results

Perception of the Victim’s Suffering

Due to violation of the parametric assumptionssfame of the
dependent variables and because of small samglg, $idecided to conduct a
series of Mann-Whitney tests, separately for matefamale participants.
Similar analysis carried out separately for différage and education groups
showed that those two variables did not differeatgagnificantly between the
participants.

| tested the first hypothesis that male victim&ef are perceived to
suffer less from SH than female victims of SH usangeries of Mann-Whitney
tests, with the sex of the victim as the indepehganable and in subsequent
analysis: depression, anxiety, somatic symptomH;heeg as dependent
variables. As the sample sizes for each of theoooécvariables were extremely
small, I report the exact significance values, @athan the asymptotic ones.
Among the female participants, there was a siganificlifference in perception
of the victim’s suffering depending on the sex loa BDI measure. The female
participants evaluated the female victim as suifgsignificantly more from
depressive symptoms than the male victim. Howdweethe HSCL and WHO-
5 questions, the female participants did not digtish between male and female
victims. The exact statistics for all effects, tthger with effect sizes, median
and mean range values are presented in Table 6.
Among the male participants, there was a significifiference for perceived

anxiety, somatic symptoms and general well-beifgeyTperceived the female
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victim as having more symptoms of anxiety and nsam@atic symptoms as
well as worse general well-being than a male viclilme exact statistics for all
effects, together with effect sizes, median andmiaage values are presented
in Table 7.

Table 6.

Perceived suffering of the victim depending ongbg of the victim
(Study 2) — female participants

Victim
Female Male
Median Median
(Mean rang¢ (Mean rangg U r

Beck 12.00 6.50 95.50* 0.35
Depression (23.63) (15.84)
Inventory
HSCL — 3.30 2.60 69.50 0.19
anxiety (15.39) (12.29)
HSCL — 3.50 3.00 77.50 0.11
somatic (14.83) (12.96)
symptoms
HSCL — 3.16 2.58 78.50 0.10
depressive (24.77) (13.04)
symptoms
WHO Well 6.00 1.50 105.00 0.10
Being Scale (17.25) (15.25)

* p <.05 (exact sig.)
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Table 7.
Perceived suffering of the victim depending ongbg of the victim
(Study 2) — male participants

Victim
Female Male
Median Median U r
(Meanrang¢ (Mean rangé

Beck 13.00 12.50 3.00 0.20
Depression (3.75) (3.00)
Inventory
HSCL — 3.15 1.10 2.00** 0.65
anxiety (7.00) (3.40)
HSCL — 3.75 2.00 0.00* 0.82
somatic (7.50) (3.00)
symptoms
HSCL — 3.08 1.25 3.00 0.57
depressive (6.75) (3.60)
symptoms
WHO Well 8.00 21.50 0.00** 0.70
Being Scale (3.50) (7.50)

* p<.01 (exact sig.)
** p < .07 (exact sig.)

As predicted, sex of the victim influenced the jegtoon of their
suffering. | observed that all of the scales mdaagyserceptions of the victim’s
suffering overall showed results consistent with ilgpothesis, i.e. a female
victim was perceived to suffer more than a malémicHowever, men and
women differed in the kinds of distress they attréal more to women.
Perception of the Perpetrator’s Characteristics

As the perception variables were not normally disted, | conducted a
set of Mann-Whitney U tests to test the hypoth#sas perpetrators of SH on
men are evaluated less negatively than perpetrat@bsl on women separately

for male and female participants. In both analyeesvictim’s (perpetrator’s)
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sex was introduced as an independent variablemamdlity/likability and
competence/respect were consecutively used as diepemeasures. | also
checked that the scale filled out as the first meaéBDI, HSCL, WHO,
PTSD), as well as participant’s age or educatiohnat influence further
responses.

For the female participants | found significantfeliénces concerning the
perception of the perpetrator’s characteristicxdse of the male participants, |
found no significant differences in their perceptaf the perpetrator as a
function of his/her sex. The exact statistics fbeHects, together with effect
sizes, median and mean range values are preseniatlle 8. As expected, the
women perceived the male perpetrator who sexuallgdsed a female as
significantly less moral/likable and competent/exgpble than a female
perpetrator who sexually harassed a male.

Table 8.
Perception of the perpetrator, depending on theobéhe victim (Study 2)

Perpetrator
Male Female
Median Median
(Mean (Mean U r
range range
£ moral/ 1.25 1.75 806.00* 0.34
%gg likable (42.65)  (62.71)
c
L £ competent/r  2.50 3.00 823.00** 0.29
€ espectable (42.74) (59.61)
~ moral/ 2.37 2.25 25.00 0.08
€ likable (8.38) (7.57)
o ¢
< =
E-% competent/r  3.75 2.62 16.50 0.40
& espectable (10.44) (6.56)
*p<.001

** p< .01
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Discussion

The second study gives overall support to the hg®s that the
suffering of male victims of SH is minimized. Flgsta male victim is perceived
to suffer less than a female victim, although leslied differences between
male and female participants in what kind of surffigithey attribute to a female
victim. According to female participants, a femaietim is expected to
experience more depression, while the male paaintgsee a female victim as
suffering more from anxiety, somatic symptoms amdwHfering generally
lower well-being following the assault. Secondhg hypothesis that the
perpetrators of SH on men are perceived less nefpathan perpetrators of SH
on women is supported in female but not in maléi@pants. A male
perpetrator who sexually harasses a woman is selesamoral and likable as
well as less competent and respectable than apegbetrator who harasses a
woman.

While the above results give general support tchypotheses that male
suffering is minimized by both men and women, drat perpetrators of women
are more negatively evaluated (at least by wonsavgral questions remain
unanswered. For example, there was a relativelynomber of men in the
sample, which may explain the failure to obtain sarhthe predicted results in
men. Because of these concerns, in the followindyst sampled a larger
number of men. In addition, in Study 3, | focusedselected measures of
perceived suffering, using five items based onBbek Depression Inventory to
measure perceived depression symptoms and fous frem the HCSL to

measure perceived somatic symptoms of the victchoke the items that
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distinguished well between male and female victamg had higher response
rates, indicating that they were easier for pgréiots to answer (i.e. where large
numbers of responses were not omitted by a largeeuof participants who
raised concern that they were unable to imagingnswer to the items).

One interpretation of the present results is they illustrate a general
tendency to perceive male and female actors diftrenamely, to see female
victims as more fragile than male victims, andde male perpetrators on
females in a more negative light than female peapats on males. This raises a
question: are female victims generally perceivethase fragile than male
victims? Are male perpetrators of assault genepalgeived in a more negative
light than female perpetrators? In addition: Isriiaimization of male
suffering specific to SH or does it occur in othgres of assaults? In the next
study | wanted to explore whether this trend ic#peto SH or it is observable
in other, non-sexual, types of assault such asiahextortion, thus suggesting
that male suffering is generally minimized whatetyer kind of assault.

Therefore, in the third study | decided to compgageceptions of sexual
and financial coercion (extortion) in a similar kaetting. Given that extortion
Is an act of acquiring goods or services throutfireat, intimidation or a
different form of pressure (Urdang & Flexner, 1968¢ can say that SH of the
sexual coercion type can be perceived to be afgpémim of extortion, as it is
an act of acquiring sexual favors by threatenipgi@son’s position in a work-
place; and that financial extortion is a form oéomon where the same
(dis)incentives are used to acquire money. Withithanind, for the third study
| decided to compare perceptions of victims anggteators in comparable

cases of sexual coercion (SC) and financial coer@&). In both cases the
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consequences for the victim were the same: faitucmply with the
perpetrator's demand meant that the victim will get employed at the
company after a period of internship.
Study 3. The effects of type of coercion and victil® sex on the perception
of victim’s suffering and the perception of the pepetrator’s characteristics
Method

The participants in the third study N = 201 weréidhopsychology (n
=120) and civil engineering (n = 81) students vaittnean age of 20.26D =
1.32). The sample consisted of 134 women and 57 ameh10 participants did
not state their sex. | collected the data in lextualls during class: after
obtaining the permission from the lecturer, | askedients to fill out the
questionnaires at the beginning of their class. @dréicipants were randomly
assigned to one of four vignettes which describeohiern. The story used for
SH conditions was exactly the same as in Studyp®eker, as mentioned
above, | added two FC conditions. Assuming thain8ght be considered to be
a type of extortion (“you will get this job if yaduave sex with me”), the control
conditions described the same situation with oméesee changed. Namely, at
the end of the internship, the young person wasinéd by his/her supervisor
that s/he can get the job if he pays him/her ("wallget this job if you pay
me”). This resulted in four conditions: male on #enSC, female on male SC,
male on female financial coercion (FC) and femalenale FC.

After reading the vignette, participants filled @ubumber of measures.
To measure perceived depression | used five maditigens inspired by the
Beck Depression Inventory, namely (end of scalasie S/he is so sad and

unhappy that s/he can't stand®/he feels irritated all the tim&/he has lost all
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interest in other peopjes/he believes that s/he looks y@yhe has lost interest
in sex completelyEach item was scored on a scale frorddeé not have this
symptomto 3; to obtain the overall depression scoreyvtiaes were summed.
Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was 0.70. For thegpeed somatic symptonis
used four items from the HCSL.: [s/he hhshdacheddifficulty falling asleep

or staying asleeppoor appetiteand [s/hefeels tense or keyed .upach item
was scored on a scale fromrib{ at all) to 5 gxtremely and the average overall
score was computed from all the items. Cronbadpisaafor somatic symptoms
was 0.83.

To measure the event perception | asked particggantate how the
event can be perceived by the victim. | preserttechtwith a list of adjectives
and their oppositions, for examplet scary—scary, not irritating —irritating,
not flattering—flattering, that were evaluated on a 7-point scale (Appefryix
Exploratory factor analysis showed a three faabtuitgon. The first factor
consists of two items: frightening and threateri@gpnbach’s alpha = 0.57)
and it is hereinafter referred to as “scary”; tlieeo two factors are: “painful” (5
items, ex. painful, harsh, unpleasant; Cronbadpisaa= 0.75) and “offensive”
(5 items, ex. offensive, irritating, Cronbach’stadp= 0.70). Additionally, as in
the previous study, | used a scale to measure igeccmorality, competence,
liking and respect of the victim and the perpetréikamsakowska, 2006;
Appendix 6). As in the previous study, the Cronbaeltphas were not
satisfactory for the majority of subscales. As sudneated a morality/likability
and competence/respect scores like in Study 2dthr the perpetrator and the
victim. However, for the competence/respect | ardgd three items (talented,

respectable, worthy of admiration) in order to @ase the reliability of this
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score. Moreover, in an open-ended question | a8leg@articipants to suggest a
prison sentence in years for the perpetrator asdacator of the perceived
seriousness of the offence and to label the atthlegoerpetrator committed. As
for the label that the participants gave to themdk, they grouped into five
categories which | dummy coded: mentions SH — 3@s&s does not mention
SH — 165 cases overall (36 cases mentions SH adddé6not mention SH in
the SH condition; nobody mentions SH in the ex¢ortondition), in order to
see if the sex of the victim influenced the labglaf the act as SH.

Participants were presented with the materialsfiled out the
measures in the following order: questions on sekage, one randomly
assigned version of the vignette, evaluation ofvibem, depression, somatic
symptoms, event perception, evaluation of the geafme, prison sentence,
labeling of the act.

Results
Perception of the Victim’s Suffering and Evaluationof the Offense

In order to test whether the perception of theiwist suffering depended
on their or their perpetrator’s sex, | conducted 8x2x2 (victim’s sex x type of
coercion x participant’'s sex) ANCOVAs with percedvdepression and somatic
symptoms as dependent variables and participagésand major (civil
engineering/ psychology) as covariates. | foungdraslicted that the victim’s
sex affected perceptions of the victim’s sufferifige exact F statistics as well
as means and standard deviations are presentedbia 9. A female victim was
evaluated as suffering more both from depressianfram somatic symptoms
than a male victim. In addition, unlike Study 2 tharticipants’ sex did not

influence the perceived depression and somatic &ymgof the victim; both
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male and female participants thought a femalemistiffered to a larger extent
than a male victim.

Further, | wanted to find out if the victim’s saXluences how s/he is perceived
to see the offense and the evaluation of the vidtiimerefore conducted two
2x2x2 MANCOVAs with sex of the participants, th@éyof coercion and the
sex of the victim as independent variables, pardicis’ age and their major as
covariates, and as dependent variables — in thteafimalysis - the evaluation of
the victim and in the second analysis - the perocepdf the event by the victim.
| found no main effects of the victim’s sex on exalon of the victim with
respect to their perceived morality/likability acdmpetence/respect, showing
that both the male and the female victims weregreed in the same way on
these dimensions of social perception. Howevesuhél a significant effect of
the victim’s sex on the perception of the evenhgdsvrillai’s trace (V = .14F(3,
173) = 9.74p < .001), and separate ANCOVAs showed that the liewiatim
was perceived as seeing both SC and FC as mong asanore painful and as
more offensive than the male vicfifnThe exact F statistics as well as means

and standard deviations are presented in Table 9.

24| also found a significant main effect of the typfeoffense, which showed SC to be seen as
less painful and less offensive than FC. This teswonsistent with another study (Studzinska,
unpublished data) carried out comparing SH to Fiizrey FC is seen as more abusive offence
than SH across different dependent variables. Béttand FC were perceived by the
participants to be equally likely to occur, as suato not fully understand the source of this
result. Moreover, | found the sex of the particiigao influence the perception of respect, talent
and resourcefulness of the victim, such that womertuated the victim higher than men and
for the evaluation of the event as scary and offensuch that women though the event to be
more offensive and scary. However, this resultnatemy main point of interest, thus | do not
discuss them further.



106

Table 9.
Perceived suffering of the victim of sexual harasstor extortion
depending on the sex of the victim (Study 3)

Victim
Female Male
Mean Mean
(SD) (SD) F d
depression 9.25 8.12 F(1, 175) = 5.55** 0.40
(2.57) (3.01)
somatic 3.31 3.05 F(1, 175) =4.33**  0.29
symptoms (0.90) (0.89)
scary 5.58 5.17 F(1, 175) = 6.23** 0.34
(1.18) (1.22)
painful 5.89 5.17 F(1, 175) = 27.03* 0.70
(0.87) (1.15)
offensive 6.32 5.81 F(1, 175) = 14.83* 0.53
(0.79) (1.10)
*p<.001
** p< .01
*%k% p < 05

There was also a significant interaction effectiofim’s sex and the
type of coercion (V = 0.5;(3, 173) = 3.08p = .02) on the perception of the
event as painful and offensive. Separate ANCOVAsv&d the interaction for
perceived painfulness to be significaR{X, 175) = 9.01p = .003) and there
was an almost significant interaction effect fog fferception of the event as
offensive E(1, 175) = 3.17p = .07). Interestingly, the simple effect analysis
showed sexual coercion to be perceived as moréubaind offensive to a
female than to a male victim (respectivefiyl, 175) = 31.07p <.001,d = 1.14
andF(1, 175) = 14.66p < .001,d =0.67), while financial extortion was equally
painful and offensive to both a male and a femalgm. The interactions are

presented in Figure 2.
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Figure 2.

Perceived painfulness (left panel) and offensiverfjeght panel) of the event:
interaction effects of the type of offence andiwits sex (Study 3)Note.The
differences are significant for sexual harassmadtreon-significant for financial
extortion.

In order to see if the labeling of SH differs deghey on the sex of the
victim, | conducted chi square analysis on the dymoded SH labeling
variable. The analysis showed that there is nastitatlly significant difference
in labeling SH as SH depending on the sex of thémiy?(1) = .406,p = .32.
SH on a woman was labeled as SH 20 times and aama-n6 times. It is
interesting that the majority of participants (16%]) not label an act of sexual
coercion as SH, especially since it seems to bretatypical type of SH.
Perception of the Perpetrator’'s Characteristics

For the perception of the perpetrator, no dependanebles met the
requirements to run parametric tests. As suched tise Kruskal-Wallis test
with the victim’s sex and the type of offence as @ariable with four levels
and the perceived morality/likability and competeinespect as dependent
variables. | followed it up with Mann-Whitney testswhich | applied a
Bonferroni correction, i.e. effects are considesigphificant only at a .01 level
of significance.

| found no significant differences in the perceptof the perpetrator’'s

morality/likability depending on the sex of the tua and the type of offence
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(H(3) = 4.27 p = .23). However, the perceived competence/respast w
influenced by the sex of the victim and the typéhef offencel(3) = 12.26p
=.007). The follow up Mann-Whitney tests showeeréwas no difference in
the evaluation of the perpetrator depending orséxeof the victim in case of
financial extortion y = 1065.00y = 0.11,p = 0.26,). Although there was a
significant difference in evaluation of the perp#dr in case of SHJ = 793.50,
r =0.32,p <.001,) such that when the victim was femaleppetrator was
seen as less competent/respectdidldn(= 2.33, Mean range = 41.56) than
when the victim was malé/{dn = 2.66, Mean range = 60.63)Finally, the
suggested prison sentence was influenced by expetainconditiorH(3) =
12.67,p = .005. The Mann-Whitney test showed that the ferparpetrator of
SC on a male was given less years of priddan(= 1.00, mean range = 39.35)
than the male perpetrator of SC on a femisldn(= 3.00, mean range = 59.65)
U =703.00y =-0.36,p < .001; while the sentence given to the perpat@ito
FC on a maleNldn = 2.00, mean range = 45.98) and on a feniMbtin(= 2.00,
mean range = 48.96) did not differ significartly= 1034.00y = -0.05.
Discussion

In this study I replicated the major results ofdt@. First, | replicated
the minimization of male suffering effect by shogithat the female victim of
sexual coercion by a male is perceived to have mepeessive and somatic
symptoms than the male victim of a female. Impdiyamising a larger sample
of men in Study 3, | showed that this effect cambected in male as well as in
female participants. Second, | showed that a fepalpetrator of sexual

coercion on a male is seen as more competent/tespan a male perpetrator

25| also compared SHed women to FCed women, and ®téedto FCed men and found no
significant differences
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on a female. Third, | showed that sexual coercmmmitted on a woman is
perceived to be a more serious offense than sexeation committed on a
man, and is perceived as more scary, painful #lietgive by the victim, and
warranting greater punishment for the perpetratoaddition, Study 3 extends
the findings of Study 2 by showing that women dse @erceived to suffer
more than men from financial coercion and that peogcommend stronger
punishments for male perpetrators of opposite-segxa coercion but not of
opposite-sex financial coercion and when evalugtieigpetrator’s
characteristics, they differentiate between pegpetron a male/female in case
of SH but not in case of financial extortion.

These data therefore answer the three questigedras a result of the
second study. Firstly, are female victims genenadlyceived as more fragile
than male victims? As shown by the main effectgicim’s sex regardless of
the type of offense, female victims are perceiesduffer more depression and
be more scared than male victims after both SCR&@1chlthough they are seen
to find it more painful and offensive than men oimythe case of SC.

Secondly, is the minimization of male sufferingafe to SH or does it
occur in other types of assaults? As stated befloeeminimization of male
suffering occurs when the male victim is seen d#f®s8ng less than the female
victim and when the perpetrator of an act on a mavaluated better that the
perpetrator on a woman. This conjunction occuthis study for both SC and
FC. The female victim is seen as suffering morae&pon and somatic
symptoms in both cases and as perceiving the isituas more scary, painful
and offensive. A woman who attacks a man is lesespected and perceived as

more competent than a man who attacks a womancdijanction is visible for
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both SC and FC variables in case of victim perceptbut for perpetrator
perception it only appears in the SH case. As sihehgurrent state of this
research leads me to suggest that the MMS effegittrbie specific to assaults
that involve sexuality, but more research is neddexbtablish this with
certainty.

Thirdly, are male perpetrators generally perceiveal more negative
light than female perpetrators? Female perpetratbcsassaulted a male are
seen as more competent and respectable than nmpktrpéors who assaulted a
female. This conclusion is consistent with otheesrch on women behaving in
a counter-stereotypical (or masculine) fashion Raxdman, 1998), who are
then perceived as more competent/agentic than mekstareotypically
portrayed women. The results indicate that asdaregsiception goes, male
perpetrators of opposite-sex coercion are in faaluated more negatively than
female perpetrators of opposite-sex coercion. Thexalso differences in the
punishment suggested for male and female perpetrdépending on the act
that they committed. A woman who sexually harassethn is judged to
deserve a lower prison sentence than a man whakghkarassed a woman,
while the punishment is the same for male and ferpatpetrators of FC.
Nevertheless, for the financial and sexual coerdioterms of social
perception, men as perpetrators are perceived negatively than women as
perpetrators.

Interim Summary

The proposed hypothesis was that the male suffesiminimized in two

ways: (1) through perception of the male victim$egs influenced by the act of

SH than female victims and (2) through perceivimg perpetrators of SH on



111

men in a better light than perpetrators of SH omen. These two main
hypotheses were based on previous research regdmolin actual victims of SH
and the social perception of victims of SH. Redeart real victims of SH with
the use of clinical instruments shows that menesuff the same extent as
women as a result of this offence (Settles e8all,1; Street, Gradus, &
Stafford, 2007; Vogt, Pless, King, & King, 2005; May, Waldo, Drasgow, &
Fitzgerald, 1999), while the studies conductedaypleople regarding their
perception of the victims or their own imagined esx@nce of SH show that
they perceive the men to be seen as less affegtedUmRocca & Kromrey,
1999; Berdahl, Magley, & Waldo, 1996; Struckman+k®n & Struckman-
Johnson, 1993; McKinney, 1992; Konrad & Gutek, 1986

This research extends the earlier studies by lgpkot only at the
perceived suffering of victims but also on the abperception of the
perpetrators. Additionally, | compared the percapof SH victims to victims
of a different type of extortion (i.e. financiabthsexual, coercion) and | looked
at the influence of the perpetrator’s sex on thegieed suffering of the victim
and on the perception of the perpetrator’s charatites. The results of the two
studies support the hypothesis that male suffasmginimized in two ways
(perception of victim’s distress and perceptionhaf perpetrator), not only
when it is caused by SH but also when it entanlaricial extortion. Those
studies show that people perceive a man harassadvoynan to suffer less than
a woman harassed by a man, and that a woman whsdegra man is evaluated
less negatively than a man who harasses a woméme Imext studies, | will try
to clarify whether male victims are seen as suffgtess due to the fact that

they were SH by a woman, or because they are niggily; an important
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limitation of those two studies is that | only irstigated opposite-sex SH.
Studies investigating both same- and opposite-gepr8sented in next chapters
will bring further clarifications of the role of gder stereotypes in producing

the minimization of male suffering phenomenon.
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CHAPTER 4.
Studies 4, 5 and 6. The effects of victim’s sex ¢ime
perception of the victim’s suffering and of the
perpetrator’s characteristics in the same- and oppsite-

sex SH
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The aim of the studies presented in this chapée tov answer the
guestions raised by the previous studies, as wet astablish whether the
obtained effects replicate and whether they a@\atsble for the same-sex
victim and perpetrator of SH. Moreover, the stoussed as vignettes in the two
previous studies (Study 2 and 3) were created@alify and presented as a
clear-cut case of sexual coercion, while usualkuakcoercion is preceded by
and co-occurs with unwanted sexual attention.

Therefore, in order to increase the realism efstudies, in Study 4 |
used a real SH story presented in a newspapeipssinski (Szternel, 2010).
The used vignette presented a real case of SHaleeemployee by a male-
owner of a company and it describes multiple attsyavanted sexual attention
and an example of sexual coercion — promise. Ieraxlcarry out the study, |
generated three additional versions, so as torobtar vignettes describing
cases of same- and opposite- sex SH.

The aim of Study 5 was to replicate the resultStady 4 with the use of
different measures of dependent variables. Once &gaed a real case of SH,
found in a monograph on SH (LeMoncheck & Sterb®120It described a
story of a female bank employee who was sexuallgdsed by her supervisor
over the period of four years. The harassment dedboth unwanted sexual
attention as well as sexual coercion. Again, | rhedithe original version in
order to create four conditions: male on female féhhale on male SH, male on
male SH and female on female SH. In this studyrbauced new tools to
measure dependent variables.

As the two studies did not provide definitive aess to all of the

research questions, | decided to carry out anctioely (Study 6), again
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focusing on the same- and opposite- sex SH, usthffesent story from the
LeMoncheck and Sterba (2001) monograph and usiwgdependent variables.
In addition, | tried to find potential mediatorstbe relationship between the sex
of the victim and of the perpetrator, the interactof the two and evaluation of
the victim’s suffering and of the perpetrator.
The studies tested the following hypotheses:
1. Male victims of SH are perceived to suffer lesn SH than female victims
of SH irrespectively of the sex of the perpetrator
2A. Perpetrators of SH on men are perceived legatively than perpetrators of
SH on women, OR
2B. A female perpetrator is evaluated more poditittean a male perpetrator.
Study 4
Method
The participants N = 221 (83 men, 128 women, 1(hdidstate their

sex), civil engineering students, mean age 206I3»<2.73), were presented
with an excerpt from a newspaper article by Szig@2®10) that explicitly
described real-life cases of male on male SH. &eltbe first case presented in
the article and | changed some details of the maigpiece so that it could fit a
female victim SH scenario. | developed four versiohthe article describing M
on M SH, Mon F SH, Fon M SH and F on F SH. Thielarwas as follows (M
on M SH):

The case began with [a prosecutor being informéd stispected

offense committed by Mr. S, an owner of the compiényn the city

of B. [The prosecutor] was notified by a former doyee Bogumil.

Bogumil knew about the behaviours of his employé&e company
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was buzzing with rumours about it. But he expergehit himself.

- It was in November/December 2005. Mr. S. wasngline that |
was a great guy. He invited me over to his place.sat down on the
couch in the living room. He asked if | wanted anklr He made the
drink himself — the employee recollects. After thank he [the
employee] became very sleepy and relaxed. He Kih@écame
unconscious, but he could still hear music. He ireghconsciousness
after about fifteen minutes. His pants and his nwdar were down.
His boss was masturbating him.

The next day, Bogumil came back to work. He talteetis
employee.

- | want you to evolve in this company. | have grgans for you.
You will earn big money — he was told. He didn'tieee any of it.
During a trip in a company car, the boss made a gakim numerous
times, he kissed and fondled him. Bogumil was tbat if he wants
to keep his job, he has to go with him [the bos$jut.he didn’t [go].
In the warehouse, the boss French-kissed him. Wileéecoming him,
he was extending his right hand, and putting Hisréo [the
employee’s] pants and touching his [the employegesiitalia. He
[the employee] couldn’t take it anymore. He hidi@aphone under
his shirt and went to tell the boss that he wagtiqgi He [the boss]

tried to convince him to stay, he promised himrgdaaise. (...)

As in the previous studies, | asked the participamtstate their age and

sex and then to fill out the measures used in SBu@ronbach’s alphas in
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brackets): perceived victim’s depression (0.72matic symptoms (0.81),
perception of the event as scary (0.74), as pa(ffdB), as offensive (0.74)
(respectively: Appendices 7, 8, and 9). For thesusaof depression, |
removed the first item (end of scaleég/he is so sad and unhappy that s/he can't
stand itin order to increase the scale’s reliability froms 0.43 to 0.72. For the
victim’s and perpetrator’s evaluation, due to lekability of the two likability
items and the two competence items, | decidecett them together with the
morality and competence items, alike the previdudiss, creating two scores:
morality/liking and competency/respect.

The participants also answered, on a 7-point $oalhat degree the
victim experienced various emotions (for examplsgdst, anger, guilt; the
whole scale as used for the analysis in AppendiA&rincipal component
analysis showed that the emotions clustered intofawetors: fear and sadness
(0.76) and anger and surprise (0.70). Finallykedsparticipants to answer on a
7-point scale to what degree the described actionstituted SH and to propose
a prison sentence in years and a financial finehemperpetrator in Polish
Zlotys.

As this study deals with same-sex SH, | decidaasta short version of
the Attitudes Toward Lesbian and Gay Men Scale ékl& Capitanio, 1995),
used previously in Study 1, to control for negattudes towards homosexual
men and women (Appendix 1). Cronbach’s alpha feraverall attitude
towards homosexuality was 0.82. High scores onsitede indicate low

tolerance for male and female homosexuality.
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Results

Perception of the Victim’s Characteristics, Victim’'s Suffering and
Evaluation of the Offense

First, | wanted to check whether this study regibs the results from
Studies 2 and 3. To this effect, initial analysesencarried out only on the
cases of opposite-sex SH26 and it mirrors the amged out in Study 2. |
carried out a series of t-tests, with the sex efuictim/perpetrator as the
independent variable and perception of the victiolaracteristics, perceived
depression and somatic symptoms, perception adtast as scary, painful and
offensive and the perceived emotions of fear/@untl anger/hostility as
dependent variables. While | did not find the séthe victim/perpetrator to
influence the characteristics of the victim, pevedidepression and somatic
symptoms of the victim or the perceived anger/ssepof the victim, it
influenced the perceived scariness, painfulnes#edsiveness as well as the
perceived level of fear/sadness. The exact statistie presented in Table 10.
For all of those variables, it was a female vicfhmarassed by a man) who was
seen to suffer more than a male victim (harasses\wgman); this result is in

line with the results of Studies 2 and 3.

26 Participants in same-sex conditions N = 113, 6&am, mean age = 20.65 = 2.68;
Cronbach’s alphas for the scales used: from 0.€086.
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Perception of victim’s characteristics, victim'dfeuing and evaluation of
the offense — opposite sex SH (Study 4)

Victim
Female Male
Mean Mean
(SD (SD t d
moral/ likable 4.56 4.61 t(111) =.191 0.03
(1.26) (1.45)
competent/ 441 4.57 t(111) = .677 0.13
respectable (1.16) (1.26)
depression 9.26 8.67 t(110) = 1.09 0.20
(3.07) (2.57)
somatic 3.46 3.20 t(110) = 1.52 0.28
symptoms (0.82) (0.95)
scary 5.95 5.00 t(109) = 3.96* 0.75
(1.17) (1.34)
painful 5.75 4.83 t(109) = 4.36* 0.83
(1.16) (1.03)
offensive 6.04 5.44 t(109) = 3.03** 0.57
(0.99) (1.09)
fear/sadness 5.07 4.15 t(109) = 4.07* 0.77
(1.14) (1.24)
anger/surprise  5.20 5.02 t(109) = 0.82 0.15
(1.27) (1.03)

*p<.001, * p< .01, ™ p<.05

To see if the sex of the victim or the perpetratfiuenced the

perception of the victim’s characteristics — madydlikability and

competence/respect, | conducted a 2x2 (sex ofittienvx sex of the

perpetrator) MANCOVA, controlling for participantséx, age and attitudes

towards homosexual men and women. Using Pillaéiserthere was no
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significant difference neither for the sex of thetvm V = .007,F(2, 199) = .67,
p = .51 nor for the sex of the perpetrator V = .00, 199) = .35p =.70.

In order to see if the perception of the victimfering differs
depending on the sex of the victim or the perpetratsubsequently conducted
two 2x2 (sex of the victim x sex of the perpetrat®COVAs with victim’s
perceived depression and somatic symptoms as depevaliables, and
controlling for participants’ sex, age and attitsdewards homosexual men and
women. For the perceived depression, | found noifsggnt main effects and
the exact statistics are presented in Table 1t théomain effect of the victim,
and in Table 12 — the main effect of the perpetraiowever, | found a
significant interaction effect of the sex of thetun and the perpetratéi(1,

201) = 4.84p = .02,d = 0.51 and simple effects analysis showed thaale m
victim harassed by a man was perceived as suffémamg more depression
symptoms ¥l = 10.20,SD = 3.13) than a male victim harassed by a wonan (
=8.72,SD= 2.57), as visible in Figure 3. This result psitd the sex of the
perpetrator as the more important factor for thegmion of the victim’s
depression. | found no differences depending orséixeof the victim or the

perpetrator for the perceived somatic symptoms.

11

B male perpetrator

| |0 female perpetrator

Perceived depression score

male victim female victim

Figure 3.

Perceived depression of the victim depending orsétxeof the victim and the sex of
the perpetrator. Interaction effects of the sethefvictim and sex of the perpetrator
(Study 4). Note. Only the difference between matdms is significant.
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For the perception of the event by the victim asgainful and
offensive, | conducted a 2x2 (sex of the victinex sf the perpetrator)
MANCOVA, with participants’ sex, age and attitudesvards homosexual men
and women as covariates. Using Pillai’s trace hfba significant effect of the
victim’s sex on the perception of the event V = B@, 196) = 3.15p = .02,
and the separate ANCOVAs showed a significant aiffee for the perception
of the event as scary, such that the female vieta®s seen as perceiving SH as
more scary than the male victim. There were noisogmt differences for the
perceived painfulness and offensiveness of SH.eklaet statistics are
presented in Table 11.

| also found a significant effect of the perpedrat sex on the perception
of the event as scary, painful and offensive V& K{3, 196) = 5.92p = .001
(the separate ANCOVAs showed it to be significantdll three variables). This
result points to the sex of the perpetrator rathan the sex of the victim as
being more important for the evaluation of how ¥ietim perceives the event,
as the event was evaluated as more scary, pamiubensive when the
perpetrator was a man rather than when the petpetwas a woman. The exact
statistics are presented in Table 12.

In order to see how the sex of the victim and taetrator influenced
the perceived emotions of the victim, | conducté&tk (sex of the participant x
sex of the victim) MANCOVA on perceived fear/sadsiess well as perceived
anger/surprise; with participant’s sex, age anituats towards homosexual
men and women as covariates. Using Pillai’s traoaihd the perpetrator’'s sex
to significantly influence the perceived emotiomshe victim V = .05F(2,

199) = 5.65p = .004 and the separate ANCOVAs showed the efiteloe
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significant for the fear/sadness. These showedwhah the perpetrator was
male, the offence caused more fear/sadness indte than when the
perpetrator was female. The exact F statisticthireffects, as well as means
and standard deviations are presented in Tablerlthé main effect of the sex
of the victim and in Table 12 for the main effettlre sex of the perpetrator.

Table 11.
Perception of victim’s suffering and evaluatiortloé offense depending on the
sex of the victim in same- and opposite- sex SHdp#)

Victim
Male Female
Mean Mean

(SD)  (sD) F d
9.43 9.34 F(1,201)=0.23 0.03
depression (2.93) (3.00)
somatic 3.39 3.44 F(1,201)=1.44 0.05
symptoms (0.89) (0.93)
scary 529 575 F(1,198) =7.99* 0.32

(1.47) (1.33)

painful 529 549 F(1,198) =2.28 0.16
(1.14) (1.23)

offensive 581 5.87 F(1,198) =0.62 0.05
(1.16) (1.17)

fear/sadness 461 4.84 F(1,200)=2.04 0.17
(1.34) (1.24)

anger/surprise 5.28 5.13 F(1, 200) =2.82 0.12
(1.09) (1.24)

*p<.01
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Table 12.

Perception of victim’s characteristics, victim'dfeuing and evaluation of the
offense depending on the sex of the perpetratsaimne- and opposite- sex SH
(Study 4)

Perpetrator
Male Female
Mean Mean

(SD) (SD) F d

depression 9.66 9.12 F(1, 201) = 0.88 0.18
(3.13) (2.77)

somatic 3.51 3.32 F(1, 201) = 1.27 0.21
(0.82) (0.98)

Scary 5.78 5.27 F(1, 198) = 4.88*** 0.36
(1.35) (1.43)

Painful 5.76 5.04 F(1, 198) = 17.64* 0.63
(1.13) (1.14)

offensive 6.12 5.57 F(1, 198) =9.11* 0.48
(1.04) (1.212)

fear/sadness 5,05 4.40 F(1, 200) = 11.34* 0.50
(1.30) (1.29)

anger/surprise  5.33 5.08 F(1, 200) = 2.30 0.21
(1.19) (1.13)

*p<.001

** p< .01

*k% p < 05

Perception of the perpetrator’s characteristics

As the variables used to evaluate the perpetradaonat meet the
requirements to conduct parametric test, | camwigictheir nonparametric
equivalents. Just like in case of the perceptiotheivictim, | first tried to
replicate the results of Studies 2 and 3, by rumtie analysis only for the

opposite-sex conditions.
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| started by running a series of Mann-Whitney tasterder to see if the
sex of the victim/perpetrator influenced the peticepof the perpetrator’s
characteristics, the categorization of the acttstlge proposed prison sentence
and the financial fine. | did not find significadifferences for the perceived
morality/liking and competence/respect. Howeveg, ltbhavior was seen to
constitute SH to a larger extent when it was a mo committed it on a
woman than when it was a woman who committed & aman. The sex of the
victim/perpetrator significantly influenced the g@gted prison sentence, such
that a man who harassed a woman deserved a higjitense than a woman
who harassed a man. Finally, for the proposed fiveresult was close to
statistical significance, also suggesting a hidimer for a man who harassed a

woman. The exact statistics are presented in Tehle
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Table 13.
Perception of the perpetrator’s characteristics c8tédgorization and
proposed punishment — opposite sex SH (Study 4)

Victim
Male Female
Mdn Mdn
(Mean range) (Mean range) U r
morality/liking 2.00 1.75 1316.00 0.13
(61.07) (52.09)
competence/respect 2.75 2.50 1324.00 0.13
(60.93) (52.23)
categorization as 7 7 1181.00** 0.25
SH (49.47) (63.28)
prison sentence 2 4 550.00* 0.38
(34.60) (54.30)
financial fine 5000 10000 650.00*** 0.19
(36.61) (45.73)
* p<.001
** p< .01
*k% p: 08

Following, | conducted Mann-Whitney U tests to exdé the influence
of the sex of the victim, the sex of the perpetréitor same- and opposite- sex
SH), the sex of the participants, and attitudesato& homosexual men and
women (split on its median) on the evaluation &f perpetrator’s
characteristics, categorization of the act as 9id,suggested punishments.

The perpetrator’s sex influenced the perceived aiance/respect for
the perpetrator, such that a male perpetrator e@as as less
competent/respectable than the female perpettdtavever it did not influence
the perceived morality/liking of the perpetratorh®v the perpetrator was male,

the act was seen to constitute SH to a larger e#ttan when the perpetrator
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was female. Moreover, a male perpetrator was seeteto more years of prison
than a female perpetrator. All of the statistics presented in Table 14.
Table 14.

Perception of the perpetrator’s characteristics c8tédgorization and
proposed punishment — opposite- and same- sex By 8)

Perpetrator
Male Female
Mdn Mdn
(Mean (Mean range) U r
range)
morality/liking 2.00 2.25 5466.00 0.06
(105.11) (113.81)
competence/respect 2.50 3.00 4920.00** 0.14
(99.99) (117.77)
categorization as 7.00 7.00 4786.00* 0.23
SH (121.19) (99.12)
prison sentence 3.49 2.00 2533.50* 0.28
(101.88) (73.12)
financial fine 10000 8500 3064.00 0.04
(83.17) (78.80)
* p<.001
** pn< .05

In contrast, the victim’s sex influenced only tieahcial fine proposed, with a
female victim judged as deserving more compensdhitgan range = 112.34,
Mdn = 10000) than a male victim (Mean range = 107MNdn = 5000)U =
2666.50p = .05,r = 0.15. Finally, participants’ attitudes towarasiosexual
men and women did not influence their evaluatiothefperpetrator, the
perpetrator's punishment or the categorizatiorhefdct as SH; participant’s sex
influenced their evaluation, such that male pgrtots were less harsh than the
female participants (seen the perpetrator as nmmrgetent/respectable, more
moral/likable, they categorized the act as SH lesaer extent and they

proposed lower prison sentence).
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Further, to see the influence of the two indepehdanables (sex of the
victim and sex of the perpetrator) combined, liegrout Kruskal-Wallis one-
way analysis of variance by ranks, followed by Matihitney U tests, to which
| applied a Bonferroni correction (effects are adased significant only at a .01
level of significance). The Kruskal-Wallis test shexl the sex of the victim and
of the perpetrator to significantly influence therqgeived competence/respect of
the perpetrator H(3) = 13.4d= .004, the prison sentence H(3) = 1733,

.001 and categorization of the act as SH H(3) 20, < .001. Follow-up
Mann-Whitney U tests showed that a man who harassedn was perceived as
more competent/respected than a man who harasgechanU = 1052.50p =
.01,r = 0.22. Moreover, a woman who harassed a womarsa&sas more
competent/respected than a man who harassed a wom&85.50p < .01,r =
0.33 as seen in Figure 4. As for the categorizasfdhe assault as SH, as shown
in Figure 5, it was considered to be SH to a lagy#ent when it was a man
harassing a man than when it was a woman haragsmanU = 921.50p <

.001,r = 0.36 and when it was a man harassing a womhbarrditan woman
harassing a mald = 1181.00p = .006,r = 0.25. Moreover, as illustrated in
Figure 6, a man who harassed a woman was sentemosate years of prison
than woman who harassed a niar 550.00p < .001,r = 0.38 and a man who
harassed a man was sentenced to more years af gies® a woman who

harassed a mdn = 490.50p < .001,r = 0.36.
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Evaluation of the perpetrator's competence/respiegending on the sex of the victim
and the sex of the perpetrator (StudyNpte The significant differences are between
male perpetrator/female victim - male perpetratatfvictim and male
perpetrator/female victim — female perpetrator/flenvéctim
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Categorization as SH depending on the sex of tteérviand the sex of the perpetrator
(Study 4). Note. The significant differences arenaen female perpetrator/male victim
- male perpetrator/male victim and female perpetfatale victim — male
perpetrator/female victim
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Figure 6.

Years of prison proposed depending on the sexeo¥itttim and the sex of the
perpetrator (Study 4). Note. The significant diéieces are between female
perpetrator/male victim - male perpetrator/femadgim and female perpetrator/male
victim — male perpetrator/male victim
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Discussion

The results of Study 4 show that the sex of thpgteator is crucial
when evaluating both the victim’s suffering and fleepetrator. Female victims
are usually perceived as more fragile than maltme A female victim is
perceived to be more scared due to SH, to experiemee fear and sadness and
is proposed a higher financial compensation, bstdtudy showed that it is the
sex of the perpetrator that mostly influences te@ption of the victim’s
suffering. When the perpetrator is male, the viasrperceived to suffer more
from depression (in case of a male victim) andei@eive the event as more
scary, painful and offensive as well as to feelerfear and sadness, than when
the perpetrator is female. Moreover, a male peapatis seen as less competent
and respectable than a female perpetrator, hican&itute SH to a larger
extent and he deserves a longer prison sentence.

Summing up, | replicated the major results of thevpus studies. As in
Studies 2 and 3, also Study 4 shows that the femetien of the opposite-sex
SH is seen to suffer more than a male victim ofogjitp-sex SH. Moreover the
act is seen as SH to a larger extent when thenvistfemale and the perpetrator
is male, rather than when the victim is male ardpbrpetrator is female. What
is more, the male perpetrator receives a highepprsentence and a higher
financial fine, than a female perpetrator.

However, the picture becomes more complicated wlemparing cases
of the same- and opposite-sex SH. The resultsatelihat the sex of a
perpetrator has a bigger impact on evaluations tthasex of a victim, both
when evaluating the victim’s suffering and the gérator’s characteristics.

When looking at the influence of both at the saimme t the results are mixed.
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The fact that male on female SH, compared to femalmale SH, is
categorized more as SH and seen as deserving lggken sentence is a
replication of previous results and it supportshggothesis. Similarly the fact
that a man who harasses a woman is seen as lepgtemithan a man who
harasses a man points to the importance of thenviotthe evaluation of the
perpetrator. However, the evaluation of a man lsamgsa woman as more
competent than a woman who harasses a woman, basteyher
categorization of an act as SH and a higher pssorence for a man who
harasses a man, compared to a woman who harasses ahows that it is
rather the sex of the perpetrator that is of imgouee. It seems crucial to devote
more attention to the influence of the perpetratsex and to how the
interaction of the sex of the perpetrator and ilséna can influence the
perception of the perpetrator and the victim. | demif discrimination is also
visible due to the sex of perpetrator. Although aniginal hypothesis was that
the male victims are discriminated against (i.eirtbuffering is minimized), it
is also possible that male perpetrators are victifradscrimination.
Discrimination of male perpetrators would also basistent with Gray and
Wegner’s (2009) theory: because of her sex, a wae@ains a moral patient,
even when she is the perpetrator of SH. As a npat&nt she is less
responsible for SH, and thus she is evaluatedrsatk deserves a smaller
punishment.
Study 5

The aim of this study was to replicate the resoftthe previous studies
and most importantly of Study 4. Once again | useeal case of SH, which |

found in a textbook on SH (LeMoncheck & Sterba, PO0he case describes a
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female bank employee who was sexually harassedajuted sexual attention
and sexual coercion) by her boss for over fourgidanodified the original
version in order to create four conditions. In ttisdy | used both the tools |
used before, as well as new ones in order to meaisardependent variables.
Method
The participants in this study (N = 147) weleahd %' year law
students; 87 women and 46 men (14 participantsalidtate their sex); their
mean age was 23.98D = 2.2). They were randomly assigned to one of the
four versions of the story describing sexual haresg of a bank employee; the
story was as follows (M on M SH):
In 2005, during a job interview, Miroslaw W. metz8gorz T., a
manager of one of Bank’s X. offices. After the miew, Grzegorz
T. called him to say that he has been hired. WitasThis
supervisor, Miroslaw W. started as a bank tellaimtee, and
thereafter was promoted to teller, head teller, @asgistant branch
manager. He worked at the same branch for fousyead it is
undisputed that his advancement there was basetahalone.
In October 2009 Miroslaw W. brought a case agddrgegorz T.
claiming that during his four years at the bankhhd “constantly
been subjected to sexual harassment” by Grzegdtie Testified
that during his probationary period as a tellemea, Grzegorz T.
treated him in a fatherly way and made no sexuzhmacks.
However, shortly thereafter, he invited him outitoner and during
the course of the meal, suggested that they gartotal to have

sexual relations and he threatened that a refuiahean
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termination of his employment. According to MiroslaV.,
Grzegorz T. thereafter made repeated demands upofohsexual
favors, usually at the branch, both during andrdftesiness hours;
he estimated that over the next several years thénkercourse with
him some 40 or 50 times. In addition, he testifieat Grzegorz T.
fondled him in front of other employees, followeidhinto a
restroom and exposed himself to him, which wasiomed by

witnesses.

In the first part of the study, the participamsre asked to state their sex
and age, and to fill out the already describ#&tttudes Toward Lesbian and Gay
Men ScalgHerek & Capitanio, 1995 for the whole scale = 0.86). The results
were used as a covariate. After reading the vign#ie participants were asked
to fill out numerous scales: evaluation of theimc(morality/likability o = 0.73
and talent/respect = .60) the first tool measuring the perceived sietna
symptoms ¢ = 0.82) was exactly the same as the one usedidy 3t However
| changed the way of measuring the perceived dsjoresind anxiety symptoms
and | usedPatient Health Questionnaire{PHQ-4; Appendix 9) which is a
short version oPatient Health QuestionnairéHQ-4 uses two items to assess
depression symptoms € 0.83) and two for the anxiety € 0.77). | also used a
scale to measure six emotions (Appendix 10) deeeldyy Wojciszke & Baryla
(2005) which consist of 24 names of emotions —+4&ch of the following
main emotions: happiness € 0.87), love (@ = 0.78), fearq = 0.91), angero

= 0.85), guilt ¢ = 0.80), sadness £ 0.90).
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| also asked participants to suggest a prison seatend to evaluate the
perpetrator's moralityo( = 0.74), likability ¢ = 0.73) and competence/respect
using the same scales as in previous studies (Alpéh Due to low reliability
of the competence score £ 0.31), and a low reliability of the
competence/respect score as used in the previadiesiy = 0.46) | used three
adjectives (talented, respectable and admirede@te a talented/respected
score ¢ = .61). As the participants were law studentskiea them to choose
which of the Polish laws was the perpetrator bregtki This way | also wanted
to check if the severity of the punishment willfdifbetween the conditions.
Results

Perception of the Victim’s Characteristics, Victim’s Suffering and
Evaluation of the Offense

First, | wanted to test if this study replicates thajor findings of
Studies 2 to 4 concerning opposite-seX%SHs in the previous studies, |
conducted a series of t-tests with the sex of tbnv/perpetrator as the
independent variable, and morality/likability, tal&espect and the perceived
depression, somatic symptoms, anxiety and the peoceof the six emotions
as dependent variables. As can be seen in Tabkefé®ale victim harassed by
a man was seen to suffer more depression, sonyatigtsms, anxiety, fear,

anger, guilt and sadness than a male victim hatdssa woman.

27 The choice was between the different laws as guiot€hapter 1 of this work, i.e. the Polish
Labor Code, Chapter lla, Equal Treatment in EmplegimArticle 183a, section @&yticle 197,
section 1 of the Polish Criminal Code; Article 18&ction 2 of the Polish Criminal Code and
Article 199, section 1 of the Polish Criminal Code

28 The sample for opposite-sex SH: N = 74, 43 womesan age = 24.45d= 3.54
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Table 15.
Perception of victim’s characteristics, victim'dfeuing and evaluation
of the offense — opposite sex SH (Study 5)

Victim

Female Male
Mean Mean
(SD (SD t d

moral/likable 4.12 4.04 t(72) = .29 0.07
(1.15) (1.04)

talented/respectable 3.84 3.94 t(72) = .43 0.09
(1.02) (1.06)

depression 4.15 3.75 t(72) = 0.44
(0.85) (0.96)  1.89*

somatic symptoms 3.79 3.45 t(72) = 0.39
(0.90) (0.82) 1.68**

anxiety 3.99 3.74 t(72) = 0.26
(0.90) (1.00)  1.93*

joy 2.39 2.84 t(72) = 0.36
(1.13) (2.31) 157

love 2.41 2.50 t(72) = .33 0.07
(1.31) (0.98)

fear 5.44 4.97 t(72) = 0.39
(1.18) (1.22) 1.68*

anger 5.24 4.81 t(72) = 0.40
(1.02) (1.08) 1.72*

guilt 5.40 494  t(72)= 0.40
(1.10) (1.18) 1.72*

sadness 5.38 4.71 t(72) = 0.52
(1.21) (1.35) 2.23*

* p < .05 (two-sided)
** p< .05 (one-sided)

Second, | examined whether the sex of the perpetaaid the sex of the
victim influenced the perceived suffering of thetim. | conducted a 2x2 (sex

of the victim x sex of the perpetrator) ANCOVA witie perceived somatic
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symptoms as the dependent variable, and with gzahts sex, age and
attitudes towards homosexual men and women asiatesrThe result showed
a significant difference in the perception of thensitic symptoms depending on
the sex of the victinr(1, 124) = 4.14p = .04,d = 0.35 with the female victim
being perceived as suffering more from somatic ggmp than a male victim
(respectivelyM = 3.85,SD= 0.80 andv = 3.57,SD= 0.80).

| also conducted three 2x2 MANCOVA (sex of the mitk sex of the
perpetrator) with the perception of victim’s chdeaistics as the dependent
variables in the first one, perceived depressiahaxiety as the dependent
variable in the second one, and the six emotiomisarthird one and with
participant’s sex, age and attitudes towards horu@denen and women as
covariates. Using Pillai’s trace there was no éféé¢he victim’s or
perpetrator’'s sex on the perception of the victiokiaracteristics V = .04(2,
123) = 2.73ns or on the perceived depression and anxiety \27FE®, 122) =
1.36,ns or on the perceived emotions V = .686, 120) = .82ns Although,
looking at the results of the separate ANCOVAstaheas a significant effect
of the victim’s sex on the perceived guilt of thetvm F(1, 125) = 4.31p = .04,
d = 0.33 with the male victim feeling less gulM € 5.14,SD = 1.09) than the
female victim M = 5.49,SD= 0.98).

In contrast to Study 4, | found that a female wictvas perceived to
suffer more somatic symptoms than a male victimtarfdel more guilt.
Interestingly, the sex of the perpetrator did méiuence any of the variables
assessing the victim’s suffering. This result igenia line with the results of the
Studies 2 and 3 and with my original hypothesis shizmale victim of SH is

seen to suffer more than a male victim of SH.
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Perception of the perpetrator’'s characteristics

Again, | started by conducting the analysis onlydpposite-sex SH. |
carried out a series of t-test with the perceivedatity, liking and
competence/respect of the perpetrator as the depewndriables. The results
showed that both perpetrators were evaluated adlgquoral, liked and
talented/respected. For the proposed prison sextasd was unable to conduct
parametric tests, | used the Mann-Whitney tese#tke influence of the sex of
the victim/perpetrator. The result showed that &emarpetrator (who harassed
a woman) was given more years than the female patpe(who harassed a
man)U = 367.00y = -0.35,p = .002 (respectivelyvidn = 4.00, Mean range =
43.88;Mdn = 2.00, Mean range = 29.16) which replicated tle¥ipus findings.

In order to dissociate effects of the sex of thepeeator from that of the
victim, | conducted a 2x2 MANCOVA with the sex tiet perpetrator and sex of
the victim as independent variables, and partidgiaex, age and attitudes
towards homosexual men and women as covariatesei?ed morality,
likability and talent/respect served as the depenhdariables. Using Pillai’'s
trace there was a significant effect of perpettateex for the perpetrator’s
characteristics V = .065(3, 120) = 2.67p = .05. Separate ANCOVAs showed
that a male perpetrator was seen as less morsiljkeble and less
talented/respectable than a female perpetratoreXaet F statistics as well as
means and standard deviations are presented ie Té&blThe sex of the victim
did not influence any of the variables concernimgé¢valuation of the

perpetrator’s characteristics (pHf > .1).
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Table 16.
Perception of the perpetrator’s characteristiceeddmg on sex of the
perpetrator — same- and opposite- sex SH (Study 5)

Perpetrator
Male Female
Mean Mean

(SD) (SD) F d

morality 1.91 2.47 F(1, 122) = 6.14 ** 0.38
(1.25) (1.62)

liking 2.31 2.89 F(1, 122) =6.13 ** 0.45
(1.25) (1.31)

talent/respect 2.57 3.07 F(1,122)=7.16* 0.45
(1.04) (1.17)

*p<.01

** p< .05

As the distribution of the proposed prison sentamas not normal, |
conducted the Kruskal-Wallis test, followed by Manitney U tests with the
Bonferroni correction (effects are considered digant only atp < .01) to see
how the sex of the victim and the perpetrator ificed the given punishment.
There was a significant effect of the sex of thetim and the sex of the
perpetratoH(3) = 16.45p = .001 and the follow up analysis showed that the
sex of the perpetrator had a significant influeandghe prison sentence given to
the perpetratod = 1491.50p < .001,r = 0.36, such that the male perpetrator
received a higher sentendddn = 3.75, mean rage = 84.19) than the female
perpetratorldn = 2.00, mean range = 56.81). Separate Mann-Whtasty
conducted to compare each of the victim/perpetmdyads, also indicated that
the sex of the perpetrator is more important fergkaluation of the perpetrator,
as shown in Figure 7. Sex of the victim did notéhawsignificant influence on

the prison sentendg = 2374.50ns r = 0.02.
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Figure 7.

Years of prison proposed depending on the sexeo¥itttim and the sex of the
perpetrator (Study 5). Note. The significant diéieces are between male
perpetrator/female victim — female perpetrator/flenvictim; male perpetrator/female
victim — female perpetrator/male victim; male pératr/male victim — female
perpetrator/female victim and male perpetrator/madeém — female perpetrator/male
victim

Concerning the law that the participants believedgderpetrator was breaking,
the choice was not influenced by the sex of théngior the perpetratgr(9) =
6.21,nsand the law chosen the most often Watscle 199, section 1: Whoever,
abusing a relationship of dependence or by takitvguatage of a critical
situation, subjects such a person to sexual inteseoor makes him/her submit
to another sexual act or to perform such an adtlséaubject to the penalty of
deprivation of liberty for up to 3 years.
Discussion

In this study | replicated the major findingstioé previous studies in
case of opposite-sex SH. For the majority of viidisuffering variables we
could see the effect of the victim’s/perpetrat@ex, such that the female victim
was seen to suffer more than a male victim andla pexpetrator who harassed
a woman deserved more years in prison than a fepeapetrator who harassed
a man.

The design used in this study and in Study 4alto better locate the

source of the aforementioned effects, i.e. to 6otif the effects are due to the
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sex of the victim, or the sex of the perpetratarliké the previous study, in
Study 5 the perception of the victim’s sufferingpdaded mostly on the sex of
the victim and not the sex of the perpetrator, Wisapported the first basis of
the suggested minimization of male suffering effaod supported the
conclusions drawn in Studies 2 and 3. The partntgpaaw the female victim to
suffer more somatic symptoms and feelings of gbodnh the male victim. At the
same time, the evaluation of the perpetrator depeiod the sex of the
perpetrator, once again showing that male perpegrare also being
discriminated against, as | suggested in the ceraris from Study 4. We can
see a similarity in evaluation of the perpetratorghose two studies. It is the
male perpetrators that are seen as less moralidabke and less respectable
and as deserving a higher punishment.

Based on the results of those two studies, | atmid to think that in
cases of SH men are the victims of discriminatiotwio ways: Male victims
through a minimization of their perceived sufferiagd male perpetrators
because they are negatively evaluated and moreebgyeinished than female
perpetrators. In order to resolve those ambiguitesducted another study in
which | presented a new, real case of SH and intteshew ways of
measurement of the dependent variables, in paatiaiithe perpetrator’s
morality and competence.

Study 6

The aim of this study was to replicate the resofithe previous studies
as well as try to solve some of the ambiguitie$ #inase due to the results of
these studies. Moreover, | was looking for a memarehind the results, i.e. |

tested for mediators that could explain how theeeator was evaluated, to
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establish if it is the sex of the victim or rathiee sex of the perpetrator that
plays the bigger role in the perpetrator evaluatisstated before, the concept
of dyadic morality (Gray et al., 2012) assumes #mainteraction that can be
looked at in moral categories needs two partiesoeal agent and a moral
patient; the first one who acts and the secondndreeis the target of this
action. As the two are inseparable from each othgypothesize that the
perception of the acts of the agent can depentepdrception of the reactions
of the patient. To be exact, that the perceptiothetharm caused to the victim,
can influence the perception of the perpetratortaagerpetrator’s guilt.

In this study | once again used a vignette basea real case of SH, and
| created additional versions in order to be ablsge how the sex of the victim
and the sex of the perpetrator of SH interplayhaevaluation. However, | used
mostly new measures of dependent variables.

Method

The study was conducted online on 153 particip@i@$ women). The
mean age of the sample was 33.3d< 9.15). The vast majority of the
participants had higher education. They were rargassigned to one of four
conditions. They were firstly asked demographicstjoes, then they filled out
the Attitudes Toward Lesbian and Gay Men Sdalerek & Capitanio, 1995n(
for the whole scale = 0.92) and four questions eamaog their beliefs about the
prevalence and perpetrators of SH. The first twestjons were: How often, in
your opinion, does an average woman (question ajy fuestion 2) fall victim
to sexual harassment at [her/his] place of work¢atian? With the answers:
never, a few times during [her/his] career, a femet a year, at least once a

month, at least once a week, every day. Questiors tand four were: In your
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opinion, women (question 3)/men (question 4) areenodien harassed by men

or women? With the answers: rather by men, ratii@vdmen, by both men and

Subsequently they were assigned to one of fonditons, where they

were asked to read a vignette describing a caSéideither male on female,

female on male, male on male, female on female):

From September 2005 to August 2009, Michal W. wdras a
cashier in a supermarket. According to the compkdad in
December 2009, Michal W. was regularly sexuallyakaed by
Grazyna T., the store’s manager, which startechduris second
year working there, i.e. sometime in autumn 200&:hsl W.

claims that Grazyna T. engaged him in conversatasit sex, she
asked him about his sex life and if he was satsfigh sexual
relationship he was having and if he might conskdesing sexual
contacts with an older woman. Moreover, Michal \diras that T.
forced him to kiss her on a parking lot in fronttloé store, secretly
watched him when he changed before his shift, @ddisn at home
asking if he wanted to meet her privately and thaing three years,
three times she interrupted his work and took lara private office,

where she tried to force him to have sex with her.

To measure the perceived responsibility of thpeeator, | asked:

In your opinion, to what extent is [name of thegegrator] responsible for

[his/her] behavior? The answers on a 7-point s@iged fromabsolutely not

responsibldéo completely responsihle
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To measure the perceived guilt, | also asked oestepn: In your opinion, how
guilty is [name of the perpetrator] because of/ffes] behavior? The answers
on a 7-point scale ranged froabsolutely not guiltyo completely guiltyTo
measure the proposed punishment, | asked: In ymarom, how big a
punishment should [name of the perpetrator] reciivéhis/her] actions? The
answers on a 7-point scale ranged fr&mould not be punished Should
receive the highest punishment possible

For all of the following measures the scorescateulated by
averaging the responses on each subscale. To raghsyserception of the
perpetrator, | used two different scales. In th&t one | asked the participants to
answer to what extent, compared to an averagepessthe perpetrator able to
exert self-control, behave morally, plan, remembezpgnize emotions of
others (moral agency; = 0.75) and experience pleasure, hunger, feapaimd
(experienceq = 0.58). The answers on a 7-point scale ranged:fnauch less
than an average persdn much more than an average persémthe second
one | presented the participants with a list oféhcommunal and three agentic
behaviors (previously pre-tested on the level efrtagency and communion;
Appendix 11) and asked the participants to mark shder what is the
probability that the perpetrator will behave instiway (0% to 100%). An
example of a communal behavior would be: S/he gwié a few gallons of
gasoline to a driver who run out of gas; an exampkn agentic behavior
would be: S/he will finish what s/he started. | disiee same paradigm (but
different behaviors) to measure the perceived agéne 0.60) and communion
(o0 = 0.80) of the victim. Further, | used selectenns from the Patient Health

Questionnaire (PHQ; Appendix 12) to measure vidiperceived depression (4
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items;a = 0.80) and anxiety (5 iteme,= 0.80). The participants were to answer
how often the victim can be experiencing the déscridepression and anxiety
symptoms on a scale fronever(0) toalmost all the timg3). Finally, | asked
the participants how did they feel when readingSkkvignette. | presented
them with a list of eight adjectives (Appendix 18yd asked to answer to what
extent each of them describes how they felt (frarhat allto very strongly 5-
point scale). Principal components analysis shoaveno factor solution: anger
(3 items,o = 0.84) and surprise (4 items= 0.90).
Results

Participants’ Views of the Prevalence of SH

Looking at the descriptive statistics concerning ¥iews of prevalence
of SH, we can see that the participants were ratvare of the wide prevalence
of SH. Their answers in percentage are present&dbie 17. There were no
differences in the prevalence views between malef@male participantg(5)
= 2.60,ns(for the prevalence of SH of women) ay#B) = .27,ns (the
prevalence of SH of men). Remarkably, while botmraed women were seen
to experience SH multiple times during their carasrmany as 19% of the
participants thought that men never experiencel@idrestingly the participants
thought that women are more often SH by men (80.48éh other women
(7.2%), then by both men and women (3.3%). Whiéy tthought that men are
more commonly harassed by women (60.8%), then byand women (24.8%)
and then by other men (5.2%), while in realitysithe same-sex SH that is the

most common for men.
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Table 17.
Participants’ views of the prevalence of SH of wona@d men.
Answers in percent (Study 6)

How often do How often do MEN
WOMEN fall fall victim of SH?
victim to SH?

A few times during 56.9% 60.1%
their career

A few times a year 15% 6.5%
At least once a year 8.5% 0%
At least once a month 0% 5.9%
At least once a week 5.2% 0%
Everyday 2.6% 0%
Never 3.3% 19%

Perception of the Victim’s Characteristics and Victim’s Suffering

As in the previous studies, | wanted to first sew lthe victim and the
victim’s suffering is perceived in the cases of ogipe- sex SH. As such, |
conducted a series of t-tests, with the victim’'gdeérator’'s sex (male
perpetrator/female victim vs female perpetratoramattim) as an independent
variable, and victim’s communion, agency, perceiaegiety and depression as
dependent variables. As it turned out, a femalgmibarassed by a male was
seen as more anxious and more depressed than aanassed by a female.
There were no differences in the perceived agendycammunion of the two

victims. The exact statistics are presented ind aBl
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Table 18.
Perception of the victim’s characteristics andimi¢s suffering depending
on sex of the victim/perpetrator in opposite- sek(Study 6)

Victim
Male Female
Mean Mean
(SD) (SD) t d
communion 58.16 56.03 t(59) = 0.57 0.15
(15.60) (11.90)
agency 45.77 48.76 t(59) = 0.55 0.14
(21.41) (20.26)
depression 1.61 1.94 t(58) = 2.20* 0.58
(0.60) (0.53)
anxiety 1.83 2.08 t(58) = 2.18* 0.58
(0.45) (0.41)

*p<.05

Further, | conducted two 2 x 2 (victim’s sex x parptor's sex) MANCOVAs
with the perceived depression and anxiety as degpgndriables in the first
analysis and communion and agency in the secondcongolling for
participants’ sex, age, education and attitudestdezhomosexual men and
women. There was a significant main effect of téve af the victim for
perceived depression and anxiety V = B&, 115) = 3.24p = .04 and a non-
significant for communion and agency V = .0622, 115) = .108ns Separate
ANCOVAs conducted for the depression and anxiebyad that in both cases
it was the female victim that suffered more thammiale victim. The exaét

statistics are presented in Table 19.
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Table 19.
Perception of the victim’s characteristics andimiés suffering
depending on sex of the victim — opposite- and sa®e SH (Study 6)

Victim
Male Female
Mean Mean
(SD) (SD) F d
communion 58.39 57.40 F(1, 116) = .16 0.08
(11.02) (11.26)
agency 47.64 48.24 F(1, 116) =.05 0.03
(16.92) (18.40)
depression 1.67 1.93 F(1, 116) =5.94* 0.44
(0.58) (0.58)
anxiety 1.86 2.05 F(1, 116) =4.80** 0.40
(0.45) (0.48)
*p<.01
** pn<.05

Perception of the Perpetrator’'s Characteristics

| was unable to run parametric tests for the migjar perpetrator
related variables, so | ran their nonparametricvagents. Firstly, | wanted to
see the influence of the victim/perpetrator sethencases of opposite-sex SH. |
conducted a series of U Mann-Whitney testes, vinghvictim/perpetrator sex as
an independent variable, and the perceived redpibtysiguilt, punishment,
moral agency, experience, behavioral agency andmonon as the dependent
variables. The exact statistics are presented leT20. As it turned out,
compared to a female perpetrator who harassed aamaale perpetrator who
harassed a woman was seen as less agentic (bglemdor on a tendency level

— as more responsible for his behaviors.
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Table 20.
Perception of the perpetrator’s characteristiceeddmg on sex of the
victim/perpetrator in opposite- sex SH (Study 6)

Victim
Male Female
Median Median
(Mean range) (Mean U r
range)
responsibility 7.00 7.00 379.00** 0.21
(29.03) (35.96)
guilt 7.00 7.00 454.50 0.03
(30.99) (32.17)
punishment 6.00 6.00 375.00 0.20
(28.92) (36.11)
moral agency 3.00 3.33 415.00 0.12
(30.03) (34.63)
experience 4.00 3.75 448.50 0.06
(33.04) (30.61)
behavioral agency 58.00 48.16 375.50* 0.33
(41.84) (28.02)
communion 47.33 39.00 536.00 0.10
(37.93) (33.37)
*p<.01
** p= 08

Subsequently, | conducted U Mann-Whitney testshenithole sample
(same- and opposite- sex SH) with the same deperdgables, but with only
sex of the victim as the independent variable. deof the victim influenced
the proposed punishment for the perpetriter 1839.00y = 0.17,p = .04. The
perpetrator harassing a woman deserved a highéstpuoent than the one who
harassed a man (respectivéidn = 6.00, Mean range = 76.7dn = 6.00,

Mean range = 63.49).
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| also conducted a Mann-Whitney test on the sarperntent variables,
but with the sex of the perpetrator as the indepetdariable. The results
showed that a female perpetrator was seen as shomore agentic behaviors
(Mdn = 56.33, Mean range = 85.34) than a male perpetfddn = 50.33 ,
Mean range = 68.68) = 2285.50r = 0.18,p = .01. Additionally, a male
perpetrator was seen as more responsible for ieagMdn= 7.00 , Mean
range = 73.44) than a female perpetraitadrf = 7.00 , Mean range = 63.11)
=1957.00r = 0.15 p = .06.

Finally, I conducted the Kruskal-Wallis test to ¢lee influence of both
the sex of the victim and the sex of the perpetratcthe perceived
perpetrator’s responsibility, punishment, moralraxye experience, behavioral
agency and communion; using victim’s/perpetrate€s as one independent
variable with four levels. | followed-up with a g&3 of Mann-Whitney tests to
which | applied a Bonferroni correction (resulsignificant atp < .01). The
initial analysis showed the influence of the sexhaf victim/perpetrator on the
perceived agency of the perpetratfB) = 9.96,p = .01. The effect of the
follow up tests are shown in Figure 8. As visildenan who harassed a woman
was seen as expressing significantly less ageahawors than a woman who

harassed a man.
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Figure 8.

Perceived agency of the perpetrator dependingesdh of the victim and the sex of
the perpetrator (Study 6). Note. The significaffiedence is between female
perpetrator/male victim and male perpetrator/femaem.

The Indirect Effects of the Perception of the Victm’s Distress on the
Perception of the Perpetrator

| originally hypothesized (Hypothesis 2A) that s¥xhe victim
influences the perception of the perpetrator. Irbtdfind support for that when
analyzing direct relationships, and as such | aetid verify if this effect exists
but operates through other variables. As suchpbthesized that the perception
of the victim’s distress will mediate the perceptmf the perpetrator, but that
first the sex of the victim will influence the faays of anger among the
participants. | carried out the following multipkegression analyses with
sequential mediation model with two mediators:
(1) sex of the victim> participant’s ange®> victim’s perceived depressiot
perpetrator’s guilt;
(2) sex of the victim> participant’s anger> victim’s perceived depressiot

punishment for the perpetrator;
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(3) sex of the victim> participant’'s angef> victim’s perceived depressioh
moral agency; (4) sex of the victith participant’'s angef> victim’s perceived
anxiety—> perpetrator’s guilt;

(5) sex of the victim> participant’'s angef> victim’s perceived anxiety>
punishment for the perpetrator; and

(6) sex of the victim> participant’'s angef> victim’s perceived anxiety>
moral agency.

| used participant’s age, sex, education and d#guowards homosexual men
and women as covariates.

The hypotheses were tested with the use of regressialysis with
bootstrapping, using the PROCESS macro (Hayes,)28%3he distribution of
the variables was not normal, | do not reportghalues for the particular
paths, but rather provide the unstandardized weffii values for each path and
bias—corrected 95% confidence intervals based d00Mmootstrap samples.
The sequential mediation hypothesis and the coeffis for each path are
presented in Figures 9 — 13. The analysis confirmgéquential mediation for
the anger influencing perpetrator’s guilt and pbment through perceived
anxiety (4, 5) and for the anger influencing pergtet’s guilt through perceived
depression (1). | did not find a confirmation fbetvictim—-> anger>
depression> punishment mediation model (2), however | fourghsicant
victim = anger-> punishment mediation; nor did | find a confirmatiof the
victim - anger-> depression/anxiety moral agency model (3, 6), although |
found a significant victim> anger-> moral agency mediation (see Table 21 for

detailed statistics for all of the effects).
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As shown, when the victim was female, irrespetyiot the sex of the
perpetrator, the participants were more angry téhsituation, which caused
them to see the victim as more depressed and ayxiduch — in turn — made
them perceive the perpetrator as more guilty (Fg@ and 12). Similarly, when
the victim was female, the participants were margra with the situation,
which caused them to see her as more anxious, whacte them demand a
higher punishment for the perpetrator (Figure TBe model of mediation with
participants’ anger and depression was not confifrhet there is additionally a
significant simple mediation where when the vicas female, the participants
were more angry with the situation, which made tliemand a higher
punishment for the perpetrator (Figure 10). Sinylavhen the victim was
female, the participants were more angry and tresterthem see the perpetrator

as less morally agentic (Figure 11).
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Figure 9.

(1) sex of the victin> participant’s anget> victim’s perceived depressioh
perpetrator’s guilt sequential mediation model ¢$t6). Note.The multiple mediation
model is supported
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punishment for the
perpetrator

(2) sex of the victim> participant’s anget> victim’s perceived depressioh
punishment for the perpetrator sequential mediatiodel (Study 6)Note.The
multiple mediation model is not supported. Sexhaf victim—-> participants ‘angeP
punishment for the perpetrator model is supported
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Figure 11.
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(3 & 6) sex of the victim> participant’s anget> victim’s perceived anxiety /
depression> perpetrator’'s moral agency sequential mediatiodehStudy 6)Note.
The multiple mediation model is not supported. 8kthe victim-> participants ‘anger
- perpetrator’'s moral agency model is supportedffiCgmnts above the line are for
the perceived anxiety, below the line for the pimext depression
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Figure 12.

(4) sex of the victin> participant’s anget> victim’s perceived anxiety»
perpetrator’s guilt sequential mediation model ¢$t6). Note. The multiple mediation
model is supported
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(5) sex of the victim> participant’s anget> victim’s perceived anxiety>
punishment for the perpetrator sequential mediatiodel (Study 6)Note.The
multiple mediation model is supported
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Table 21.
Summary of Conditional Direct and Indirect Effectgshe Mediation Analyses
(Study 6)

Mediation B SE LLCI ULCI

(1) sex of the victim> participant’'s ange®> victim’s perceived depressioh
perpetrator’s guilt

Total 0.13 0.08 -.0050 .3332
Indirect
Effects
Anger 0.03 0.06 -.0726 .1843
Depression 0.06 0.04 -.0001 .1894
Sequential
Mediation 0.38 0.02 .0074 1116
Direct _13 019  -5131 2411
effect

(2) sex of the victim> participant’'s ange® victim’s perceived depressioh
punishment

Total 0.25 0.09 10937 4838

Indirect

Effects
Anger 0.23 0.09 .0879 4720
Depression 0.00 0.03 -.0441 .1023
Sequential 0.00 001  -.0307 0501
Mediation

Direct 0.07 0.18 -.2902 4319

effect

(3) sex of the victim> participant’s anget> victim’s perceived depressich
moral agency

Total -0.14 0.07 -.3225 -.0112

Indirect

Effects
Anger -0.12 0.07 -.3018 -.0203
Depression -0.01 0.03 -.1224 .0475
Sequential -0.00 002  -0618 0338
Mediation

Direct

0.44 0.20 .0448 .8436
effect
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(4) sex of the victim> participant’'s angef> victim’s perceived anxiety>
perpetrator’s guilt

Total 0.14 009  -0126 3601

Indirect

Effects
Anger 0.05 006  -0514 1999
Anxiety 0.07 0.05  -.0034 2212
Sequential 0.02 002  .0006 0881
Mediation

Direct 014 018  -5200 2314

effect

(5) sex of the victim> participant’'s ange® victim’s perceived anxiety>
perpetrator’s punishment

Total 0.29 0.10 .1362 .5410
Indirect
Effects
Anger 0.22 0.08 .0852 4448
Anxiety 0.05 0.04 -.0040 .1875
Sequential
Mediation 0.01 0.01 .0008 .0780
Direct 0.02 0.17 -.3314 3798
effect

(6) sex of the victim> participant’s ange®> victim’s perceived anxiety>
moral agency

Total 0.12 0.08 -.3149 0118

Indirect

Effects
Anger -0.13 0.07 -.3107 -.0291
Anxiety 0.00 0.04 -.0644 1193
Sequential 0.00 001  -.0225 0445
Mediation

Direct 0.42 0.20 0271 8260

effect
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Discussion

With this study | once again replicated the resatincerning opposite-
sex SH. The results for the perceived sufferinthefvictim are straightforward.
The female victim is seen as the one suffering ritoaa a male victim. She
experiences more depression and more anxiety ansethof the perpetrator has
no influence on the level of her suffering. Thegagtion of the perpetrator is
what poses the interesting questions. In the chsppmsite-sex SH the male
perpetrator who harassed a woman was seen as espansible for his actions,
compared to a female perpetrator who harassed athoavever, he was seen as
less prone to agentic behaviors.

As for the perception of same- and opposite- sexagidin — the results
clearly showed that a woman who was a victim ofv&s perceived as
suffering more from depression and anxiety tharedemictim. At the same
time, the perception of the perpetrator sometinggedds on the victim and
sometimes on the perpetrator; in both cases tdetranent of men — victims
and perpetrators. In the cases of same- and oppssit SH, a perpetrator (male
or female) who harassed a woman (vs a man) desarkggher punishment. At
the same time, a male perpetrator was seen asraspensible for SH but less
prone to agentic behaviors than a female perpetnagardless of the sex of the
victim.

Finally, the significant mediation analyses shoat ex of the victim
can influence the evaluation of the perpetratogdRaless of perpetrator sex,
when the victim was female, SH made the particjpambre angry, which made
them suggest a higher punishment for the perpetaaid see the perpetrator as

less morally agentic. Moreover, the anger causedus the victim was female
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was also making the participants perceive her saff§anxiety and depression)
as higher and that made them see the perpetratoor@sguilty. The mediating
effect of the feelings of anger is consistent vaittoncept of prosecutorial
mindset (Tetlock et al., 2007) where the feelinfjsoral outrage influence
character attributions (and vice versa) which iafice punishment (and vice
versa) which influence moral outrage (and vice &prghe validity of the anger
— punishment and blame link, was also shown exparially, as a study by
Goldberg, Lerner and Tetlock (1999) revealed thetd is a positive linear
relationship between participants’ anger and twdlimgness to assign blame
and to punish a perpetrator, when they think thipgieator was unpunished.
Summary of Studies 4, 5 and 6
The aim of the three studies presented in thistehayas to verify the following
hypothesis:
(1) Male victims of SH are perceived to suffer [&sesn SH than female victims
of SH irrespectively of the sex of the perpetrator
(2A) Perpetrators of SH on men are perceived legatively than perpetrators
of SH on women, OR
(2B) A female perpetrator is evaluated less neghtithan a male perpetrator.
Concerning the first hypothesis, more often thainfeimale victims are
seen to suffer more than male victims. This is eiglg visible in the cases of
opposite-sex SH, but also happens when analyzimg-sand opposite- sex SH.
The female victim was seen to suffer from more sygms of depression and
anxiety, she experienced more somatic symptomsiedina wider range of
negative emotions, such as guilt or fear. The tefidwing the influence of

perpetrator's sex on the perceived suffering ofilsem that appeared in Study
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4, was not replicated in Studies 5 and 6. Moreane$tudies 5 and 6 it was the
sex of the victim that was of importance, suggestirat it is rather the sex of
the victim that influences the perception of thetim'’s suffering, as
hypothesized. This supports the idea of the miratmon of male suffering, as
the clinical data suggests that men suffer at lemsbhuch as women following
SH, and lay people think that women suffer more timen.

As for the other two hypothesis the answer seenhbg1it depends.
Overall the results support the hypothesis thanaaie perpetrator is evaluated
more positively than the male perpetrator (Hypath2B). She is evaluated as
more moral, likable, communal, as less responsislber actions and as
deserving more prison years, compared to a mafeepator, irrespectively of
the sex of the victim. However, the mediation asa$ypresented in Study 6,
show that in the sex of the victim can in factuieihce the perception of the
perpetrator, in same- and opposite- sex SH, agatig hypothesized
(Hypothesis 2A). That is, a situation in which amam is a victim makes
participants angry which makes them want to puttistperpetrator more,
assign the perpetrator more guilt and which makemtsee the perpetrator as

less of a moral agent, irrespective of the sekefderpetrator.



160



161

CHAPTER 5.

General summary and discussion
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Clinical studies have shown that male victims Hfsuffer at least as
much from SH as female victims of SH (cf. Chaptdn.lHowever, lay
perception of the SH acts, its victims and perpetsadiffers depending on the
sex of the actors. In particular, that in lay pet@as men are perceived to
suffer less than women (cf. Chapter 1.2).

In the presented studies | tested two main hypethes
1. In social perception, the perceived sufferingneih who became victims of
SH is lower than the suffering of women-victimsS#. Specifically, men are
perceived as experiencing less stress, depresstbsamnatic symptoms, as
seeing SH in a more positive way and as experigriess negative emotions as
a result of SH.
2A. In lay perception, perpetrators of SH, whossims are men, as compared
to perpetrators whose victims are women, are eteduagher on the
dimensions of communion and agency, are more kebrespected and
deserve lighter punishment
Moreover, as a consequence of the results obtangtlidy 4, | put forward
another hypothesis as an alternative to hypotl2#sig his hypothesis (2B)
predicts that female perpetrators of SH, compavedale perpetrators of SH,
are evaluated higher on the dimensions of commuamnohagency, are more
liked and respected and deserve lighter punishment.

The concept of dyadic morality assumes that inyesguation that can
be seen as morally good or bad there are two perateracting: a moral agent
who does things to the moral patient. The firstdiipsis that | presented stems
from the idea that in this cognitive template wonae® perceived as moral

patients. This means that women are perceivedasrad” recipients of good
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or evil, and — most importantly for the first hypesis — that they are seen as
more prone to experience pain than men. This hgsidtwas generally
supported in the cases of opposite-sex SH in dh@presented studies, and
also supported to some extent in cases of sames@abite-sex SH. A female
victim was usually perceived as suffering more frd@pression, anxiety, and
somatic symptoms than a male victim; she was alsoraed to perceive the
experience as more scary, painful and offensive;tarieel more sadness and
guilt than a male victim. The results of one st(8tudy 3) that compared the
effects of SH and financial extortion imply thaetéffect of women being
perceived as suffering more than men can be exgphaciaher situations, not
necessarily related to sexual trauma, and thatatreal possibility that women’s
suffering is generally perceived as greater thah@hmen’s. The results of
Studies 4 and 5 suggest that the perception of wamesuffering more than
men is less pronounced when comparing both sangesgposite- sex SH, as in
those two studies a clear cut effect is visible mvtesting only opposite- sex
SH. However, even in this case it is the fematéimi who is perceived as more
scared, as feeling more guilt and as experienciogersomatic symptoms. The
presented studies show no indication that a matewicould ever be perceived
to suffer more than a female victim, and it is adaagly likely that it is just the
sex of the victim (and not the sex of the perpetjahat influences the
perception of their suffering. The findings fromu8y 4, indicating the
influence of the perpetrator’'s sex on the percesdtering of the victim were
not replicated in any of the other studies, whetbasffect of the victim’s sex
on the perceived suffering of the victim was foumall of the studies. Overall,

the results of the majority of the studies suppuetfirst hypothesis that the
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suffering of men who became victims of SH is paredias lower compared to
the suffering of women-victims of SH.

Concerning the second hypothesis (2A), drawinmftbe theory of
dyadic morality, | hypothesized that someone whidsha person who is, by
definition, a moral agent (i.e. a man) will be exaibd better than someone who
hurts a moral patient (i.e. a woman). This imptlest a person who harasses a
man will be evaluated better than a person whossasa woman and that they
will receive a lower punishment. Interestingly, teysatic differences on
evaluation were visible for the perceived agenay @spect of the perpetrator,
and not for their perceived morality/communion dikishg. A male perpetrator
who harassed a woman was seen as less moral abtklikan a female
perpetrator who harassed a man in Studies 2 aflki$difference was not
found for any other victim/perpetrator configuraisoor in any of the other
studies. The second hypothesis, in terms of pezdemgency/respect was
seemingly supported in Studies 2 and 3, when ag)nparpetrator harassing a
woman was seen as less competent/respectable dedasing a higher
punishment than a (female) perpetrator harassmgra This result was further
replicated for the suggested prison sentence idi€&iyl and 5; that is, a man
who harassed a woman received a higher prisonrgsntean a woman who
harassed a man.

However, when analyzing opposite- and same-sext3$ievident that
the results are less clear. Three questions atiee wxamining the results
concerning the perpetrator evaluation. Why areetladgferences between a
male and female perpetrator on the perceived adtayt/respect? Why does

the female perpetrator deserve a smaller punisti&ity are therao
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differences in the perception of communion/likirefeeen a male and a female
perpetrator? In discussion of the results of Stidlguggested an alternative to
hypothesis 2A, namely hypothesis 2B which can erglee differences in the
perception of agency/talent/respect and the sugdgatnishment for the male
and female perpetrators. | suggested that it wasél of the perpetrator, rather
than the sex of the victim, that influences thecpption of the perpetrator. This
hypothesis can also be constructed on the basieaoncept of dyadic

morality and more specifically on the ideas thatims (a “natural” role of a
woman in a SH scenario) are incapable of being bth(Gray & Wegner, 2011)
and that one’s status cannot be changed (oncea pairent, always a moral
patient; Gray & Wegner, 2009). Consequently, if@awan is, “by nature”, a
moral patiert’, she remains a moral patient even when she patpétan act of
SH; and as such, a female perpetrator of SH isiated better than a male
perpetrator of SH. This hypothesis gained suppo8tudies 4, 5 and 6, as in all
of them the female perpetrator was seen as morgiatjalented/respectalsfe
and as deserving less prison time than the majeepator. At a first glance,

this hypothesis and this result can seem to coictrdee predictions made by
the dyadic morality theory, as the authors claiat therceptions of agency lead
to increased blame” (Gray & Wegner, 2011, p. 81&owever, the authors test

and manipulate the perceptionshodral agency, i.e. behaviors that can be

2 An alternative explanation that | consider is it perceived moral agency of men and
women is domain specific: women are moral agensmwdoing things related to the private
sphere, but not when doing things from the maseulie. public, domain (such as harassing
people). The reverse is true for men.

30 The differences were expected and found on behahagency; there were no differences on
the perceived moral agency (only Study 6) of theetator, although | expected a difference
between male and female perpetrators on this measur

31| tested this as a mediation model in Study 6peeator’s sex> moral agency>
punishment but it was not significant



167

evaluated as morally good or bad (like helping smmeeor hurting someone),
while my hypothesis and the scales | used testeg@éhceptions déehavioral
agency, i.e. the ability to achieve goals (talezgpurcefulness, Studies 2 - 5;
finishing what was started, doing the job, Study 6)

In any case, the results concerning the percegedcy of a female
perpetrator are also consistent with numerous asuah the perception of
women in masculine roles. Albeit most of those ®sidoncerned women in
business and not women as criminals, their reshltsv that women who
behave in an agentic manner are perceived as rgergiathan men who act
the same (Rudman, 1998; Eagly & Steffen, 1984).

A different explanation of why the female perptdiras seen as more
agentic than a male perpetrator might be founti@résearch on shifting
standards (Biernat & Manis, 1994). An agentic wonsacompared to women
in general, not to a “gold standard” of agency aatlto a (“naturally” agentic)
man. As women in general are not seen as agemti@valuation of an agentic
woman increases and becomes higher than that ahalmding the
stereotypical perception of a woman as non-agerbavever, this explanation
does not cover the results obtained in Study @Bi&snat and Manis (1994)
note, the use of subjective scales (such as tHaatian scales used across
Studies 1 to 5) causes a within-category judgementyvhen evaluating on a
traditional Likert scale, people evaluate a tamgeman by comparing her to
women in general/ a target man to men in gene@iversely when an
objective scale is used (such as assessing thalplitypof a behavior,
monetary or time judgement, ordering accordingatiks), the evaluation is

more anchored in reality and should be more likelghow the effect of the
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stereotypes. Study 6 used exactly this kind of agemeasurement. In order to
assess the perceived agency of the perpetrateketahe participants to assess
the probability of different behaviors. This stuslyowed the same result, in
which a female perpetrator was seen as more agéatica male perpetrator.
This suggests that a female perpetrator of SHyréaperceived as more
agentic, as this result was obtained for both sitive and objective scales.

Finally, 1 should note that both male and femaepptrators were seen
overall as not highly agentic and as not deserk@sgect. This is
understandable, as the perception of agency sliolldev a successful
endeavor, and the presented perpetrators’ atteahptrassment were rather
unsuccessful. Their efforts to establish a sexelationship with the victims
failed (i.e. were perceived as harassment andafhiti and as in most cases
the perpetrators ended up being charged and prteske¢trom this perspective,
it is possible to see the male perpetrator asdgeatic than female perpetrator
in a yet another way. When a man, who is agentyatdture”, fails, he loses
more on his perceived agency than a woman whottrsibe agentic and fails.

Also supporting hypothesis 2B, the influence of pleepetrator’'s sex on
the proposed punishment for the SH perpetratdrasame from study to study,
independently of the measure used (objective abpkstive scales), showing
that a female perpetrator deserves fewer yearasgmp(Studies 3, 4 and 5), a
lower financial fine (Study 4) and less punishm@itudy 6) than a male
perpetrator.

As for the perceived morality and liking of the petrator neither

Hypothesis 2A nor 2B gained support. In most ofgiresented studigs when

32 Studies 2 and 5 being the only exceptions
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evaluating same- and opposite- sex SH, | foundifferences on the perceived
morality/liking of the perpetrators. Whether thegetrator was male or female,
and whether the victim was male or female, the gteapor was usually seen as
immoral. This would suggest a stable, uninfluenaed non-sex dependent
evaluation of (im)morality of immoral people.

Numerous studies showed that women and men presenteale roles
are usually evaluated in accordance with the skxthey occupy at the
moment, rather than with their actual sex (cf. E&gMladnic, 1994). This
could also explain that it was the role of the stharasser that was evaluated
as immoral and unlikable, rather than the partichdaassing woman or a
particular harassing man.

Based on backlash theory (Rudman, Moss-Racusitai®h& Nauts,
2012), it would be possible to develop a hypothtsas predicted differences in
the perceived communion of the sexually harassioignan (vs. man) in the
opposite direction to the one | proposed. | coddenhypothesized that an
agentic woman who harasses people would be evdlimter on perceived
morality than an agentic man who harasses peopekier, we would not
have been able to confirm this hypothesis eithkis Tight be due to the fact
that the infamous backlash against agentic womamgared to agentic men
and generic women; Rudman et al., 2012) that nhiglie been expected has
mostly been observed in research concerning areiftind of agency, i.e.
women and men in business roles and not women andasiperpetrators of
criminal acts. To my knowledge there are no stuthaesfocused on the
perceived morality/communion of male and femalgp#ators, and | did not

find many studies where different dependent vaesllere used to see how
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perception of the perpetrator differs dependingh&ir sex. Some studies are
available if | consider perceived aggression asasure of moralifif. For
example a study on domestic violence found no idiffees in the perceived
aggressiveness or probable future abuse dependitigesex of the perpetrator
(Seelau & Seelau, 2005). A study on interpersoggtession (a violent
argument) also showed no differences between ttedslef perceived
aggression between a male and a female perpet&tewart-Williams, 2002).
However, a study on perception of verbal and playsiggression showed
aggressive women to be perceived more negativaly diggressive men
(Barber, Foley, & Russell, 1999).

An explanation that would go in line with the baa#th against agentic
women hypothesis, would be that the harassing wdostrmore on the
perceived morality/liking dimension than the hanagsnan, but that the men
were seen as less moral to begin with. As disculsstade (cf. Chapter 1.5)
women as a category are evaluated better thanThey.are seen as more
moral, communal and warm, and thus as more likaldbtained similar results
in a study that was not discussed here (Studzirkis4) in which | asked the
participants to imagine an average university pade that was either a male or
a female, before introducing experimental manipoitatThe civil engineering
students that participated in that study evaluatedverage female professor
that they imagined as more moral than an averade pnafessor. This result,
obtained on a sample similar to the ones usedaiistidies presented in this

work, would suggest that male and female harassers evaluated the same,

33 Database provided by Wojciszke (2010) shows tiemttljective “aggressive” is evaluated as
expressing immoralityM = -2.70), lack of communioiM = -3.40) and also agencyl (= 3.15),
but not competencé = 0.15)
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because women lost more morality than men who yustealways perceived as
less moral.

Finally, the mediation analyses conducted in tkedtudy give some
support to Hypothesis 2A on the influence of thaim’s sex on the perception
of the perpetrator. Granted this relationship isasostraightforward as |
originally expected but it exists neverthelessti#smediation models showed,
sexual harassment of a woman (compared to sexteddment of a man)
caused the participants to feel more anger; the@ased anger made them
perceive the perpetrator as having less moral ageme as deserving a higher
punishment. Moreover, it made them perceive thBmias more depressed and
more anxious, which in turn made them see the p@atpe as more guilty.

Summing up, the perception of people involved xuséharassment
acts depends on the sex of the SH victims and $pepators. Female victims
are seen as suffering more than male victims. ldatpetrators are seen as less
agentic and respectable than female perpetratdrasdeserving a higher
punishment. A perpetrator of sexual harassmentworan is seen as
deserving a higher punishment and as less of almgeat, when mediated by
participant’s anger. Participant’s anger and pesgkedepression and anxiety of
the victim also mediate the relationship betweetim’'s sex and perception of
the perpetrator, making him be evaluated as mait/gu

Discussing the limitations of the presented stydiskould note the
sampling problems. Most of the studies were camigdon students and even
though I tried to balance different majors so astodmave a research samples
consisting only of psychology students, this $titlits the generalizability of

my results. While two of the studies were run amliproviding more insight
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into the general adult population, the majorityttad participants still had higher
education, once again making it impossible to gaiee the results. Moreover,
there was an overrepresentation of women, whichtlynogde it impossible to
compare male and female participants; and partitg)aex is an important
variable when conducting gender research.

In hindsight it also seems to me that | could hased more diversified
dependent variables to measure the perceptioreqddlpetrator. The scale |
used throughout most of the studies did not achigyte reliability. To address
this issue, as well as to be certain of the pespats evaluation outcomes |
should have used a different tool sooner thanui\s6. Possibly scales
including only the negative side of things (for eyde: how immoral is X? 1 —
a little bit immoral; 7 — extremely immoral) wouddso help me obtain less
skewed distributions of results and allow me toth&emore common
parametric tests, but that would cause the proloieforcing the participants’
hand. However, | find it rather significant that shof the variables measuring
the evaluation of the perpetrator did not have ranabdistribution, while the
distribution was normal for most of the variablesasuring the perceived
suffering of the victim.

| also think it was a mistake not to include measuwf participants’
emotions and other potential mediators of the iaiahip in earlier studies.
Perhaps men are seen as enjoying this kind of 8e&dattention, and maybe
mediation models: sex of the victim (mate)perceived enjoyment (highy
perceived depression (low) / perpetrator’s gudiM) / punishment (low) would
have been significant. However | did not measusevamiables that would

allow this prediction to be tested.
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| believe that in any future studies | should caoriczte more on looking
for causes of relationships between different \deis and not just relationships
between variables. | also think a more global apgindo the issue of the
minimization of male suffering will be beneficidlhat is, while in the work |
presented | concentrated on sexual harassmeimkitthis effect will appear in
other types of interactions (as was shown in S8)dWoreover, | think my
theoretical speculations concerning women’s natalalas a moral patient and
men’s as moral agent (with a possibility that iwaeses depending on the
domain) should be empirically tested. Finally,dabelieve that in the moral
dyad the evaluation of the moral agent dependscartain extent on the
perceived harm (or pleasure) inflicted on the mpedient and this hypothesis
also deserves to be tested in more depth.

The presented studies provided the first empisogbport for the
concept of the minimization of male suffering fellmg sexual harassment,
which originates in the research concerning gestigeotypes, in particular
those on women’s warmth and communion, and meréagth and agency; as
well as in the concept of dyadic morality. The aughof the studies on
perception of SH that have been carried out upte Imave been interested in
different dependent variables than the ones | USestly, when concerning the
potential effects of SH on its victims, the pagats were usually asked to
imagine themselves in this situation, and to answer they would feel
following SH. Secondly, there are very few studlest asked participants to
evaluate the perpetrator, as most of them in felciparticipants to evaluate the
act itself (s this sexual harassment and to what exfeot?o evaluate the

responsibility of the perpetrator, and not the pagitor himself/herself. Thirdly,
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to the best of my knowledge there are no studiasttied to make a link
between the evaluation of the victim’s sufferingl dine perception of the
perpetrator. Finally, | am unaware of any similardses ever conducted in
Poland and on Polish participants. As such, tha datained here adds to the
literature on the perception of men and women,ianpdrticular to the literature
on perception of sexual harassment by showingabaple perceive men’s
suffering due to SH as inferior to that of wométg\t perceive the male
perpetrator of SH in a worse light than a femalgegator and that, in a certain

way, the sex of the victim can influence the eviauaof the perpetrator.
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Appendix 1.
Short version of the Attitudes Toward Lesbian and Gy Men Scale (Herek
& Capitanio, 1995).

A. The Polish version used throughout the studies

NIE TAK

Seks pomidzy dwoma mzczyznami jest poprostu |[1(2|3(4|5|6|7
niewtaciwy

Uwazam,ze nmeski homoseksualizm jest obrzydliwy 2|3|4|5|6|7

Meska homoseksualdéjest naturalg ekspresj 1/2(3|4|5|6|7
seksualnéci wsrod nmezczyzn

Seks pomidzy dwiema kobietami jest po prostu 1/2(3|4|5/6|7
niewtasciwy

Uwazam,ze kobiecy homoseksualizm jest obrzydliwy |[2|3 4|56 |7

Kobieca homoseksualébjest naturalg ekspresj 1/2(3|4|5|6|7
seksualnéci wsrod kobiet

B. The original English version

NO YES
Sex between two men is just plain wrong 234|567
| think male homosexuals are disgusting A13/4|5|6|7

Male homosexuality is a natural expression of skiyual |2 (3|4 |5|6 |7
in men

Sex between two women is just plain wrong A13/4|5|6|7

I think female homosexuals are disgusting 2134|567

Female homosexuality is a natural expression of 1/2(3|4|5|6|7
sexuality in women
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Appendix 2.
Perception of Sexual Harassment of Women and Men @stionnaire
(PSHQ-WM)

A. The original Polish version used in Study 1 — ma on female sexual
harassment
1. Prof. Kowalski méwi Agnieszce: dobrze wygihsz, chyba uprawiasz ostatniazdiseksu

NIE jest tomolestowanie seksualne JEST to molestowanie seksualne
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

NIE wywoluje stresu Wywotuje stres
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

Profesor jestNIEMORALNY Profesor jestMORALNY
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

2. Prof. Adamski méwi Anize swiat nie potrzebuje wtej kobiet na studiach, a Ania jest glupia
jak kazda kobieta

NIE jest tomolestowanie seksualne JEST to molestowanie seksualne
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

NIE wywoluje stresu Wywotuje stres
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

Profesor jestNIEMORALNY Profesor jestMORALNY
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 ] 6 | 7

3. Prof. Kaczorowski méwi Oldzee kobiety myla tylko o tym,zeby ztapé meza i urodzé
dziecko

NIE jest tomolestowanie seksualne JEST to molestowanie seksualne
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

NIE wywoluje stresu Wywotuje stres
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

Profesor jestNIEMORALNY Profesor jestMORALNY
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 ] 6 | 7

4. Prof. J&kowski méwi Basize musi zachowywéasie bardziej kobieco, bo nikt nie lubi
babochtopow

NIE jest tomolestowanie seksualne JEST to molestowanie seksualne
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

NIE wywoluje stresu Wywotuje stres
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

Profesor jestNIEMORALNY Profesor jestMORALNY
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

5. Prof. Zanowski mowi Magdzigée kobieta mge by jedynie ircynierowg, a nigdy
inzynierem, bo kobiety nie rozumignatematyki

NIE jest tomolestowanie seksualne JEST to molestowanie seksualng
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

NIE wywoluje stresu Wywotuje stres
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

Profesor jestNIEMORALNY Profesor jestMORALNY
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

6. Prof. Raczkowski, mowi Ele nie zaliczy jej egzaminu,§eEla nie zgodzi i pdjs¢ z nim

do t&zka

NIE jest tomolestowanie seksualne JEST to molestowanie seksualne
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 ] 6 | 7
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NIE wywoluje stresu

Wywotuje stres

1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
Profesor jestNIEMORALNY Profesor jestMORALNY
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

7. Prof. Lebiedziski dotyka pupy Marty, kiedy ndli, ze nikt nie patrzy

NIE jest tomolestowanie seksualne JEST to molestowanie seksualne
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
NIE wywoluje stresu Wywotuje stres
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
Profesor jestNIEMORALNY Profesor jestMORALNY
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
8. Prof. Markowski méwi Ewelinigze zatatwi jej stypendium, & Ewelina st przed nim
rozbierze
NIE jest tomolestowanie seksualne JEST to molestowanie seksualne
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
NIE wywoluje stresu Wywotuje stres
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
Profesor jestNIEMORALNY Profesor jestMORALNY
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
9. Prof. Zielhski opowiada Kasi kawaty erotyczne
NIE jest tomolestowanie seksualne JEST to molestowanie seksualne
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
NIE wywoluje stresu Wywotuje stres
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
Profesor jestNIEMORALNY Profesor jestMORALNY
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

10. Prof. Nowakowski pokazuje Oli swoje nagieceilj

NIE jest tomolestowanie seksualne JEST to molestowanie seksualne
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

NIE wywoluje stresu Wywotuje stres
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

Profesor jestNIEMORALNY Profesor jestMORALNY
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

11. Prof. Szymaski mOwi Patrycjize ma nie przychodgido niego ze swoimi pomystami, bo

kobiety i tak s¢ na niczym nie znaj

NIE jest tomolestowanie seksualne JEST to molestowanie seksualne
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

NIE wywoluje stresu Wywotuje stres
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

Profesor jestNIEMORALNY Profesor jestMORALNY
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

12. Prof. Jastebowski trzyma na biurku kalendarz z nagimienimi

NIE jest tomolestowanie seksualne JEST to molestowanie seksualne
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

NIE wywoluje stresu Wywotuje stres
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

Profesor jestNIEMORALNY Profesor jestMORALNY
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
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13. Prof. Winiarski wydzwania co wieczér do Alipawiada jej o swoich fantazjach
erotycznych, chocieAla za kadym razem odkiada stuchawk

NIE jest tomolestowanie seksualne JEST to molestowanie seksualng
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
NIE wywoluje stresu Wywotuje stres
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
Profesor jestNIEMORALNY Profesor jestMORALNY
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
14. Prof. Godkowski uporczywie zaprasza @as randki, chociawie, ze Gosia jest w statym
Zwigzku
NIE jest tomolestowanie seksualne JEST to molestowanie seksualne
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
NIE wywoluje stresu Wywotuje stres
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
Profesor jestNIEMORALNY Profesor jestMORALNY
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 ] 6 | 7

15. Prof. Wielopolski méwi Jolize kobieta mge zrobg karier tylko przez tGko, bo kobiety

nie nadaj si¢ do pracy

NIE jest tomolestowanie seksualne JEST to molestowanie seksualne
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
NIE wywoluje stresu Wywotuje stres
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
Profesor jestNIEMORALNY Profesor jestMORALNY
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 ] 6 | 7
16. Profesor Abrowski méwi Ninigge powinna nosisukienki,zeby w kaicu wyghdata jak
kobieta
NIE jest tomolestowanie seksualne JEST to molestowanie seksualne
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
NIE wywoluje stresu Wywotuje stres
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
Profesor jestNIEMORALNY Profesor jestMORALNY
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

17. Profesor Olszski méwi Kasi,ze ma rzugi studia i §¢ uczy¢ sie gotowa, bo bardziej jej

sig to przyda wzyciu

NIE jest tomolestowanie seksualne JEST to molestowanie seksualne
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

NIE wywoluje stresu Wywotuje stres
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

Profesor jestNIEMORALNY Profesor jestMORALNY
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

18. Prof. Odrzaski méwi Asi,ze pomae jej znalé¢ prae po studiach, j@di zgodzi sk, zeby

teraz j podotykat

NIE jest tomolestowanie seksualne JEST to molestowanie seksualne
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

NIE wywoluje stresu Wywotuje stres
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

Profesor jestNIEMORALNY Profesor jestMORALNY
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 ] 6 | 7
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19. Prof. Rybicki méwize zatatwi Magdzie zaliczenie wszystkichgajiesli Magda spotka si

Z nim wieczorem i &dzie s¢ z nim kocha

NIE jest tomolestowanie seksualne JEST to molestowanie seksualne
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
NIE wywoluje stresu Wywotuje stres
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
Profesor jestNIEMORALNY Profesor jestMORALNY
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
20. Prof. Czerwiski méwi Karolinie,ze ma:e dosta wyzszy ocer z egzaminu, j@i péjdzie z
nim do t&ka
NIE jest tomolestowanie seksualne JEST to molestowanie seksualne
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
NIE wywoluje stresu Wywotuje stres
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
Profesor jestNIEMORALNY Profesor jestMORALNY
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

21. Prof. Zambrzuski méwi Iwonige jeli lwona nie przyjdzie do niego do domu i niedzie

sig z nim kochd, on zmieni jepycie w piekto

NIE jest tomolestowanie seksualne JEST to molestowanie seksualne
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

NIE wywoluje stresu Wywotuje stres
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

Profesor jestNIEMORALNY Profesor jestMORALNY
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

nie zaprata¢ sobie gtdwki studiami i prac

22. Prof. Ksazkowski mowi Edycieze powinna wgcej uwagi péwiecat temu jak wyglda i

NIE jest tomolestowanie seksualne

JEST to molestowanie seksualne

1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
NIE wywoluje stresu Wywotuje stres
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
Profesor jestNIEMORALNY Profesor jestMORALNY
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

23. Prof. Wesotowski gilgocze Kagawsze kiedygj spotyka, mimaze ona wielokrotnie

moéwita, ze nie czuje §iz tym komfortowo

NIE jest tomolestowanie seksualne

JEST to molestowanie seksualne

1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
NIE wywoluje stresu Wywotuje stres
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
Profesor jestNIEMORALNY Profesor jestMORALNY
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

24, Prof. Wasilewski méwi Natalize nie jest prawdziwkobiet,, skoro nie ma makija

NIE jest tomolestowanie seksualne

JEST to molestowanie seksualne

1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
NIE wywoluje stresu Wywotuje stres
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
Profesor jestNIEMORALNY Profesor jestMORALNY
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

25. Prof. Wojtkowski wypytuje Beab jejzycie seksualne i pyta czy gigta o tym, aby

uprawia seks z osabsporo od siebie stargz

NIE jest tomolestowanie seksualne

JEST to molestowanie seksualne

1 | 2 | 3

5 | 6 | 7
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NIE wywoluje stresu

Wywotuje stres

1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
Profesor jestNIEMORALNY Profesor jestMORALNY
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 ] 6 | 7

26. Prof. Lipski mowi Joaske Joasia ma za grube nogghy nost takie spodnie

NIE jest tomolestowanie seksualne

JEST to molestowanie seksualne

1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
NIE wywoluje stresu Wywotuje stres
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
Profesor jestNIEMORALNY Profesor jestMORALNY
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 ] 6 | 7

27. Prof. Krolikowski dotyka i catuje Angtmowigc, ze albo zgodzi §ipdjs¢ z nim na catéc,
albo zgtosize $ciaggata na egzaminie, chogiwie, ze to nieprawda

NIE jest tomolestowanie seksualne JEST to molestowanie seksualne
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

NIE wywoluje stresu Wywotuje stres
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

Profesor jestNIEMORALNY Profesor jestMORALNY
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 ] 6 | 7

28. Prof. Matachowski mowi Wiolecige albo pdjdzie z nim na ranglkalbo ma si pozegn& z
lanami zawodowymi, poniewran kedzie utrudniat jej karier, nawet po skiczeniu studiéw

NIE jest tomolestowanie seksualne JEST to molestowanie seksualne
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

NIE wywoluje stresu Wywotuje stres
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

Profesor jestNIEMORALNY Profesor jestMORALNY
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

B. The English translation

1. Professor Kowalski says to Agnieszka: you lo@ilyyou must be having a lot of sex lately

This is NOT sexual harassment This IS sexual barast
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
This is NOT causing stress This IS causing st
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
The professor is IMMORAL The professor is MORA
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

[€SS

L

2. Professor Adamski tells Ania, that the world stdeneed any more women studying at the

universities and that she’s stupid like all the veom

(€SS

L

(€SS

This is NOT sexual harassment This IS sexual barast
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
This is NOT causing stress This IS causing st
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
The professor is IMMORAL The professor is MORA
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
3. Professor Kaczorowski tells Olga, that womely ¢imink about getting a husband and having
a baby
This is NOT sexual harassment This IS sexual barast
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
This is NOT causing stress This IS causing st
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
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The professor is IMMORAL

The professor is MORA

1 | 2 | 3

4

5

| 6 | 7

nobody likes tomboys

4. Professor J&owski tells Basa, that she must behave in a narériine fashion, because

This is NOT sexual harassment

This IS sexual Barast

1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
This is NOT causing stress This IS causing st
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
The professor is IMMORAL The professor is MORA
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

L

(€SS

L

5. Professor Zanowski tells Magda, that a womanacdy be an engineer’s wife and never an

engineer, because women don't understand math

This is NOT sexual harassment This IS sexual barast
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
This is NOT causing stress This IS causing st
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
The professor is IMMORAL The professor is MORA
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
6. Professor Raczkowski, tells Ela, that he will ffier, if she doesn’t agree to go to bed with
him
This is NOT sexual harassment This IS sexual barast
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
This is NOT causing stress This IS causing st
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
The professor is IMMORAL The professor is MORA
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

7. Professor Lebiedzski touches Marta’s bottom when he thinks that ne is looking

This is NOT sexual harassment

This IS sexual Barast

[€SS

L

[€SS

L

(€SS

L

(€SS

L

[€SS

L

1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
This is NOT causing stress This IS causing st
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
The professor is IMMORAL The professor is MORA
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
8. Professor Markowski tells Ewelina, that he \g#t her a scholarship, if she undresses in front
of him
This is NOT sexual harassment This IS sexual barast
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
This is NOT causing stress This IS causing st
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
The professor is IMMORAL The professor is MORA
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
9. Professor Ziefiski tells Kasa erotic jokes
This is NOT sexual harassment This IS sexual karast
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
This is NOT causing stress This IS causing st
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
The professor is IMMORAL The professor is MORA
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
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[€SS

This is NOT sexual harassment This IS sexual barast
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

This is NOT causing stress This IS causing st
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

The professor is IMMORAL The professor is MORAL
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

11. Professor Szymaki tells Patrycja, that she shouldn’t come to kiith her ideas, because

women know nothing anyway

(€SS

This is NOT sexual harassment This IS sexual barast
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

This is NOT causing stress This IS causing st
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

The professor is IMMORAL The professor is MORAL
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

12. Professor Jasttzowski keeps on his desk a calendar with nakedgghot

(€SS

This is NOT sexual harassment This IS sexual barast
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

This is NOT causing stress This IS causing st
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

The professor is IMMORAL The professor is MORAL
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

13. Professor Winiarski calls Ala every evening &lts her about his erotic fantasies, even

though Ala hangs up on him every time

[€SS

This is NOT sexual harassment This IS sexual karast
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

This is NOT causing stress This IS causing st
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

The professor is IMMORAL The professor is MORAL
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

14. Professor Godkowski keeps on inviting Gosiadfates, even though he knows that she is in

a steady relationship

[€SS

This is NOT sexual harassment This IS sexual barast
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

This is NOT causing stress This IS causing st
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

The professor is IMMORAL The professor is MORAL
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

15. Professor Wielopolski tells Jola, that a woroan have a career only if she sleeps with

someone, because women can't work

This is NOT sexual harassment This IS sexual karast
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

This is NOT causing stress This IS causing stfess
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

The professor is IMMORAL The professor is MORAL
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
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16. Professor Abrowski tells Nina, that she shauddr dresses to finally look like a woman

This is NOT sexual harassment This IS sexual barast
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

This is NOT causing stress This IS causing stfess
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

The professor is IMMORAL The professor is MORAL
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

17. Professor Olszgki tells Kasia, that she should quit college a¥ath how to cook, because

she’ll need that more in her life

This is NOT sexual harassment This IS sexual barast
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

This is NOT causing stress This IS causing stfess
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

The professor is IMMORAL The professor is MORAL
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

18. Professor Odraaki tells Asia, that he will help her find work aftgraduation, if she agrees

that he touches her right now

This is NOT sexual harassment This IS sexual barast
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

This is NOT causing stress This IS causing stfess
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

The professor is IMMORAL The professor is MORAL
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

19. Professor Rybicki tells Magda he will get hgrassing grade in all of her classes, if she

meets with him in the evening to make love

This is NOT sexual harassment This IS sexual barast
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

This is NOT causing stress This IS causing stfess
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

The professor is IMMORAL The professor is MORAL
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

goes to bed with him

20. Professor Czerigki tells Karolina, that she can get a higher grfaoien her exam, if she

This is NOT sexual harassment

This IS sexual barast

1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

This is NOT causing stress This IS causing stfess
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

The professor is IMMORAL The professor is MORAL
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

21. Professor Zambrzuski tells lwona, that if shesih’t come over to his place to make love, he

will turn her life to hell

This is NOT sexual harassment This IS sexual barast
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

This is NOT causing stress This IS causing stfess
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

The professor is IMMORAL The professor is MORAL
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
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22. Professor Kgizkowski tells Edyta, that she should take more ed@ut how she looks and

not bother her pretty head with school and work

This is NOT sexual harassment This IS sexual barast
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
This is NOT causing stress This IS causing st
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
The professor is IMMORAL The professor is MORA
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

[€SS

L

23. Professor Wesotowski tickles Kaja every timereets her, even though she said it made

her feel uncomfortable

This is NOT sexual harassment

This IS sexual karast

1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
This is NOT causing stress This IS causing st
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
The professor is IMMORAL The professor is MORA
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

This is NOT sexual harassment

This IS sexual Barast

1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
This is NOT causing stress This IS causing st
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
The professor is IMMORAL The professor is MORA
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

[€SS

L

24, Professor Wasilewski tells Natalia, that sheosa real woman if she doesn’t wear makeup

(€SS

L

25. Professor Wojtkowski asks Beata about herfeexhid asks if she ever thought about having

sex with an older person

This is NOT sexual harassment

This IS sexual Barast

1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
This is NOT causing stress This IS causing st
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
The professor is IMMORAL The professor is MORA
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

26. Professor Lipski tells Joasia that her legg@odat to pull off those pants

This is NOT sexual harassment

This IS sexual barast

1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
This is NOT causing stress This IS causing st
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
The professor is IMMORAL The professor is MORA
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

(€SS

L

(€SS

L

27. Professor Krolikowski touches and kisses Arteting her that either she will go with him
all the way, or he will report that she cheatedraexam, even though it's not true

This is NOT sexual harassment

This IS sexual karast

1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
This is NOT causing stress This IS causing st
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7
The professor is IMMORAL The professor is MORA
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

[€SS

L
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28. Professor Matachowski tells Wioleta, that eitstee will go on a date with him, or she can
say goodbye to her work-plans, because he will nhekdife hard even after she graduates

This is NOT sexual harassment

This IS sexual kbarast

1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

This is NOT causing stress This IS causing stfess
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7

The professor is IMMORAL The professor is MORAL
1 | 2 | 3 4 5 | 6 | 7




Appendix 3.

Beck Depression Inventory (BDI)

A. The Polish version used in Study 2 — female viot
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1Nie jest smutna ani

przygrebiona
O

Odczuwa cgsto smutek,
przygrebienie
[

Przezywa stale smutek
przygrebienie i nie
moze sk uwolni¢ od

tych przeyé
0

Jest stale tak smutna
nieszczsliwa, ze jest to
nie do wytrzymania
0

2Nie przejmuje si
zbytnio przysziécia
]

Czesto martwi sg 0
przyszigé
0

Obawia s, ze w
przyszidci nic dobrego
jej nie czeka

]

Czuje,ze przysztéé jest
beznadziejna i nic tegg
nie zmieni

0

3%dzi, ze nie popetnia
wigkszych zaniedha
0

Sqdzi, ze czyni wicej
zaniedba niz inni
0

Kiedy spogida na to cq
robita, widzi mnéstwo
bedbéw i zaniedba
0

Jest zupetnie
niewydolna i wszystko
robi zle
0

4To co robi sprawia jej
przyjemna¢
]

Nie cieszy jej to co robi
0

Nic jej teraz nie daje
petnego zadowolenia
]

Nie potrafi przeywa¢
zadowolenia i
przyjemndgci i

wszystko § nuzy
[

5Nie czuje sj winna ani
wobec siebie, ani wobef

Dos¢ czsto miewa

Czesto czujeze

innych wyrzuty sumienia zawinita Stale czuje siwinna
0 m 0 m
6Sdzi, ze nie zastlugujegl Sadzi, ze zastuguje na Wie, ze jest karana
na kae kare Spodziewa si ukarania (ukarana)
0 0 0 0
7Jest z siebie Nie jest z siebie
zadowolona zadowolona Czuje do siebie niegld Nienawidzi siebie
i [ i [
8Nie czuje sj gorsza od| Zarzuca sobieze jest
innych nieudolna i popetnita | Stale pogpia siebie za| Wini siebie za cate zto,
biedy popetnione hidy ktére istnieje
0 0 0 0
Mysli o samobojstwie - Popetni samobdjstwo,
9Nie mysli o odebraniu ale nie mogtaby tego | Pragnie odebrasobie | jak bedzie odpowiednial
sobiezycia dokona zycie sposobn&t
i [ i [
10Nie ptacze c&ciej Ptacze czsciej niz Ciggle chce jej si Chciataby ptaké, lecz
niz zwykle dawniej ptaka nie jest w stanie
i [ i [
11Nie jest bardziej Jest bardziej nerwowa Jest stale Wszystko co dawniepj
podenerwowana fi przykra niz dawniej zdenerwowana i draznito, stalo sp
dawniej rozdraniona obogtne
0 0 0 0

12Ludzie interesujja

Interesuje i ludzmi

Utracita wigksza¢
zainteresow@innymi

Utracita wszelkie
zainteresowania innym

jak dawniej mniej niz dawniej ludzmi ludzmi
] 0 ] 0
13Decyzje podejmuje Czesciej niz Ma dwo trudngci z Nie jest w stanie pogf
tatwo, tak jak dawniej | kiedykolwiek odwleka podjciem decyzji zadnej decyzji
podcie decyzji
0 0 0 0
Martwi si¢ tym, ze Jest przekonanage
145,dzi, ze wyghda nie wyglada staro i Czuje,ze wyghda wyglada okropnie i
gorzej ni dawniej nieatrakcyjnie coraz gorzej odpychagco
0 1 0 1
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15Moze pracowa jak
dawniej
]

Z trudem rozpoczyna

kazda czynnaé
]

Z wielkim wysitkiem
zmusza s do zrobienia
czegokolwiek
]

Nie jest w stanie nic
zrobi¢
0

Rano budzi i 1-2
godzin za wcz@ie i

Budzi st kilka godzin

16Sypia dobrze, jak trudno jest jej ponowni¢ za wczénie i nie mae
zwykle Sypia gorzej ri dawniej usmé usraé
O O O 0
17 Nie neczy sk Meczy sk znacznie Me¢czy sk wszystkim | Jest zbyt zrgrzona, aby|
bardziej nk dawniej tatwiej niz poprzednio co robi cokolwiek robg
i i i [
18Apetyt ma nie gorszy Ma trocke gorszy apetyt Apetyt ma wyiaie
niz dawniej gorszy Nie ma w ogole apetyty
O O O g
19Nie traci na wadze | Stracita na wadze wej Stracita na wadze Stracita na wadze
ciata niz 2 kg wigcej niz 4 kg wigcej niz 6 kg
O O O 0

20Nie martwi s} 0
swoje zdrowie bardziej

Martwi sie swoimi
dolegliwadsciami, ma

Stan jej zdrowia bardz
ja martwi, czsto o tym
mysli

Tak bardzo gi martwi o

moze 0 hiczym innym

swoje zdrowieze nie

niz zawsze rozstréjzotadka,
zaparcie, béle mysle¢
] ] ] 0
21Jej zainteresowanial Jest mnigj Problemy piciowe Utracita wszelkie

seksualne nie ulegty
Zmianom
O

zainteresowana
sprawami pici (seksu)
0

wyraznie mniej j
interesuj
O

zainteresowania
sprawami seksu
[

B. The original English version

1 [She] does not feel sad

O

[She] feels sad
]

[She] is sad all the timg
and she can’t snap ou
of it
]

unhappy that [she] can

[She] is so sad and

stand it
0

2 [She] is not
particularly discouraged
about the future

0

[She] feels discourage
about the future
O

[She] feels she has
nothing to look forward
to
0

hopeless and that thing

[She] feels the future i

7]

cannot improve
0

3 [She] does not feel
like a failure
[

[She] feels she has
failed more than the
average person
U

As [she] looks back on
her life all [she] can seq
is a lot of failures

i

[She] feels she's a
complete failure as a
person
[

4 [She] gets as much
satisfaction out of thing

[She] does not enjoy th
things the way she use

[She] doesn't get real
satisfaction out of

!

[She] is dissatisfied or
bored with everything

as she used to to things anymore
m 0 0 m
5 [She] doesn't feel | [She] feels guilty a gooq [She] feels quite guilty|] [She] feels guilty all of
particularly guilty part of the time. most of the time. the time.
0 0 0 0
6 [She] doesn't feel shg [She] feels she may bg [She] expects to be | [She] feels she is being
is being punished. punished. punished punished
0 ] ] 0
7 [She] doesn't feel | She is disappointed with She is disgusted with
disappointed in herself herself herself She hates herself
m 0 0 m

8 [She] doesn't feel shq
is any worse than
anybody else
0

[She] is critical of
herself for her

weaknesses or mistakel

[She] blames herself al
5. the time for her faults

0

0

[She] blames herself fof
everything bad that
happens
0
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9 [She] doesn’t have
any thoughts of killing
herself
0

[She] has thoughts of
killing herself, but she
would not carry them
out.
0

[She] would like to kill
herself
0

[She] would Kill herself
if she had the chance
[

10 [She] doesn’t cry an
more than usual
0

[She] cries more now
than she used to
]

[She] cries all the time

now
m

[She] used to be able t
cry, but now she can'’t
cry even though she
wants to
0

11 [She] is more
irritated by things than
she ever was

0

[She] is slightly more
irritated now than usua
0

[She] is quite annoyed
or irritated a good deal

of time
0

[She] feels irritated all
the time
0

12 [She] has not lost
interest in other peoplg
0

[She] is less interested
in other people than sh
used to be

]

b

[She] has lost most of

her interest in other
people
0

[She] has lost all of he

O

interest in other peopld

13 [She] makes decisio|
about as well as she
ever could
0

h

[She] puts off making
decisions more than sh
used to

0

She has greater
difficulty in making

b decisions more than sh

used to
0

£ [She] can’t make
decisions at all anymor

O

3%

14 [She] doesn't feel
that she looks any wors
than she used to

0

e

h

[She] is worried that sh
is looking old or
unattractive
]

[She] feels there are

permanent changes in

her appearance that
make her look
unattractive
0

[She] believes she looK
ugly
0

15 [She] can work aboyt
as well as before

O

It takes extra effort to
get her started at doing
something

O

[She] has to push

herself very hard to do

anything
0

[She] can’t do any work
at all
0

16 [She] can sleep as

[She] doesn't sleep as

[She] wakes up 1-2

hours earlier than usug
and finds it hard to get

[She] wakes up severs
hours earlier than she
used to and cannot ge

well as usual well as she used to back to sleep back to sleep
[ i [ [
17 [She] doesn't get [She] gets tired more [She] gets tired from | [She] is too tired to do
more tired than usual | easily than she used tqQ doing almost anything anything
0 O 0 0
18 [Her] appetite is no| [Her] appetite is not as| [Her] appetite is much| [She] has no appetite 3
worse than usual good as it used to be worse now all anymore
[ i [ [

—t

19 [She] hasn't lost
much weight, if any,
lately
m

[She] has lost more tha]
2 kilos / 5 pounds
0

h [She] has lost more tha

4 kilos / 10 pounds
m

h [She] has lost more tha
6 kilos / 15 pounds
m

20 [She] is no more
worried about her health
than usual

U

[She] is worried about
physical problems like
aches, pains, upset
stomach, or
constipation.

i

[She] is very worried
about physical problem

and it's hard to think off

much else.
0

[She] is so worried
about my physical
5 problems that | cannot
think of anything else.

O

21 [She] has not noticefl
any recent change in
her interest in sex

O

[She] is less interested
in sex than she used t¢
be.

0

[She] has almost no
interest in sex
[

[She]has lost interest irf
sex completely.
0

-
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Appendix 4.
Hopkins Symptom Checklist-25 (HSCL)

A. The Polish version used in Study 2

wc | nieznac| umiarko | znac | bar
ale | znie wanie | znie | dzo
siln
ie
1. Bolija glowa 1 2 3 4 5
2. Trudno jej zasg 1 2 3 4 5
3. Przyszié¢ widzi 1 2 3 4 5
beznadziejnie
4. Czuje s¢ wewretrznie 1 2 3 4 5
napkta lub usztywniona
5. Czuje s¢ samotna 1 2 3 4 5
6. Czuje,ze robienie 1 2 3 4 5
czegokolwiek wymaga
ode niej wysitku
7. Ma napady gwattownegqg 1 2 3 4 5
przeraenia lub paniki
8. Jest tak niespokojnae 1 2 3 4 5
nie mae usiedzié w
miejscu
9. Jest z¢tkniona 1 2 3 4 5
10.Ma uczucie omdlewania| 1 2 3 4 5
lub zawroty glowy
11.Zanadto si wszystkim 1 2 3 4 5
przejmuje
12.Zauwaa brak 1 2 3 4 5
zainteresowania seksem
lub brak zadowolenia z
zycia seksualnego
13.0dczuwa spadek energij 1 2 3 4 5
lub spowolnienie
14.Mysli o skaaczeniu ze 1 2 3 4 5
soky
15.Jest roztrgsiona 1 2 3 4 5
16.Nie ma apetytu 1 2 3 4 5
17.tatwo ptacze 1 2 3 4 5
18.Czuje s¢ jakby byta 1 2 3 4 5
osaczona lub znajdowata
sie w sytuacji bez
wyjscia
19.0dczuwa nagtyek bez 1 2 3 4 5
powodu
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20.Czuje s¢ winna z 1 2 3 4 5
réznych powodow
21.Jest smutna
22.Nic jej nie interesuje 1
23.0dczuwa zdenerwowanie 1 2 3 4 5
lub niepokdj wewatrzny
24.0dczuwa kotatanie lub | 1 2 3 4 5
przyspieszone bicie serca

ot

=
N
wW|w

N
eSS
Mlerm

B. The original English version

not | alittle | moderate quite | extr
at ly a bit | emel

=

Headache 1 2 3 4 5
Difficulty falling asleep 1 2 3 4 5
Feeling hopeless about| 1 2 3 4 5
future
4. Feeling tense or keyed | 1 2 3 4 5
up
Feeling lonely 1 2 3 4 5
Feeling everythingisan| 1 2 3 4 5
effort
7. Spells of terror or panic 1 2 3 4 5
8. Feeling restless orcan'tf 1 2 3 4 5
sit still
9. Feeling fearful 1 2 3 4 5
10.Faintness, dizziness o] 1 2 3 4 5
weakness
11.Worry too much about| 1 2 3 4 5
things
12.Loss of sexual interest| 1 2 3 4 5
or pleasure

N

w

o

o

13.Feeling low in energy, 1 2 3 4 5
slowed down

14.Thought of ending yourr 1 2 3 4 5
life

15.Trembling 1 2 3 4 5
16.Poor appetite 1 2 3 4 5

17.Crying easily 1 2 3 4 5
18.Feeling of being 1 2 3 4 5
trapped or caught

19.Suddenly scared forng 1 2 3 4 5
reason

20.Blaming yourself for 1 2 3 4 5
things
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21.Feeling blue

22.Feeling no interest in
things

23.Nervousnhess or
shakiness inside

24.Heart pounding or
racing




Appendix 5.

WHO- 5 Wellbeing Index (WHO) - a short version of WHO Wellbeing

Questionnaire

A. The Polish version used in Study 2 — female vaeos
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Caly | Prawie | Wiece] | Mnigj Od | Nigdy
czas| caty czas niz niz czasu
potowe | potowe | do
czasu | czasu | czasu
Czuta s¢ wesota i w 1 2 3 4 5 6
dobrym nastroju
Czuta s¢ spokojna i 1 2 3 4 5 6
odprzona
Czuta s¢ aktywna i 1 2 3 4 5 6
energiczna
Budzita s¢ z uczuciem| 1 2 3 4 5 6
swiezosci | wypoczta
Jejzycie codzienne 1 2 3 4 5 6
byto wypetnione
interesugcymi ja
sprawami
B. The original English version
all | almost| more less from | never
the | all the | than half| than time
time | time | the time | half the to
time time
[She has] felt cheerful and 1 2 3 4 5 6
in good spirits
[She has] felt calm and 1 2 3 4 5 6
relaxed
[She has] felt active and 1 2 3 4 5 6
vigorous
[She] woke up feeling 1 2 3 4 5 6
fresh and rested
[Her] daily life has been 1 2 3 4 5 6
filled with things that
interest me
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Appendix 6
The scale to evaluate the perpetrator’s perceived onality, competence,
liking and respect

A. The original Polish version used throughout thestudies — male version

Niezdolny, bez 112|3|4]| 5| 6| 7| Zdolny,

talentu utalentowany
Niesympatyczny | 1] 20 3 4 % 6 [ Sympatyczny
Nieuczciwy 1| 2| 3| 4 5 6 7 Uczciwy
Niegodny 112|3|4] 5| 6/ 7| Godny szacunku
szacunku

Niegodny 112|3|4| 5| 6| 7| Godny podziwu
podziwu

Niezaradny 112|3|4]| 5| 6| 7| Zaradny
Niemoralny 11234 5| 6/ 7| Moralny

Nie mégtbym/ 1(2(3|4| 5| 6| 7| Mogtbym/
mogtabym go mogtabym go
polubit polubi¢

B. The English translation

Incapable, without|1 |2 | 3| 4| 5| 6| 7| Capable, talenteq
talent

Unpleasant 11 20 3 4 5 6 7V Pleasant
Dishonest 1/ 2| 3] 4 5 6 7T Honest
Unrespectable 112|3|4| 5| 6| 7| Respectable
Unadmirable 1/ 2| 3] 4 5 6 7T Admirable
Unresourceful 112 (3|4| 5| 6| 7| Resourceful
Immoral 1/2(3|4| 5| 6| 7| Moral

| couldn’t like 112 (3|4| 5| 6| 7| Icouldlike
[him/her] [him/her]




Appendix 7.

Perception of the event by the victim

A. The original Polish version used throughoutshelies

Nie jako 112 |3|4|5| 6| 7| Jakprzerazajace

przerazajace

Jakomite 1|2 |3|4|5]| 6| 7| Jakoiemite

Nie jako 112|3|4|5| 6| 7| Jakeagrazajace

zagrazajace

Nie jakoirytujace |1 |2 | 3 | 4| 5| 6| 7| Jakoytuj ace

Nie jakoobrazliwe |1 |2 |3 | 4| 5| 6| 7| Jakobrazliwe

Jakoprzyjemne 112 |3|4]|5| 6| 7| Jakoieprzyjemne

Nie jako 112 |3|4|5| 6| 7| Jakschlebiajace

schlebiajace

Nie jako bolesne 12|34 5| 6| 7| Jakbolesne

Jakowyrazajace 112 [3|4|5| 6] 7|Niejako

sympatie wyrazajace
sympatie

Nie jako przykre 112 |3|4]|5| 6| 7| Jakorzykre

Nie jakoublizajace |1 |2 | 3| 4| 5| 6| 7| Jakablizajace

Nie jakotroskliwe |1 |2 | 3 | 4| 5| 6| 7| Jakwoskliwe

B. The English translation

Not asscary 1 (2|3|4| 5| 6| 7| Ascary

As nice 1|2 |3|4|5]| 6| 7|Notasnice

Not asthreatening |1 |2 | 3| 4| 5| 6| 7| Athreatening

Not asirritatin g 11234 5| 6| 7| Agritating

Not asoffensive 112 |3|4|5] 6| 7| Asffensive

As pleasan 112|3|4]5| 6| 7| Asnpleasant

Not asflattering 1 12|3|4|5| 6| 7| Adlattering

Not aspainful 1123 ]4|5| 6| 7| Apainful

As expressing 112 |3|4| 5] 6| 7|Notasexpressing

sympathy sympathy

Not asupsetting 112 |3]4|5| 6| 7| Aspsetting

Not asinsulting 11234 5| 6| 7| Amsulting

Not ascaring 112|3]4|5| 6| 7| Asaring

200
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Appendix 8.
Emotions experienced by the participants

A. The original Polish version used throughout thestudies

NIE TAK
Obrzydzenie 1213/4|5|6|7
Strach 12|3/4|5|6|7
Ztos¢ 112(3[4|5|/6|7
Wstyd 1/213|4|5|6|7
Wine 112(3[4|5|/6|7
Zaklopotanie 1213[4|/5(6|7
Utrate wiary w siebie| 1|2 3|4 |5|6| 7
Wrogasé 112(3]4|5|/6|7
Zaskoczenie 12/3(4|5|6]|7
Smutek 12,3(4/5/6|7
Oburzenie 12(3/4|5|6|7
B. The English translation
NO YES

Disgust 12(3|4|5|6|7
Fear 12(3|/4|5(/6|7
Agner 1/2|3]4|5[6|7
Shame 12[3|/4|5/6|7
Guilt 1/2(3[4|5|6|7
Embarassement 12|13/4/5|6|7
Loss of self-confidencel |2 (3|4 |5|6|7
Hostility 1/2(3[4|5|6|7
Surprise 12(3|4|5|6|7
Sadness 12(3|4|5|6|7
Outrage 12|3[4(5/6|7
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Appendix 9.
Patient Health Questionnaire-4 (PHQ-4)

A. The Polish version used in Study 5

wcal | nieznaczni| umiarkowan | znaczni bardzo
e e ie e silnie

5. Odczuwa zdenerwowanie,
niepokdj, rozdranienie lub obawy 1 2 3 4 5
o rézne sprawy
6. Nie mae przesté sic martwic 1 2 3 4 5
7. Nie interesuje si
wykonywanienzadnych czynngxi 1 2 3 4 5
lub nie odczuwa przyjemici z
wykonywania czynngi
8. Odczuwa smutek, przygpienie
lub beznadziejn@ L 2 3 4 5

B. The original English version

not | alittle | moderate| quite | extremel
at bit ly a bit y
all
Feeling nervous, anxious 1 5 3 4 5
or on edge
Not being abl_e to stop or 1 5 3 4 5
control worrying
!_lttle_lntere_st or pleasure 1 5 3 4 5
in doing things
Feeling down, depressed 1 5 3 4 5
or hopeless




Appendix 10.

A scale to measure six emotions

A. The original Polish version
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1.
nigdy

2.
bardzo
rzadko

3.
rzadko

4.

czasami czesto

6.
bardzo
czesto

7.
zawsze

Radaé

Niepokoj

Strach

Mito §¢

Gniew

Wesoltaé

Upokorzenie

Smutek

Wzburzenie

Lek

Zal

Obawa

Oddanie

Z1os¢é

Zatamanie

Szczscie

Wscieklosé

Zadowolenie

Czutasé

Wstyd

Poczucie
winy

Przywigzanie

Depresja

Nieszczscie

B. The English translation

1.
never

2. very
rarely

rarely

4.
sometimeg

often

very
often

always

Joy

Unrest

Fear

Love

Anger

Cheerfulness

Humiliation
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Sadness

Restlessness

D

Anxiety

Remorse

Concern

Devotion

Anger

Break down

Happiness

Rage

Satisfaction

Tenderness

Shame

Guilt

Attachment

Depression

Misery
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Appendix 11.
A scale to measure perceived communion and agendytbe perpetrator

A. The original Polish version — female perpetrator

Chat tez nie znosi pewnego antypatycznego, a zdolnego wspedwnika,
zaoponuje przeciw pomigtiu go przy rozdziale nagrod
O
100%

odstpi kilka litréw benzyny kierowcy, ktéremu na szoskenczyto st paliwo

chat bedzie p to kosztowa wig¢cej czasu i przypuszczala, zatatwi jednak
Zznajomemu przyobiecarsprave

ujawni nieuczciwé¢ swojego szefa, cldowvie, ze ten lgdzie usitowat s
Zemnscic

B. The English version

Although she doesn't like an obnoxious but talertedorker, she will object to
omitting him during distribution of awards

She will give a few liters of gasoline to a driweino is out of gasoline on the
road
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Even though it will cost her more than she expecthd will deal with a
problem, as she promised it to a friend

She will reveal the fraudulence of her boss, altffoshe knows he will try to
take revenge
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Appendix 12.
Items from the Patient Health Questionnaire (PHQ) ® measure victim’s
perceived depression and anxiety

A. The Polish version used in Study 6 — female viot

wcale | rzadko| cgsto prawie
zawsze

Czuje s¢ podenerwowana,
niespokojna, mocno sgia
Za bardzo martwi gi
réznymi rzeczami

Ma trudndgci z
relaksowaniem i

Bywa tak niespokojna,e
nie maze usiedzié na
miejscu

Latwo staje si rozdraniona
lub poirytowana

Odczuwa niewielkie
zainteresowanie lub
niewielka przyjemndc¢ z
wykonywania ranych
czynngci

Czuje smutek, przygbienie
lub beznadziejn@

Ma kitopoty z zanieciem lub
przerywany sen, albo zbyt
dtugi sen

Nie jest zadowolona z
siebie, lub odczuwae jest
do niczegoze zawiodia
siebie lub swqj rodzire

B. The original English version

not at| rarely often almost al
all the time

Becoming easily annoyed ot
irritable

Worrying too much about
different things

Trouble relaxing

Feeling restless so that it is
hard to sit still

Becoming easily annoyed ot
irritable

Little interest or pleasure in
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doing things

Feeling down, depressed, or
hopeless

Trouble falling or staying
asleep, or sleeping too mucl

—

Feeling bad about yourself +
or that you are a failure or
have let yourself or your
family down
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FRENCH SUMMARY OF THE DISSERTATION
Problématique de recherche
Cette thése présente une série de 6 études digid@autour de la

perception du harcélement sexuel (HS), de la pgorede la souffrance des
victimes du HS et de la perception des auteursSulld HS se définit par une
action verbale ou non-verbale qui a pour objetbaualité ou le genre d’'une
personne et qui porte atteinte a la dignité humaioamment en créant « un
environnement hostile, dégradant, humiliant ourcdiie» (Sledziska-Simon,
2011). Dans les études présentées dans cette jin@siwjlégie la classification
de HS suggérée par Fitzgerald, Gelfand et Dras@9@5) et approfondie dans
Waldo, Berdahl and Fitzgerald (1998). Cette classibn adopte les trois types
de HS décrits ci-dessous,
1. la coercition sexuelle — il s’agit de I'actioa thenacer une victime ou de
promettre a celle-ci une récompense (par exempdancement de carriere ou
une meilleure note a un examen), ou I'évitemenhé’conséquence négative
(par exemple la perte d'un emploi ou I'obtentionre® note en dessous de la
moyenne) si elle consent au contact sexuel.
2. l'attention sexuelle non désirée — attouchenfedqsients de la victime ou
tentatives agressives de créer une relation inbimgexuelle avec la victime
3. le harcélement de genre

a) commentaires obscenes qui consistent par exemples plaisanteries sur

la sexualité, en des commentaires offensifs suiel@rivée/la sexualité ou

sur I'apparence physique d’'une personne, en 'act®montrer des

photographies pornographiques
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b) application forcée du role de genre qui corrasigmar exemple a la
réflexion envers une femme qui devrait porter dyguiliage pour avoir

un apparence plus féminine

c) commentaires négatifs au sujet du genre — qygeent des réflexions
selon lesquelles les hommes ne pensent qu’a urse choque les femmes
ne sont pas capables de diriger correctement dpogéds

Les études présentées dans cette these ontexttuétfs en Pologne ou
la plupart des incidences de HS sont ou ont éséntdiatisées, discutées
publiguement sur une durée importante et analystédscrites en détail par les
NGO (organisations non-gouvernemental) : par exemiad scandale de sexe a
Smoobrona » (un cas de HS dans un parti d'oppaitie harcelement des
secrétaires de sexe féminin par le maire de Olsty@mHS des employées
d’une usine Frito-Lay, tous ces scandales concédesvictimes féminines et
des auteurs masculins.

Si ces affaires de HS concernent bien souventalese HS envers les
femmes, des cas concernant une victime masculisgeakaussi méme si
moins courants. lls sont moins médiatisés que lelétSfemmes, et sont
toutefois plus répandus que la pensée populaile sigggére. Charney et
Russell (1994) estiment que 42 a 50% des femmedsecbB% des hommes
deviendront des victimes d’'une forme de HS. Biea lgupnombre de victimes
féminines soit supérieur a celui des hommes, neysonvons pas conclure que
le HS ne concerne que les femmes. De plus en fllosndhes reportent des cas
de HS (Foote et Goodman-Delahunty, 2005) et de nemsks études
démontrent que les hommes peuvent également ddesniictimes de HS (ex.

Kearney et Rochlen, 2011; Waldo, Berdahl, et Fizigle 1998).
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Au regard de ces statistiques et commentaires pouvons alors poser
la question : est-ce que les hommes ne souffremias$ aussi de HS ? Quand ils
sont interrogés sur leur réaction si une collegmeiriine leur propose une
relation intime, ils répondent qu’ils seraient tifet (Konrad et Gutek, 1986) et si
l'auteur de cette demande est une femme attiraldes pour ces hommes il ne
s'agit pas vraiment de harcélement (LaRocca et Kegml999). En revanche,
les études sur les victimes de HS montrent queidtisnes de HS souffrent de
nombreux symptémes psychologiques et physiquespr@rant la dépression,
I'anxiété, des maux de téte, 'insomnie ou la pdegoids (Charney et Russell,
1994). En général, 'ensemble des recherches swidémes de HS suggere
gue pour un méme niveau de harcelement, les horattes femmes sont
impactés par le méme niveau d’anxiété et de dépreBirkeland, Bjorkelo,
Notelaers, et Einarsen, 2010) ; dans certaine®stlels hommes souffriraient
de facon plus importante que les femmes. Ainsiggample une étude sur des
anciens militaires de I'armée américaine démontielgs hommes ont des
niveaux de Post Traumatic Syndrom Disorder plusonagmts que les femmes
suite au HS (Street, Gradus et Stafford, 2007)m@me pour des incidents de
HS plus aggravés, les hommes présentent plus det@ymas de dépression et
une santé psychologique moindre que les femmesautne étude sur les
anciens combattants de la premiére Guerre du @étfgt, Pless, King et King,
2005) donne des résultats similaires. Pour desanwde HS élevés, l'incidence
de symptomes d’anxiété et de dépression augmeméarfent, alors que
presqu’aucun changement n’est constaté chez lendsnie bilan de la
littérature sur le HS montre que 1) le HS impa&daton importante la santé

psychologique, 2) Ce résultat est constaté a fadioéz les hommes et chez les
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femmes et 3) les hommes et les femmes sont sesisibkeeffets du HS en
particulier sur leur bien-étre.

Si la perception du HS a des conséquences déldétieez les femmes
tout comme chez les hommes qui en ont été victieresevanche, la
perception de HS entre les hommes et les femmeas&uont pas été victimes
n'est pas ressentie de la méme maniere. En etfaidjon demande a des
participants d’exprimer leurs sentiments dans whgg@othétique de HS, quels
gue soient les formes de HS, les femmes penseallegi&prouveront plus
d’anxiété que les hommes (Berdahl, Magley et Wal&86). Dans I'étude de
Konrad et Gutek (1986) a laguelle nous avons ad#jadférence, la majorité des
hommes se disent flattés par la proposition hygimfhé de relation intime avec
une collegue féminine, une minorité trouvant csitigation offensive. En effet,
le HS d’une femme par un homme est plus souvergidéré comme HS que le
harcelement d’'un homme par une femme (McKinney218@tz, Hannon et
Whitten, 1996) et que le harcelement par une peesdn méme sexe (Runtz et
O’Donnell, 2003).

Au bilan, les hommes sont des victimes de HS ggeedre chez eux les mémes
problemes psychologiques et physiques que chdereses alors méme que la
perception sociale ou les croyances populairegjustit que les hommes ne
souffrent pas de HS, j'ai suggéré qu’il existaitaffet de minimisation de la
souffrance chez les hommes. Cet effet consisteceyair la souffrance des
victimes masculines comme moindre en comparaisaele des victimes
féminines et a percevoir les auteurs de HS avewigtimme masculine comme

moins mauvais que les auteurs de HS avec une eétiminine
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Cette hypothése trouve a la fois un ancrage théerilans les recherches
sur les stéréotypes de genre et dans le modeél@dditéd dyadique.
Premierement, les femmes en général sont évaloéane étant des meilleures
personnes que les hommes (Glick et al., 2004)s Etbat également percues
comme plus morales/communales/passives que les Bsmun eux sont pergus
comme plus agentiques/compétents/actifs (Bosak,eSny et Eagly, 2008;
Spence et Buckner, 2000; Eagly et Mladnic, 1994uxiemement, le modéle
cognitif d’une interaction morale entre deux actewn agent moral et un
patient moral suggére que I'agent moral possedintisions et des objectifs,
et qu’il est donc actif et auteur d’actions (bonoasnauvaises) sur d’autres
individus. Le patient moral, quant a lui est pasgi€evant ou subissant les
actions de I'agent moral (Gray, Young et Waytz,20Gray et Wegner, 2009).
Etant donné que le stéréotype place la femme dampasition de passivité,
elle apparait comme le patient moral privilégiéreaiaturel. Le stéréotype
envers I’'homme étant plus actif, fait de lui unichmaturel pour I'agent moral.
Les études de Gray et Wegner (2009) démontrenlegygatients moraux sont
percus comme étant plus susceptibles a éprouMarseiffrance que les agents
moraux et que les agents moraux sont plus resplessad leurs actions que les
patients moraux. Ainsi, pour ces raisons j'ai siggpgu’ 1) un agent moral (un
homme) est percu comme étant plus résistant aufraoce qu’un patient
moral (une femme) ce qui explique la perceptiorugdiomme harcelé souffre
moins qu’une femme harcelée et 2) la personnelgase un homme blesse par
voie de conséquence un agent moral, cette persama&lors mieux pergue que

quelqu’un qui blesse un patient moral. Je faissdlbiypotheése que
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1. La perception sociale de la souffrance des hanmtimes de HS est percue
comme moindre en comparaison de celle des femm#sies HS. Les hommes
sont pergcus comme ressentant moins de stress, opnassifs et présentant
moins de symptdémes physiques, en ayant une imagepbitive du HS et
éprouvant moins d’émotions négatives en raison 8u H
2. Par rapport aux auteurs de HS avec une victtimenine, les auteurs de HS
dont la victime est maculine, sont mieux évalug¢desidimensions de
communauté et agentivité, sont mieux considéréssgectés et méritent donc
une punition moins sévere.
Etudes empiriques

Afin de tester ces hypotheses, jai effectué sixlés. L'objectif de I'étude
1 était d'identifier la perception des différengpes de HS, les victimes et les
auteurs selon le genre de l'individu. J'ai testél& d’une personne du méme
sexe et du sexe opposé. Les résultats de cette éémaontrent que seulement la
coercition sexuelle et I'attention sexuelle non4ueusont considérées comme
étant du HS. Dans les études suivantes, j'ai detenu ces deux types de HS.
Dans les études 2 et 3, les participants sont @ot#fs a un cas de coercition
sexuelle (Etude 2) ou a un cas de chantage fimafigiiede 3). Dans ces deux
études, les cas décrits incluent seulement le K8 an auteur du sexe opposé
de celui de la victime. Dans les études ultérie(fetsdes 4, 5, 6), jai utilisé la
méme méthodologie mais avec des histoires récalEemeédias et de la
littérature sur le HS. Ainsi, ces histoires préaantt des descriptifs plus
détaillés et réalistes, de vraies situations gomme@naient des instances de la
coercition sexuelle et de I'attention sexuelle vomue. Dans ces études, jai

utilisé toutes les combinaisons possibles du sexe dictime et du sexe de
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I'auteur du harcélement afin d’établir lequel de deux influe le plus sur la
perception de l'auteur et les souffrances de lame

Etude 1. Perception des différents types de harcéeents sexuels entre sexes
identiques ou opposés

Méthode

Les 377 participants (139 hommes et 238 femmagrétdes étudiants
de premiere année en psychologie, travaux publidargues venant de trois
grandes écoles polonaises. Leur age moyen étai 88 (SD = 1.54). Il leur a
été demandé de rester en classe apreés leurs ¢ioudg participer a une étude
par questionnaires. Dans la premiére partie, il &eété demandé de renseigner
leur &ge et leur sexe et de remplir une courteéeide I'échelle des attitudes
envers les personnes homosexuelles (Herek et Gapifid95).

L’échelle se compose de trois éléments qui vértfies attitudes envers
les hommes homosexuels et de trois éléments gifienédes attitudes envers
les femmes homosexuelles. Les participants ontiédalrs attitudes envers les
hommes et les femmes homosexuels sur une échdli&eate en sept points.
Trois scores peuvent étre calculés : une attitlmleate envers les homosexuels,
une attitude envers les hommes homosexuels etttitoel@ envers les femmes
Homosexuelles. Les scores élevés sur cette échditpient une attitude
négative envers 'homosexualité masculine et fémeinPour I'analyse réalisée
dans ce travall, j'ai utilisé le score global guéta divisé en deux sur sa médiane
afin de créer deux groupes : attitude positivetdtide négative envers les
hommes et les femmes homosexuels.

La seconde partie de cette étude, questionnaipemeption du

harcelement sexuel des femmes et des hommes @insistine liste de vingt
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huit histoires chacune décrivant un acte difféedenharcelement sexuel. J'ai
distribué de maniere aléatoire quatre versiongdiste (un homme agissant sur
une femme, une femme sur un homme, un homme duwwmme et une femme
sur une femme). Trois types d’harcélements sex{st@amentaires obscenes,
remargues sexistes négatives, application de sébastes) et I'attention
sexuelle non désirée ont été mesurés ; pour chdientre eux cing histoires
différentes étaient présentées. Deux types deaiotds sexuelles (promesses et
menaces) ont été mesurés avec pour chaque type Histbires différentes. La
tache des participants était d’évaluer chacun degortements décrits en
répondant aux questions suivantes sur une éctella @ sept : (1)
catégorisation en un acte de harcelement sexagls, guelle mesure ce
comportement peut étre considéré comme un harcetesaruel ? (1 - Ce n'est
pas un acte de harcélement sexuel, 7 - Il s’aditadleelement sexuel) (2) le
stress percu de la victime ; dans quelle mesute aetion provoque du stress
chez la victime (1 - Elle ne cause aucun stres&llé cause du stress) (3)
morale percue de l'auteur ; quel est le niveau deafité de I'auteur (1 -

L’auteur est immoral, 7 - L’auteur est moral).

Résultats

La premiéere étude a montré que chez les étudiamhdsais, le
harcélement sexuel des hommes était minimisé dansak des formes “plus
douces” de harcelement sexuel qui correspond alleanent sexiste. Bien que
les trois types de harcélement sexiste n’étaiesicpasidérés comme du
harcélement sexuel, la perception du stress carisait aux victimes et la
perception de I'auteur étaient plutot justes. Targ de I'analyse du

harcélement sexiste sur la personne de méme sexaiqla personne de sexe
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oOppose, c’était le sexe de la victime plutbt quselee de I'auteur qui influencait
la perception du stress de la victime et la peropmie la moralité de 'auteur.
Ce résultat montre que le harcélement sexuel desies était minimisé de
deux facons : en assumant que les femmes victiméBent plus que les
hommes victimes (indépendemment du sexe de I'uée@n évaluant I'auteur
de harcelement sexiste sur un homme comme moinsiiatimue I'auteur de
harcelement sexiste sur une femme. Les autres tgbarcelement sexuel, i.e.
I'attention sexuelle non désirée et les deux tyfmsontrainte sexuelle ont été
pergus par les participants comme étant définitergindes actes de harcelement
sexuel. Cependant, je n'ai pas trouvé de confilmnatlaire de mes hypothéses
suivantes : (1) quand la victime est un hommetd'&st considéré comme du
harcelement sexuel a un degré moindre que lorsquietime est une femme,
(2) la victime masculine est percue comme étanhmsiressée par les faits que
la victime féminine, et (3) l'auteur de I'acte sur homme est percu comme
moins immoral que l'auteur sur une femme.

Plus important encore, j'ai remarqué que les altituienvers les hommes
et les femmes homosexuels jouent un réle impohtastde I'évaluation des
comportements liés a la sexualité, en particuiesque des hommes doivent
évaluer le harcélement sexuel d’hommes sur d’abiwesmes. Alors que les
trois autres groupes ne semblent pas faire dendigth entre les victimes
féminines et masculines quand il s’agit d’évaliemscomportement est
considéré comme du harcélement sexuel, les homyaes ane attitude
négative envers 'homosexualité montrent un eféefichportance du sexe de
I'auteur, ou plutét 'importance de son interactmrec le sexe de la victime. En

outre, dans le cas de la contrainte sexuellegilggivent un homme harcelé par
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un homme plus stressé qu’une femme harcelée papmame, une femme
harcelée par une femme plus stressée qu’un homroel&gar une femme alors
que les participants sans attitude négative enenmosexualité ne voient pas
de différence.

Le but de cette étude était d'analyser commengteggdes victimes et
des auteurs de harcélements sexuels influencedgarésation de I'acte en tant
gue harcelement sexuel, la perception du strets\detime et la perception de
la moralité de I'auteur. Quand la victime était demme, uniqguement
I'application des rbles sexuels était plus caté&gaicomme du harcelement
sexuel que quand la victime était un homme. Alos dans le cas de la
contrainte sexuelle, pour les hommes ayant uné@mpirégative envers
I’'hnomosexualité, I'acte était plus considéré condueharcelement sexuel
lorsque la victime et I'auteur étaient de méme sExeoutre, je me doutais que
(2) la victime masculine était percue comme étaminmstressée par les faits
gue la victime féminine ; cette hypothese s’estéw&érifiée pour les trois
types de harcélement sexistes. Cependant, poanteamnte sexuelle, parmi les
hommes qui ont une opinion défavorable enversdesnhes et les femmes
homosexuelles, la situation était percue comme gihessante dans le cas de
harcélement sexuel entre méme sexe que pour ueléaent sexuel entre
sexes différents. Enfin, (3) I'auteur de I'acte sarhomme est per¢cu comme
moins immoral que l'auteur de 'acte sur une femroette hypothése a été
vérifiée uniguement dans le cas de I'applicatiom@les sexistes et dans le cas

des remarques sexistes négatives.
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Etudes 2 et 3. Perception sociale des victimes esdauteurs de contraintes
sexuelles entre sexes opposés

La premiére étude a montré que seule la contragxeelle et I'attention
sexuelle non désirée sont catégorisées comme desedae harcelement sexuel
par la population polonaise, et en méme tempsriglanent sexiste, bien que
percu comme stressant et immoral, n’est pas vu ecooma forme de
harcelement sexuel. J'ai donc décidé de contings necherches sur ces deux
types de harcélement sexuel. Le but des étude8 2tait de voir comment sont
percus les actes des auteurs de contraintes setuplslle est I'influence
pergue sur les victimes dans des cas plus complegsgrincipales hypothéses
pour ces deux études étaient :

(1) Les victimes masculines de harcélement sexarglgercues comme
souffrant moins du harcélement que les victimedriéras de harcelement
sexuel (études 2 et 3).

(2) Les auteurs de harceélement sexuel sur des hersome percus moins
négativement que les auteurs de harcélement sexudés femmes (études 2 et
3)

(3) Les hommes victimes sont percus comme voyamaieelement sexuel
d’'une maniere moins négative que les femmes vigtiféide 3)

Dans les études 2 et 3, la description du harcélesexuel incluait plus
d’'informations sur la victime et sur l'auteur qaedescription présentée dans
I'étude 1. Cependant, dans les études 2 et Jijiguement utilisé des
exemples de contrainte sexuelle entre sexes oppbfEsdescriptions des cas
étaient sans équivoque, montrant des exemplesniiacdes sexuelles sans

actes antérieurs ou simultanés d’attention sexueltedésirée. Un autre objectif
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de I'étude 3 était de reproduire les résultatsé&tade 2 avec un échantillon plus
équilibré et de répondre a certaines questionggéeas par les résultats de
I'étude 2.

Je voulais savoir si la minimisation de la soufé@masculine peut aussi étre
observée lorsque la contrainte ne concerne pasoesortements sexuels. |l
semble possible que la souffrance masculine soiinmisée quel que soit le type
d’agression. J'ai donc comparé dans I'étude 3 eoitesnent la perception des
contraintes sexuelles mais aussi celle des cotgsafimancieres. Par
conségquent, I'étude 3 était censée répondre awstiqns suivantes :

(1) Les femmes victimes de différents types dereimtes sont-elles pergues
comme souffrant plus que les hommes victimes 2g2pinimisation de la
souffrance masculine est-elle spécifique au hamete sexuel ou est-elle
également observable sur d’autres types de trassgns dont les victimes sont
des hommes ?

Etude 2

Méthode

L’échantillon comprenait 154 participants (37 horsree 117 femmes) recrutés
sur Internet. L’age moyen du groupe était 36.77 £SI2.00). La majorité
(76.6%) a suivi des études supérieures, 20% avait/bau baccalauréat et le
reste des participants avait soit une éducatiangre ou profesionnelle.
L’étude a été réalisée en polonais. Dnas la prenpartie de I'étude, il a été
demandé aux participants d’indiquer leur sexe,éigeveau d’éducation.
Ensuite, ils ont été assignés aléatoirement aifirdes deux portraits décrivant
une jeune personne (un homme ou une femme) ayaimea une contrainte

sexuelle lors d’'un stage. Dans une des versiorssiderviseur était un homme
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et la stagiaire une femme (H sur F) et dans larskewgersion le superviseur
était une femme et le stagiaire un homme (F suPHj.la suite, il a été
demandé aux participants d’évaluer comment I'évéargra influencé le bien-
étre de la victime et d’évaluer I'auteur sur difiétes caractéristiqgues (morale,

compétent, sympathique, respectable)

Résultats

La seconde étude soutient globalement I'hypothasdajsouffrance des
hommes victimes de harcelement sexuel est minimix@&iérement, un
homme victime est percu comme souffrant moins gaifi@mme victime. Selon
les participants féminins, une femme victime dewannaitre plus de
dépression, tandis que les participants mascusitiment qu’'une femme
victime souffrira plus d’anxiété, de symptémes stguees et généralement d’un
bien étre plus faible apres I'agression. Deuxienmgndypothése selon
laquelle les auteurs de harcelement sexuel stmol@snes sont pergus moins
négativement que les auteurs de harcélement sexukds femmes est
confirmée avec les participants féminins mais pas s participants
masculins. Un agresseur masculin qui harcéle sexoeht une femme est
considéré comme moins moral et sympathique airesingpins compétent et
respectable gu’un agresseur féminin qui harceleaimme.

Une interprétation des résultats actuels est gilllistrent une tendance
générale a percevoir différement les auteurs mimscet féminins : a savoir, les
femmes victimes sont vues comme plus fragiles gg&abmmes victimes et les
agresseurs masculins sur les femmes sont percoe dianiere plus négative
gue les agresseurs féminins sur des hommes. A&atéxwléve une question :

les femmes victimes sont-elles généralement perame souffrant plus que
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les hommes victimes ? Les hommes auteurs d’agressant-ils généralement
pergus sous un jour plus négatif que les femme=uei? En outre, la
minimisation de la souffrance masculine est-ellecefmue au harcélement
sexuel ou apparait-elle dans d’autres types d’agnes ?

Par conséquent, j'ai décidé de comparer dansikiénoe étude la
perception des pressions sexuelles et financiesgsrgion) dans le cadre d’un
travail similaire. La troisieme étude compare lescpptions des victimes et des
auteurs dans des cas comparables de contraintgsllsesxet de contraintes

financiéeres.

Etude 3
Méthode

Les participants de la troisieme étude (N=201)eétaies étudiants
polonais en psychologie (n=120) et en génie chAi3(l) avec une moyenne
d’age de 20.26 (écart type 1.32). L’échantillotemposait de 134 femmes, 57
hommes et de 10 personnes qui n'ont pas indiquééxe. Les participants ont
recu aléatoirement un des quatres portraits dédriva stagiaire. Les histoires
utilisées pour le cas de harcelement sexuel étaiadtement les mémes que
celles utilisées dans I'étude 2. Cependant, comerionné ci-dessus, j'ai
ajouté deux histoires de pression financiére. Getieédure a abouti a quatre
conditions : pression sexuelle d’'un homme sur enanfie, pression sexuelle
d’'une femme sur un homme, pression financiére damme sur une femme et
pression financiere d’une femme sur un homme. Alarécture des portraits,
les participants devaient remplir un certain nondwenesures afin d’évaluer la

souffrance de la victime et I'agresseur.
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Résultats

Dans cette étude, j'ai reproduit les principawulddgs de I'étude 2.
Premierement, j'ai reproduit I'effet de minimisatide la souffrance masculine
en montrant que les femmes victimes de pressionsles de la part d’'un
homme sont pergcues comme ayant plus de symptomessdés et somatiques
que les hommes victimes d’une femme. Plus impodaobre, en utilisant un
plus grand échantillon d’hommes dans I'étude 3 njiantré que cet effet peut
étre détecté chez les participants masculins agtanthez les participants
féminins. Deuxiéemement, j'ai montré qu’'une femméeeaude pressions
sexuelles sur un homme est vue comme plus compétentspectable qu’un
homme auteur de ces mémes pressions sur une fefmm@emement, j'ai
montré que la pression sexuelle commise sur unméeast pergcue comme une
infraction plus grave que celle commise sur un hemiam effet, elle est pergue
comme plus effrayante, douloureuse, offensante laotictime et elle justifie
une peine plus lourde pour I'agresseur. En outreyde 3 étend les conclusions
de I'étude 2 en montrant que les femmes sont @esgsues comme souffrant
plus que les hommes dans le cas de pressions igneset que les gens
réclament des peines plus lourdes pour les homuaoteara de pressions
sexuelles sur le sexe opposé mais pas dans legassbkions financiéres sur le

sexe Oppose.
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Etudes 4, 5 et 6. Les effets du sexe de la victisr la perception de la
souffrance de la victime et sur les traits de I'ag¥sseur, dans le cas de
harcélement sexuel entre personne de méme sexe atre personnes de
sSexes opposeés

Le but des études 4, 5 et 6 étaient de répondreg@estions soulevées
par les précédentes études, d’établir si les eflgtisnus sont réplicables et s'ils
sont aussi visibles dans le cas de harcélemenekenua victime et I'agresseur
sont de méme sexe. En outre, afin d’accroitredbsme des études, j'ai utilisé
des histoires vraies trouvées dans la presse aulddittérature décrivant des
cas de harcelement sexuel.

Le but de I'étude 5 était de reproduire les tésgsilde I'étude en
introduisant de nouveaux outils pour appréhendevdeiables dépendantes (par
exemple les émotions de base de victiRatjient Health Questionnairegour
mesurer la dépression et l'anxiété)

Comme les deux études n’ont pas fourni de rémodétnitives a toutes
les questions de la recherche, j'ai décidé de maemeautre étude (étude 6), de
nouveau focalisée sur le harcélement sexuel ertempnes de sexes identiques
et opposeés, en utilisant de nouvelles mesuresrilbles dépendantes. En
outre, j'ai essayé de trouver des médiateurs petemte la relation entre le sexe
de la victime et I'évaluation de la souffrance deictime et I'évaluation de
'agresseur.

Etude 4
Méthode
Les patrticipants (N=221, 83 hommes, 128 femmegpatlicipants n’ont

pas indiqué leur sexe), des étudiants en génik aixdc comme age moyen
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20,79 (écart type 2,73) ont eu la présentation dxtrait d’'article de journal par
Szternel (2010) qui décrivait explicitement desrégds de harcélement sexuel
d’hommes sur d’autres hommes. J'ai créé quatreoressie I'article chacun
décrivant le harcelement sexuel d’hommes sur desres, d’hommes sur des
femmes, de femmes sur des hommes et de femmesssterdmes. Les
participants ont été assignés aléatoirement duime des quatre versions et a
répondre a une série de questions concernant tiiegswme de la victime, la
perception par la victime des évenements et I'@tadn de I'agresseur.
Résulats

Les résultats de I'étude 4 ont reproduit les ppiagx résultats des
précédentes études. Comme dans les études 2&t8el4 a aussi montré que
les femmes victimes de harcelement sexuel de tadpare personne de sexe
opposé sont percues comme souffrant plus que lasnles victimes de
harcélement sexuel de la part d’'une personne driggxosé. En outre, I'acte
est percu comme du harcélement sexuel dans unéapigsmesure lorsque la
victime est une femme et que I'agresseur est ummmmlutdt que lorsque la
victime est un homme et que I'agresseur est uneni2rnQui plus est,
I'agresseur masculin recoit une peine de prison fdurde et une amende plus
élevée que I'agresseur féminin.

Cependant, la vue d’ensemble devient plus compdiduesque I'on
compare des cas de harcelement sexuel entre pessdarméme sexe et entre
personnes de sexes différents. Les résultats iadiqiue le sexe de l'auteur a
un plus gros impact sur I'évaluation que le sexéadactime, a la fois lors de
I'évaluation de la souffrance de la victime et IdesI’évaluation des

caractéristiques de I'agresseur. Il semble esemgielonsacrer plus d’attention a
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I'influence du sexe de I'agresseur et a la fagomt dimteraction du sexe de
I'agresseur et de la victime peut influencer lacpgetion de I'agresseur et de la
victime. Je me suis alors demandé si la discrinonatst aussi visible en raison
du sexe de l'auteur. Bien que mon hypothése dioeigoit que les victimes
masculines sont victimes de discrimination (c’edira que leur souffrance est
minimisée), il est aussi possible que les agressaasculins soient victimes de
discrimination. La discrimination des agresseursaeubns serait aussi
compatible avec la théorie de Gray et Wegner (20@8)raison de son sexe,
une femme reste un patient moral méme si elleagelr de harcelements
sexuels. En tant que patient moral, elle est m@isgonsable du harcélement
sexuel et ainsi elle est mieux évaluée et mérieepumition réduite.
Etude 5
Méthode

Les participants a cette étude (N=147) étaiengétlediants en quatrieme
et cinquieme année de droit ; 87 femmes et 46 hanfteparticipants n’ont
pas mentionné leur sexe) ; leur 4ge moyen étadtlA@cart type=2,2). lls ont
été assignés au hasard a I'une des quatre vedsioms histoire décrivant le
harcélement sexuel d’'un employé de banque. Paitky § leur a été demandé
de répondre a une série de questions concernpatdaption de la souffrance
de la victime, la perception de I'événement pairi¢ime et I'évaluation de
I'agresseur.
Résultats

Dans cette étude, j'ai reproduit les principawsultats des études
précédentes dans le cas de harcelement sexuepensmne de sexe opposé.

Pour la majorité des variables portant sur la sanffe de la victime nous avons



229

pu observer I'effet du sexe de la victime et dgrésseur. Ainsi la femme
victime est percue comme souffrant plus que 'lhormmgme et un agresseur
masculin qui harcéle une femme mérite plus d’andésaprisonnement qu’un
agresseur féminin qui harcéele un homme.

Contrairement a I'étude précédente, dans I'étuldepgrception de la souffrance
de la victime dépendait essentiellement du seXa dietime et non pas du sexe
de l'agresseur. Ce résultat a confirmé les prendgigmments de I'effet suggéré
de minimisation de la souffrance masculine, etug$ les conclusions tirées
dans les études 2 et 3. Les participants ont fenfane victime comme
souffrant plus de syndromes somatiques et comrsergant plus coupable que
I’'homme victime. Dans le méme temps, I'évaluatie’dgresseur dépendait de
son sexe, montrant une fois de plus que les agness®sculins sont également
victimes de discrimination comme je I'ai suggéré@sia conclusion de I'étude
4.

Je suis encline a penser que dans le cas de drae@t sexuel, les
hommes sont victimes de discrimination de deuxrfagdes hommes victimes
a travers une minimisation de leur souffrance peretiles hommes agresseurs
qui sont jugés plus négativement et qui sont plwygiement punis que les
femmes agresseurs. Afin de résoudre ces ambigp@iésnené une autre étude
dans laguelle j’ai montré un nouveau cas réel destement sexuel et introduit
une nouvelle fagcon de mesurer les variables dépéegleen particulier en me

focalisant sur la moralité et la compétence deréasgeur.
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Etude 6
Méthode

Cette étude a été effectuée par voie électroragpees de 153
participants dont 107 étaient des femmes. La mayefage était de 33.77 ans
(sd =9.15). Une grande majorité des participants avaitiveau d’éducation
supérieur au baccalauréat. lls étaient affectéga@iément a une des quatre
conditions. D’abord, des questions démographige@sédtaient posées, puis il
leur était demandé de remplir le questionnAitéudes Toward Lesbian and
Gay Men ScaléHerek et Capitanio, 1995) et de répondre a quatestions au
sujet de leurs croyances sur la prévalence dearaude HS. Ensuite, ils ont été
affectés a une des quatre conditions, ou il leait @emandé de lire une vignette
décrivant un cas de HS (homme sur femme, femmk@ume, homme sur
homme ou femme sur femme) et de répondre a uredguestions au sujet
de leur perception de la souffrance de la victitleww évaluation envers
l'auteur du harcélement.
Résultats

Avec cette étude, j'ai pu répliquer les résultadar le HS concernant
deux personnes de sexe différent. Les résultats garception de souffrance
de la victime étaient relativement clairs. Une imiet féminine est percue
comme ayant plus souffert qu’une victime masculille éprouve plus de
dépression et d’anxiété ; le sexe de l'auteur d@snces n'a aucune influence
sur le niveau de ces souffrances. La perceptidiadur des violences souléeve
des questions plus intéressantes. Dans le cas @atfSdeux personnes de
sexe différent, I'auteur masculin qui a harcelé famme est percu comme étant

plus responsable de ses actions par rapport auteera féminine qui a harcelé
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un homme. Par contre, la victime maculine étaicpercomme moins
susceptible d’avoir un comportement agentique.

Concernant le HS de deux personnes de sexe diféeede deux
personnes du méme sexe, les résultats démontagrincent qu’'une femme
victime de HS est percue comme ayant plus soudtetanxiété et de la
dépression qu’une victime maculine. Cependantetagption de I'auteur des
violences dépend de la victime et parfois de l'autedans les deux cas, cette
perception est faite au détriment des hommes cgdilsnt victime ou auteur.
Dans les cas de HS de deux personnes de sexediff@t de deux personnes
du méme sexe, un auteur (homme ou femme) que bamelfemme méritait
une punition plus sévere que pour le harcélememt dbmme. En méme temps,
un auteur masculin est percu comme étant plus negpte de HS mais moins
susceptible d’avoir un comportement agentique quiamteure féminine,
guelque soit le sexe de la victime.

Enfin, les analyses de médiation significativesdatrent que le sexe de
la victime peut influer sur I'évaluation de I'autedu harcelement. Quelque soit
le sexe de l'auteur, le HS mettait les participgts en colere quand la victime
étaient féminine, les conduisant a proposer degipas plus séveres pour
I'auteur et a considérer I'auteur comme moins a@gaetmoralement. De plus,
la colére engendrée par le sexe féminin de lamect fait que les participants
percevaient ses souffrances (anxiété et dépressiomne plus séveres et qu'ils
percevaient I'auteur comme étant plus coupable.

Résumé général
Les études montrent que les conséquences delts, que la

dépression, I'anxiété et les symptémes physiqueEt@pitre 1.4), sont
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similaires pour les hommes et les femmes tandidagyperception du HS des
victimes et des auteurs différe selon le sexe desopnes impliquées (cf.
Chapitre 1.2). Dans les études présentées icigsi@ deux hypothéses
principales :

1. La perception sociale de la souffrance des hanmtimes de HS est percue
comme moindre en comparaison de celle des femm#ses de HS. Les
hommes sont per¢cus comme ayant moins de stredgpdession et de
symptémes physiques, ont une image plus positivdSlet éprouvent moins
d’émotions négatives en raison du HS.

2A. Par rapport aux auteurs du HS avec une victémenine, les auteurs de HS
dont la victime est maculine, sont mieux évaluédesidimensions
communautaire et agentivité, sont mieux considérésspectés, et méritent une
punition moins sévere.

De plus suite aux résultats obtenus dans I'étuglaifaroposé une alternative a
I'hnypothése 2A (2B), notamment que les auteured@dééminins sont mieux
évaluées sur les dimensions de communauté et diaigemet qu’elles sont plus
appréciées et respectées et méritent une punitidmsrsévere.

Le concept de la moralité dyadique suppose qus daaque situation
qui peut étre percue comme moralement bonne ou arsyvl existe deux
personnes en interaction : un agent moral quiistactions subies par le
patient moral. La premiere hypothése que j'ai pr&sest issue de ce modéle
cognitif selon lequel les femmes sont percues com@sepatients moraux.
Ainsi, les femmes sont les cibles « naturelles prixilégiées du bien ou du
mal et — surtout pour la premiéere hypothése —slbes percues comme étant

plus susceptibles a éprouver de la souffranceegibdmmes. En général, cette
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hypothése est soutenue par les cas de HS entrepdesonnes de sexe différent
dans les études présentées et également, jusqa&rtam degré, par les cas de
HS entre deux personnes de sexe différent et duerséwe. Une victime
féminine est souvent percue comme ayant plus staiedépression, d’anxiétée
et de symptémes physiques qu’une victime maculgile ;est également percue
comme ayant eu une expérience plus effrayantebleéet offensive et elle
éprouve plus de tristesse et de culpabilité quiiciEme maculine. Les résultats
de I'étude 3 comparant les effets de HS et du eganfinancier suggerent que
cet effet peut jouer un role sur d’autres situajat pas seulement dans le cas
de traumatisme sexuel. Il est en effet possiblelggeuffrance des femmes soit
typiguement pergcue comme étant plus importantecqlle des hommes. Les
résultats des études 4 et 5 suggerent que ceesftfatoins marquant en
comparant des cas de HS entre deux personnesaldifféxent et du méme
sexe. Dans ces deux études, un effet notable estaté seulement dans le cas
de HS entre deux personnes de sexe différent,meaiscoup moins de
différences existent pour le HS entre deux persodeesexe différent et du
méme sexe. Cependant, méme dans ce cas, la viétinir@ne est percue
comme étant plus effrayée, ayant plus de sentintentsillpabilité et éprouvant
plus de symptdmes physiques. Les études préseaait@éesmontrent a aucun
moment qu’une victime maculine pourrait souffriaplqu’une victime féminine
et il est tres probable que seulement le sexe dietiene (et pas celui de
I'auteur des violences) influe sur la perception deuffrances. Les résultats de
I'étude 4 qui indique que le sexe de l'auteur iafkur la perception de la
souffrance de la victime n’ont été répliqués damsiae des autres études.

Cependant, I'effet du sexe de la victime sur lagption des souffrances de
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celle-ci a été constaté dans toutes les étudebilan, les résultats d’une
majorité des études soutiennent la premiére hypetkelon lagquelle la
souffrance des hommes victimes de HS est percueneastant moindre que
celle des femmes victimes de HS.

Concernant la deuxieme hypothése (2A), je meisgErée de la théorie
de la moralité dyadique afin de faire I'hnypothéss laquelle quelgu’un qui
nuit a un autre, qui lui-méme est un agent moral (in homme), sera mieux
évalué que quelgu’un qui nuit a un patient moral (ine femme). Ainsi,
quelgu’un qui harceéle un homme sera mieux évaleéggelqu’un qui harcéle
une femme et recevra donc une punition moins séllégst intéressant de noter
gue des différences systématiques étaient visgaas|'agentivité et le respect
pergus, mais pas forcément pour la perception delalité/communauté et
I'appréciation. Dans les études 2 et 5, un auteagaumin qui harcéle une femme
est percu comme étant moins moral et moins apjiniécip’'une auteure
féminine qui harcele un homme ; cette difféeren@eété constatée dans aucune
des autres combinaisons victime/auteur ni danauass études. La deuxiéme
hypothése, par rapport a I'agentivité/respecteétainoins soutenue dans les
études 2 et 3, quand un auteur (masculin) qui letoee femme est percu
comme étant moins compétent/respectable et métitenpunition plus sévére
qu’une auteure féminine qui harcéle un homme. Geltiat a été répliqué sur le
temps de réclusion criminelle dans les Etudes® Eh effet, un homme qui
harcele une femme recoit plus de temps en prisamgdemme qui harcéle un
homme.

Cependant, dans le cas du HS entre deux persdersexe différent et

du méme sexe, les résultats sont moins tranchégsékaltats sur I'évaluation
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de l'auteur des violences soulévent trois questiBosirquoi existe-t-il des
différences entre un auteur masculin et une auféurmine par rapport a la
perception de I'agentivité ? Pourquoi une auteé@naifiine, mérite-t-elle une
punition moins sévere ? Pourquoi n'existe-t-il dadifférences dans la
perception de communauté/appréciabilité entredésuas masculins et
féminins ? D’apres les résultats de I'étude 4,glajgéré une alternative a
I'hnypothése 2A, I'hypothése 2B, qui permet d’expkq les différences dans la
perception de I'agentivité/talent/respect et lesifpons suggérées pour les
auteurs masculins et féminins. Je propose que ltiestle sexe de I'auteur, et
non pas celui de la victime, qui influe sur la @gtion de l'auteur. Cette
hypothése peut également se fonder sur le conedptrdoralité dyadique et
plus précisément sur I'idée que les victimes (le aturel de la femme dans un
scénario de HS) sont sans blame (Gray et Wegnit) 2@ que le rdle d'une
personne ne peut jamais étre modifié (une foisoraroe un patient moral, elle
est toujours considérée comme un patient morahy & Wegner, 2009). Il en
découle gu'une femme, qui est obligatoirement urepamoral, reste un
patient moral méme quand elle devient I'auteur Gedltlelle est donc mieux
évaluée gu’un auteur de HS masculin. Cette hypethsssoutenue dans les
études 4, 5 et 6 ou I'auteur masculin est percuncer@tant moins
agentique/talentueux/respectable et méritant pushps de réclusion
criminelle gu’un auteur feminin. En soutien de Ployhése 2B, I'influence du
sexe de l'auteur sur la punition proposée a étiataire dans toutes les
études, indépendamment de la mesure utilisée ¢(thetlés subjectives et

objectives), montrant qu’une auteure féminine redribins de temps en prison
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(Etudes 3, 4 et 5), une amende moins importantelée4) et une punition
moins sévere (Etude 6) qu’un auteur masculin.

Au sujet de la moralité et de I'appréciabilitéldeiteur, ni 'hypothése
2A ni I'hypothése 2B ne sont vérifiées. Dans lgplt des études présentées,
aucune différence dans la perception de la mofatipréciabilité des auteurs
n'a été constatée dans I'évaluation du harcélemenal entre deux personnes
de sexe différent et du méme sexe. Que l'autetins@sculin ou féminin ou que
la victime soit masculine ou féminine, 'auteur désences est typiquement
percu comme immoral. Ceci suggere que I'évaluadeti(im)moralité des
personnes immorales est stable, sans influencemedépendant du sexe de la
personne en question.

Enfin, les analyses de médiation effectuées dadsiniére étude
soutiennent en partie I'hypothése 2A de linfluedcesexe de la victime sur la
perception de I'auteur des violences. Cette refagist moins évidente
gu’attendue, mais elle existe néanmoins. Les medkidenédiation démontrent
qgue le harcelement sexuel d’'une femme par rappmeta d’'un homme a
engendré plus de colere chez les participantsttet calere fait qu’ils percoivent
l'auteur des violences comme ayant moins d’agdstiviorale et méritant une
punition plus sévere. De plus, cette colere fait lguvictime est percue comme
plus déprimée et plus angoissée, donnant alorgi@ssion d’un auteur encore
plus coupable.

Pour résumer, la perception des individus impkogd@ns le harcélement
sexuel dépend de leur sexe. Les victimes fémirgnaspercues comme ayant
plus de souffrance que les victimes masculinesalgsurs masculins sont

percus comme moins agentique et moins respectabéeles auteurs féminines
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et méritent une punition plus sévére. Quand lareales participants détermine
la relation entre le sexe de la victime et |la petioa de I'auteur, 'auteur de
harcelement sexuel sur une femme est percu comanepdtis coupable,
méritant une punition plus sévere et étant moinagent moral.

Les études de cette thése présentent des résudtateurs concernant la
minimisation de la souffrance masculine suite awdlament sexuel. En
référence aux travaux menés sur les stéréotypgsrthe, il a été montré que les
femmes sont mieux évaluées sur les dimensionosgergues que sont la
chaleur et I'esprit communautaire, alors que lesines sont mieux évalués sur
des traits stéréotypiques que sont la force eefitigité. Le concept de la
moralité dyadique nous a par ailleurs permis deumemprendre les résultats
obtenus en circonscrivant la position d’agent opa®ent d’'HS. Les auteurs
des études sur la perception du HS effectuées’ppgésent se concentrent sur
des variables différentes de celles utilisées datte these. D’abord, pour
cerner les effets potentiels du HS sur une victiegparticipants ont di
s’imaginer dans la situation puis ont exprimé leestiments suite au HS.
Deuxiémement, il y a trés peu d’études qui demandiémaluer 'auteur des
violences : la plupart des études se contente liéwbaction (est-ce du
harcélement sexuel et a quel point ?) ou d’évdlueesponsabilité de I'auteur et
non pas l'auteur lui-méme. Troisiemement, a ma a@msance il n’existe pas
d’études qui tentent d’établir un lien entre laff@mce de la victime et la
perception de l'auteur des violences. Enfin, & oranaissance, il n’existe pas
non plus d’études similaires effectuées en Polegmeles participants polonais.
Ainsi, les données présentées dans cette thésearsapport a la connaissance

actuelle de la perception des hommes et des feratrsparticulier a la
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connaissance de la perception du harcélement sé&xueffet, les résultats
montrent qu’en général la souffrance des hommegesgtie comme étant

moins importante que celle des femmes, les autlurarcelement sexuel

masculins sont moins favorablement percus queutesies féminins et que,
d’'une certaine fagon, le sexe de la victime pefliién sur I'évaluation de

'auteur.
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POLISH SUMMARY OF THE DISSERTATION

Cel naukowy rozprawy oraz problem badawczy

Zalaczona rozprawa przedstawia gsdyada dotyczcych spotecznej
percepcji molestowania seksualnego (MS), perceajpienia ofiar
molestowania oraz percepcji sprawcow molestowaniato kade
niepazgdane zachowanie werbalne lub niewerbalne odjwesge do
seksualnéci lub pici adresata, ktore skutkuje naruszenigrggeincci, poprzez
tworzenie ,oniémielajgcej, wrogiej, poniajacej, upokarzajcej lub agresywnej
atmosfery” §ledziaska-Simon, 2011).
W przedstawionych badaniach odwetsje do typologii MS zaproponowanej
przez Fitzgerald, Gelfand i Drasgow (1995), a¢mase poszerzonej przez
Waldo, Berdahl i Fitzgerald (1998). W typologii teyrézniono trzy rodzajow
MS g to:

1. przymus seksualnygéxual coercion— grazenie ofierze lub zapewnianie
ofiary, ze j&ili zgodzi st na kontakt seksualny, otrzyma pewne
przywileje (np. awans, lepgocerg na egzaminie) lub uniknie
negatywnych konsekwencji (np. zwolnienie z pracgra
niedostateczna)

2. niepazgdane zainteresowanie seksualmewanted sexual attentipr
czeste dotykanie ofiary lub napastliwe proby stworagniymnego lub
seksualnego zwzku z ofiag

3. molestowanie z uwagi na przynat@s¢ do danej ptcigender

harassment
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3a. obsceniczne komentartewd commenjs- na przyktadzarty

odnoszace s¢ do seksualmii; obraliwe komentarze na temat wyglu

lub zycia seksualnego; pokazywanie pornograficznychézdj

3b. wymuszanie zachowagodnych ze stereotypgwola ptciows

(enforcement of gender rdle na przyktadzarty z mezczyzny, ktéry

bierze zwolnienie w celu zajmowanig sizieckiem; komentarze

skierowane do kobietye powinna roki sobie makija, zeby wyghdata

bardziej kobieco

3c. negatywne komentarze dotyce danej picirfegative gender related

remarks - na przyktad: powiedzeniee wszyscy razczyzni mysla tylko

o jednym; stwierdzeniege kobiety nie nadajsie do zaradzania

Wiekszas¢ gtosnych w Polsce przypadkéw MS, jak ,seskafera w
Samoobronie”, molestowanie gdniczek przez prezydenta Olsztyna czy MS
pracownic fabryki chipséw Frito Lay dotyczy ofiaotkiet oraz sprawcow-
mgzczyzn. Historie te trafigjna pierwsze strony gazeta gublicznie omawiane
przez wiele miegcy oraz opisywane i analizowane w raportach organjiz
pozaradowych. Natomiast przypadki, w ktérychemczyzna jest ofiar nie g
nagtaniane tak, jak przypadki dotygze kobiet-ofiar. Casusy mtodego
prawnika molestowanego przez starszefows (Sijka i Ciglik, 2004),
pracownika dzialu PR molestowanego przez dyrektigo dziatu (Stasska,
2010) czy pracownikow firmy produkigej sauny molestowanych przez szefa
(Szternel, 2010) nie dostaghwytliwych nazw, jak ,seksafera w kancelarii” czy
.Seksafera w saunie” i nigg powszechnie omawiane. Tymczasem przypadki
MS mezczyzn, chocia nie g az tak czste jak przypadki MS kobietg €zestsze

niz mogtoby s¢ wydawa. Szacuje si, ze okoto 42-50% kobiet oraz 15%
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MegzCzyzn W cigu swojegarycia stanie siofiarami jakie§ formy molestowania
seksualnego (Charney i Russell, 1994). Widatem ze chocia liczba kobiet-
ofiar jest weksza, to nie mina powiedzié, ze MS dotyka tylko kobiet.
Dodatkowo, coraz wtej nezczyzn zgtasza przypadki MS (Foote i Goodman-
Delahunty, 2005). W badaniu przeprowadzonym przeariey i Rochlen
(2011) znaczna wkszas¢ studentow pici reskiej adwiadczyta,ze padli ofiag
MS przynajmniej raz wyciu. W kazdej z trzech prébek ¢aczyzn badanych
przez Waldo, Berdahl i Fitzgerald (1998) przynajepdi5% badanych
doswiadczyto jakiej formy MS. Natomiast metaanaliza przeprowadzonazrz
Rotundo, Nguyen i Sackett (2001) pokazatar&nice medzy kobietami i
mezczyznami w kategoryzowaniu zachawjako MS nie g duze (Srednia
wielkos¢ efektu dla wszystkich typéw MS to 0,30, s. 918919

Co z& do rozpowszechnienia MS w Polsce, badania przeganone
przez Centrum Badania Opinii Spotecznej (2007)nébip 424 0sob, pokazyj
ze 22% osb6b badanych bydaiadkiem molestowania seksualnego typu
obsceniczne komentarze, 7% dtadczyto lub widziato zachowania z kategorii
niepazgdane zainteresowanie seksualne ze strony wspoétpracdw a 4% ze
strony przetaonych. Natomiast 2% wie o sytuacji, gdy kteeyskat ranego
rodzaju korzyci, poniewa utrzymywat stosunki seksualne z przetoym lub
wyktadowa. W tym samym badaniu 5%s¢titzyzn i 13% kobiet przyznatae
byto obiektem obscenicznych komentarzy. Z rapoawiddujemy sj réwniez,
ze co dwudziesta kobieta @wiadczyta niepégdanego zainteresowania
seksualnego, a ,&w0d mezczyzn g to nieliczne przypadki” (s. 8). Najnowsze
badanie przeprowadzone przez CEBOS (Sulej i Jakdoiz915; Roszak, 2015)

na 980 osobach (476¢uitzyznach, Roszak, prywatna korespondencja, 2015)
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pokazatoze 11.3% kobiet i 6.8% @iczyzn odpowiedziatase ,czesto” lub
.Kilkakrotnie” zdarzylo im s¢ doswiadczy¢ ,niechcianych zalotéw, erotycznych
zaczepek, seksualnych propozycji”. 12.7% kobiet dré& 7% mgzczyzn
odpowiedziatoze zdarza im gito rzadko, w kacu — ponad 70% kobiet i
mezczyzn odpowiedziata,e nie przytrafia im sito nigdy.

Moze st jednak wydawé ze chocia mezczyzni doswiadczag
molestowania seksualnego, sprawia im ono przyjémnaie wywotuje
negatywnych skutkow. Badania pokaguie nezczyzni zapytani o to, jak by si
czuli, gdyby koleanka z pracy zaproponowata im seks, odpowiasaliytoby
to pochlebiajce (Konrad i Gutek, 1986), as|esprawg MS bytaby atrakcyjna
kobieta, nie byloby to tak do koa molestowaniem (LaRocca i Kromrey, 1999).
Badania przeprowadzone na rzeczywistych ofiarachpdsazug jednak co
innego. Ofiary MS cierpiz powodu psychologicznych oraz somatycznych
skutkow MS. Dotyka ich, mdzy innymi, depresjagk, béle gtowy, problemy
ze snem czy utrata wagi (Charney i Russell, 1994)eghd bada nad ofiarami
MS sugerujeze kiedy nagzenie molestowania jest takie sam@zozyzni i
kobiety g nim dotkniéci w réwnym stopniu, a niektére badania pokazmiecz,
ze to nezczyzni cierpp bardziej. Badanie przeprowadzone przez Birkeland,
Bjorkelo, Notelaers i Einarsen (2010) wykazaie to nie pté wptywa na
poziom kku i depresji wréd ofiar MS, ale samo dwiadczenie MS. W badaniu
przeprowadzonym na prébie bytych wojskowych, skigakg sk z 2319 kobiet
oraz 1627 nzczyzn (Street, Gradus i Stafford, 2007), MS bytacman
indywidualnym predyktorem depres;ji dla catej préjeginak ngzczyzni
doswiadczali wekszej ilasci objawdw stresu post-traumatycznego na skutek

MS. Natomiast przy wysokim ngteniu MS, to mzczyzni mieli wigce]
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symptomow depresji oraz4siza jakas¢ zdrowia psychicznego. Inne badanie, w
ktorym udziat brali weterani | wojny w Zatoce PdaegKVogt, Pless, King i
King, 2005), pokazato podobny wzorzec wynikow. Pigsokim nagzeniu
MS, ilos¢ objawow depresji wzrastata gwattowniéréd mezczyzn, a prawie
nie zmieniata si wéréd kobiet. Taki sam wynik otrzymano dla ¢agnia Eku
wynikajacego z déwiadczenia MS. Mgna zatem powiedzieze MS w
znacznym stopniu wptywa na stan psychiczny zardkaimet, jak i ngzczyzn
orazze obie picie s wrazliwe na wptyw MS na ich samopoczucie.

Percepcja molestowania seksualnego przez osafy, tkie byty
ofiarami, wydaje si nie odzwierciedlarzeczywistéci. Gdy zapytano
respondentow, jak czulibyesjako ofiary MS, w przypadku wszystkich typow
molestowania seksualnego, kobiety zaktadadyrda odczuwaty wecej leku
niz mezczyzni (Berdahl, Magley i Waldo, 1996). Wspomniane wcue)
badanie przeprowadzone przez Konrad i Gutek (1p8kazatoze znaczna
wieksza¢ mezczyzn wierzytaze w przypadku, gdy kokanka z pracy
zaproponuje im seks, zinterpreitp jako pochlebstwo oraz znaczna
mniejsz@¢ podejrzewataze taka sytuacja ich obrazi. Doktadnie odwrotne
wyniki otrzymano wrdd badanych kobiet. Natomiast MS kobiety przez
mezczyzre byto w wigkszym stopniu kategoryzowane jako MS; wi
przypadku gdy to kobieta molestowatgatzyzre (McKinney, 1992; Katz,
Hannon i Whitten,1996) czy gdy ofiara i sprawca bsjl samej pici (Runtz i
O’Donnell, 2003).

Zatem, biogc pod uwag, ze nezczyzni padag ofiarg MS, ktére
wywotuje u nich takie same skutki psychologiczrieyekobiet, podczas gdy w

odbiorze spotecznym giaczyzni nie g dotknici MS, sugeryj istnienie efektu
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minimalizacji ngskiego cierpienia. Przejawem tego efektu miatoby by
postrzeganie cierpieniagitzyzn-ofiar MS jako mniejszegomcierpienie
kobiet-ofiar oraz lepsza ocena sprawcy, ktory ntajesrezczyzn w
poréwnaniu do sprawcy, ktory molestuje kobiety.

Hipotezy te ména wyprowadzi rowniez z bardziej ogdélnych bada
dotyczcych percepcjswiata spotecznego, a mianowicie z badad
stereotypami ptciowymi oraz z badaad diadycznym modelem morafco
Przede wszystkim, kobiety jako kategoraaogseniane lepiej nimezczyzni
(Glick et al., 2004), sréwniez postrzegane jako bardziej moralne, wspolnotowe
oraz pasywne nimezczyzni, ktorzy z kolei g postrzegani jako bardziej
sprawczy, kompetentni i aktywnimkobiety (Bosak, Szczesny, i Eagly, 2008;
Spence i Buckner, 2000; Eagly i Mladnic, 1994). Bildwo szablon interakcji
moralnych, zaktada wygbowanie dwdch bytéw: moralnego sprawcy i
moralnego biorcy. Moralny sprawca ma intencje, gelat aktywny i robi
(dobre lub zte) rzeczy skierowane na innych; pos@ay moralny biorca jest
pasywny i tylko odbiera to zto lub dobro, ktéreymtaodzi do niego od
moralnego sprawcy (Gray, Young, i Waytz, 2012; Gréegner, 2009).
Poniewa stereotyp kobiety zaktadze nie jest ona aktywna, kobieta wydaje si
by¢ ,naturalnym” moralnym biorg. Podczas gdy stereotypnczyzny plasuje
go w pozycji aktywnej — czyac go ,naturalnym” moralnym sprawcBadania
przeprowadzone przez Gray'a i Wegnera (2009) pdkadaniez, ze moralni
biorcy g postrzegani jako bardziej podatni na odczuwanie biz moralni
sprawcy; natomiast moralni sprawcymostrzegani jako bardziej
odpowiedzialni za swoje zachowania moralni biorcy. Dodatkowo bigc pod

uwag, ze kulturowo to kobiety obsadzongw roli ,biorcow” molestowania
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seksualnego, a¢aczyzni w roli sprawcow molestowania seksualnegozemoy
przypuszczé, ze w sytuacji molestowania seksualnego dédmg mamy do
czynienia z kobietw roli moralnego biorcy, a gaczyzrg w roli moralnego
sprawcy. Co z tego wynika? (1) Moralny sprawcaAcayzna) jest bardziej
odporny na bél i moralny biorca (kobieta), dlatego molestowany sakse
mezczyzna ldzie postrzegany jako ciegoly mniej, nz molestowana
seksualnie kobieta. (2) Osoba krzywda nezczyzre krzywdzi kogg, kto z
definicji jest moralnym sprava¢ a wic bedzie oceniana lepiej, hbsoba
krzywdzyca moralnego biotc
W zwiazku z tym, stawiam nagiujace szczegotowe hipotezy:
1. W percepcji spotecznej cierpienieinzyzn, ktérzy stali siofiarami
molestowania seksualnego, postrzegane jest jakejsariw poréwnaniu z
kobietami-ofiarami, to znaczy¢nczyzni, w porownaniu do kobiet, postrzegani
s3 jako déwiadczajcy mniej objawdw depres;ji i objawow somatycznyetkg
widzacy molestowanie w bardziej pozytywny sposob orazadiapcy mniej
negatywnych emocji zwkanych z wydarzeniem.
2. Sprawcy molestowania seksualnego, ktérego afiasa mezczyzni, w
poréwnaniu do sprawcow, ktérych ofiaramilobiety, g oceniani lepiej na
wymiarze wspolnotovwsri
I sprawczdci, §3 bardziej lubiani i szanowani oraz uieai za zastugyggych na
mniejsze kary (lata wzienia, kwota odszkodowania).
Badania empiryczne

W mojej rozprawie przedstawiam sédada weryfikujacych powysze

hipotezy. Badanie 1 miato na celu sprawdzenie kivgposob postrzegang s

rézne typy MS oraz sprawcy i ofiarymdych typow MS w zatinosci od ich
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ptci. Wyniki tego badania pokazatie tylko przymus seksualny i niejamlane
zainteresowanie seksualne byty postrzegane jakoWwli8wigzku z tym dalsze
badania postanowitam skoncentr@weokot tych wianie typow MS. Badanie 2
oraz Badanie 3 przedstawiato opis przypadku przynse&sualnego w
stosunku do stgstki lub staysty przez osapprzeciwnej pici (Badanie 2) lub
opis przypadku przymusu seksualnego albo przypagkauszenia piegdzy
przez osob przeciwnej pici (Badanie 3). Osoby badane prosappzeczytanie
losowo przydzielonej historyjki, a ngphie 0 ocenienie sprawcy oraz o ogen
jakie skutki psychologiczne mogta wywéta ofiary opisana sytuacja. W
kolejnych badaniach (Badanie 4, 5 i 6) wykorzystata sany metodologg.
Historie przedstawione osobom badanym w tej sadabnie zostaty jednak
stworzone specjalnie na potrzeby badania, lecz toydryginalne historie
zaczerprgte z prasy oraz literatury dotygzej MS. Zawieraty one zatem
bardziej realistyczne oraz szczego6towe opisy syittedycznych. W tej serii
zdecydowatam giréwniez na przebadanie wszystkich konfiguraciji pitci ofiary
sprawcy.
Badanie 1. Wplyw pici ofiar i sprawcow na percepaj réznych typow
molestowania seksualnego
Procedura i materiaty

Pierwsze badanie zostato przeprowadzone na 8dérgtach
budownictwaddowego (139 nwczyzn),sredni wiek to 19,55 (sd = 1.54).
Osoby badane wypetniaty Attitudes Toward Lesbiath @ay Men Scale (Herek
I Capitanio, 1995) w ttumaczeniu wtasnym. Skalakiada s} z trzech
twierdzer mierzicych postaw wobec homoseksualnycheptzyzn oraz trzech

wobec homoseksualnych kobiet.4¢& twierdzenie oceniane jest na 7-
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stopniowej skali. W opisywanym badaniu wykorzystataedng z széciu
pozycji, tym samym uzyskag warté¢ okreslajaca ogblm postawe wobec oséb
homoseksualnych. Wadépodzielitam wedtug medianygby uzyskéa dwie
grupy: pozytywna lub negatywna postawa wobec osdhdseksualnych.
Kolejng czescig badania byto wypetnienie jednej z czterech wémsgizczyzna-
sprawca oraz kobieta-ofiara, kobieta-sprawca or@zxnyzna-ofiara,
MmgzCczyzna-sprawca orazgictzyzna-ofiara, kobieta-sprawca oraz kobieta-
ofiara) Kwestionariusza Percepcji Molestowania 8aksego Kobiet i
Me¢zczyzn (KPMS-KM), ktéry opracowatam w oparciu o Reption of Sexual
Harassment Questionnaire (PSHQ; Katz, Hannon i Mit1996). KPMS-KM
sktada s z 28 zda/historyjek opisujcych r&ne zachowaniagalace
przyktadami MS (na przykfad: Prof. Kowalska méwirAgszce: dobrze
wygladasz, chyba uprawiasz ostatnizdseksu). W zalaosci od wersiji, ktog
otrzymata dana osoba,4de zachowanie byto opisane przyyaiu mgskiego
lub kobiecego imienia studenta (np. Monika, Maretgdz ngskiego lub
kobiecego nazwiska profesora (np. Stadka, Studziski). Zadaniem os6b
badanych byto ocenienie na 7-punktowej skali: @) @ane zachowanie
stanowi przyktad MS (kategoryzacja jako MS) (2)jakiego stopnia
zachowanie jest streggg dla ofiary (postrzegany stres ofiary) (3) daggk
stopnia sprawca jest moralny (postrzegana moféalsyrawcy).
Podsumowanie wynikéw Badania 1 i dyskusja

Wyniki pierwszego badania wskazatg, cierpienie razczyzn byto
minimalizowane w przypadkach ,tagodniejszych” fok%, to znaczy trzech
podtypdw molestowania z uwagi na przyral@é¢ do danej ptci. Chociate

trzy typy molestowania nie byty kategoryzowane jdk8, to byly postrzegane
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jako stresujce dla ofiary, a ich sprawca byt oceniony jako roeamny.
Jednoczénie, z analizy danych dotygzych tego typu molestowania
seksualnego wynikage wedtug oséb badanych to kobieta cierpiata bardiie
mezczyzna (niezalenie od pici sprawcy), a sprawca, ktérego aefiayta kobieta
byt widziany jako mniej moralny, nisprawca, ktérego ofigtbyt mezczyzna
(niezalenie od pici sprawcy).

Analiza pozostatych typow MS (nieppmlane zainteresowanie seksualne
oraz przymus seksualny) pokazaia,byty one postrzegane jako MS, ale nie
data prostych odpowiedzi i jasnego potwierdzenistgwionych hipotez. Przede
wszystkim, wid&, ze postawa wobec 0s6b homoseksualnych ma bardzo du
znaczenie podczas oceniania MS, szczegdliédwezczyzn oceniajcych
sytuacg, w ktorej to mezczyzna molestuje giczyzre. Podczas gdy $vod
pozostatych uczestnikdw badania nie widdznicowania pomidzy kobietami-

i mezczyznami- ofiarami, gzczyzni nastawieni negatywnie do osob
homoseksualnych postrzegali przymus seksualnyjé&av wigkszym stopniu,
gdy nmezczyzna molestowat eazczyzre (vs. kobieg) i gdy kobieta molestowata
kobiet (vs. nezczyzre). Zblizony uktad wynikéw znajdujemy przy ocenie
stresu ofiary. Mzczyzni o negatywnym nastawieniu do oséb homoseksualnych
oceniaj kobiet molestowan przez kobief jako bardziej zestresowaniz
mezczyzre molestowanego przez kobjet

Badanie 2. Wplyw pici ofiary na percepcg jej cierpienia oraz na percepcg
sprawcy, w przypadku MS oséb przeciwnej pici

Pierwsze badanie pokazate, tylko przymus seksualny oraz
niepazadane zainteresowanie seksualp&ategoryzowane jako MS. W

zwigzku z tym, postanowitam skoncentrai@dalsze badania na tych typach
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MS. Celem Badania 2 byto sprawdzenie, w jaki spast@niani § sprawcy MS
typu przymus seksualny oraz jak postrzegany jespwMS na jego ofiary,
kiedy opisane sytuacje bardziej ztaone i przedstawigjsytuacg MS w
szerszym kontekie. W badaniu tym ograniczytantsio MS, gdzie sprawca i
ofiara g przeciwnej ptci.
Procedura i materiaty

Badanie zostato przeprowadzone przez Internébdabsobach (117
kobiet).Srednia wieku tej grupy wynosita 36,77 (SD = 14,00kszai¢ 0s6b
(76,6%) miata wysze wyksztatcenie. Na wglie osoby badane zostaty
poproszone o podanie swojej pici, wieku oraz wyddsenia. Nasjpnie
przydzielono im losowo wybranwversg winietki opisupcej molestowanie
seksualne typu przymus seksualny oraz poproszamne® poziomu depresiji,
leku i symptomdéw somatycznych u ofiary MS oraz geerralngci/lubienia i
kompetencji/szacunku sprawcy.
Podsumowanie wynikéw Badania 2 i dyskusja

Badanie drugie potwierdzito hipoteminimalizacji ngskiego cierpienia.
Po pierwsze, cierpieniegiczyzny-ofiary oceniane byto jako mniejszeé ni
cierpienie kobiety-ofiary. Oznacza ta osoby badane przewidujz
megzczyzna, ktory padnie ofigimolestowania seksualnegedaie miat mniej
objawéw depresji,cku oraz symptomdéw somatycznycti mholestowana
kobieta. Po drugie, sprawczyni molestowania, ktorefiara pada nezczyzna
jest oceniana lepiej, hsprawca, ktérego ofigjest kobieta. Sprawczyni jest
widziana jako bardziej wspélnotowa i zastuga na wekszy szacunek (czy

tez: mniej niewspolnotowa i zastugigia na mniejszy brak szacunku) oraz
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bardziej sprawcza i mniej nielubiana, ale tylkogzrbadane kobiety (brak
efektow w grupie rezczyzn).

Jednake, naley wzig¢ pod uwag, ze efekt ten me wynika z
generalnej tendencji do spostrzegania kobiet-gdiew delikatniejszych i
mgzczyzni-ofiary oraz do oceniania sprawcéw MS bardzigjatgwnie nk
sprawczynie MS. To Zaodzi szereg pyta Czy cierpienie kobiet-ofiar agresji
jest generalnie postrzegane jak@kgze nk mezczyzn-ofiar agresji? Czy
sprawcy aktéw agresjpzazwyczaj postrzegani bardziej negatywnie ni
sprawczynie? Czy efekt minimalizacjiegkiego cierpienia jest specyficzny dla
MS, czy te wystkepuje w przypadku innych aktéw agres;ji?

Badanie 3. Wptyw pici ofiary oraz typu wymuszenia a percepcg
cierpienia ofiary oraz na percepcg sprawcy, w przypadku MS os6b
przeciwnej pici

Celem tego badania byta replikacja wariej uzyskanych wynikdéw oraz
odpowied na niektore z pyta ktére zrodzito Badanie 2. Chciatam ustatizy
proponowany efekt minimalizacji ¢gakiego cierpienia pojawiaesiowniez
wtedy, gdy wymuszenie nie dotyczy zachdwavigzanych z seksem. Wydaje
sie bowiem prawdopodobnee nmeskie cierpienie jest minimalizowana
niezalenie od typu aktu agresji. W przedstawionym bada@oitownywatam
percepag; spoteczy ofiar i sprawcéw dwoéch typdw wymuszenia. Osobyareaxd
dostaty do przeczytania albo histoprzedstawionw Badaniu 2 (MS), albat
samy histork, w ktérej zmieniono jedno zdanie, opigufym samym sytuae€j
wymuszenia finansowego: Sista/staystka dowiedzial/a siod opiekuna

stazu, ze dostanie prag pod warunkiemze mul/jej zaptaci.
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Procedura i materiaty

W badaniu wazili udziat studenci psychologii (n = 120) oraz
budownictwaddowego (n = 81)Sredni wiek os6b badanych wynosit 20,26
(SD = 1,32). Wgkszas¢ stanowity kobiety (n=134), a 10 oséb nie podatojsyv
ptci.
Pierwsza cgs¢ badania wygldata tak samo jak w Badaniu 2. Osoby podaty
swojf ptec | wiek oraz zostaty poproszone o przeczytanieggdrczterech
wersji historyjki o stau (mezczyzna-sprawca oraz kobieta-ofiara MS,
mgzczyzna-sprawca oraz kobieta-ofiara wymuszenie Soa, kobieta-
sprawca oraz gxczyzna-ofiara MS, kobieta-sprawca oragzozyzna-ofiara
wymuszenie finansowe). Nagphie badani odpowiadali na sepytan,
majgcych na celu sprawdzenie, w jaki sposéb postraegeipienie ofiary oraz
jak oceniag sprawe.
Podsumowanie wynikéw Badania 3 i dyskusja

W przedstawionym badaniu udato mj seesciowo zreplikow@ wyniki
Badania 2 pokazgg, ze postrzegany poziom cierpienia kobiety-ofiary MSt|
wyzszy niz mezczyzny-ofiary MS. Doktadniej Zaze w percepcji spotecznej
kobieta-ofiara déwiadcza wecej objawdw depresji, a tai&ze postrzega ona
MS jako bardziej przevajace, bolesne i obgéiwe niz mezczyzna-ofiara.
Dodatkowo, wyszy wymiar kary dla sprawcy MS na kobiecie rownie
pokazujeze MS popetnione na kobiecie jest postrzegane jakdzej powane
przestpstwo, nk MS popetnione na giczyznie. Sprawca MS i wymuszenia
finansowego na kobiecie byt réwiipostrzegany jako mniej kompetentny i
Szanowany i sprawca, ktorego ofiabyt mezczyzna. Tym samym, badanie to

wspiera hipoteg ze w percepcji spotecznej, cierpienie kobiet-ofestjweksze,
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niz cierpienie mzczyzn-ofiar. Jednak pokazuje rownjee cierpienie kobiet-
ofiar jest postrzegane jako ¢kisze take w przypadku wymuszenia
finansowego.

Podsumowujc, badanie to egciowo potwierdza gtéwahipotez o
minimalizacji ngskiego cierpienia, pokazg jednoczeénie, ze efekt ten nie jest
unikalny dla MS. W celu przedstawienia bardzieyélenego obrazu efektu
minimalizacji ngskiej traumy w kolejnych badaniach postanowitamzpést
odpowiedzi na nagpujgce pytania: czy cierpieniegiczyzn-ofiar jest oceniane
jako mniejsze, poniewasy oni postrzegani jako twardsi oraz mniej uczuciowi,
czy tez dlategoze MS nezczyzny przez kobietnie jest widziane jako
rzeczywiste zagraenie?, czy to pikeofiary, czy te pte¢ sprawcy bardziej
wptywa na percepgjMS?, czy sprawcy MS na kobietachaxeniani gorzej,
czy tez mezczyzni-sprawcy § oceniani gorzej?

Badanie 4. Wptyw pici ofiary na percepcg jej cierpienia oraz na percepcg
sprawcy, w przypadku MS oséb tej samej oraz przecingej pici

Historie wykorzystane w dwdéch poprzednich badamizostaty
sztucznie stworzone i przedstawialy ,czysty” przggla przymusu seksualnego,
podczas gdy zazwyczaj przymus seksualny poprzedeshywspotwysipuje z
niepazadanym zainteresowaniem seksualnym. Zatem abgkaasc realizm
badania, wykorzystatam prawdzistori MS przedstawionw Glosie
Wrzeshskim (Szternel, 2010). yty fragment artykutu przedstawiat przypadek
molestowania seksualnego pana Bogumitagmnnienione) przez Hansa
Stiebe, whaciciela firmy znajdujcej st w wojewddztwie wielkopolskim.
Opisuje on wielokrotne akty niepgdanego zainteresowania seksualnego oraz

przyktad przymusu seksualnego. W celu przeprowadzsadania,
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przygotowatam dodatkowe trzy jego wersje, aby ua§siztery winietki
opisupce przyktady MS tej samej i przeciwnej pici.
Procedura i materiaty

W badaniu wzito udziat N = 127 studentéw budownictvaalbwego (66
mezczyzn, 5 0séb nie podato pici), ktérystednia wieku wynosita 21,09 (SD =
2,44). Sama procedura nieznfta sk znacznie od procedury Badania 3. W
pierwszej cgsci osoby badane zostaty poproszone o podanie sygjgjwieku
oraz o wypetnienie omoéwionej wcaeej Attitudes Toward Lesbian and Gay
Men Scale (Herek i Capitanio, 1995). Wyniki z teqls zostaty uyte jako
zmienna kontrolowana. Naginie czytaty losowo przydzielanedmn z czterech
wersji artykutu ,,Gdy szef kocha inaczej”. Po czyostaly poproszone o
wypetnienie takich samych skal jak w Badaniu 3.
Podsumowanie wynikéw badania 4 i dyskusja

Wyniki Badania 4 pokazyj ze pt& sprawcy jest kluczowa, gdy ocenia
si¢ zarowno ofiag, jak i sprawe. Podobnie jak w Badaniach 2 i 3, w Badaniu 4,
gdy analizowatam tylko przypadki molestowania opéteciwnej pici, kobieta-
ofiara, ktéra padta ofigrmezczyzny-sprawcy, byta postrzegana jako cigrai
bardziej nk me¢zczyzna-ofiara, ktéry byt molestowany przez kokiet
Dodatkowo, sam akt molestowania byt kategoryzowakyg molestowanie w
wiekszym stopniu, gdy ofiarbyta kobieta, a sprawanezczyzna, ni gdy ofiag
byt mezczyzna, a sprawdkobieta. Ponadto, sprawcaginzyzna otrzymat
wyzszy wyrok wezienia, nk kobieta-sprawca. Jednak kiedy w analizie
uwzgkdnitam molestowanie zaréwno 0sob przeciwnej ja§ samej pici, to
gtéwnie pte sprawcy wpltywata na ocertierpienia ofiary. Gdy sprawdyt

mezczyzna, ofiara miata w wkszym stopniu cierptez powodu depresji i
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postrzegé& molestowanie jako bardziej przeagce, bolesne i obséiwe, jak
réwniez odczuwa wiecej leku i smutku, w poréwnaniu do sytuacji, gdy
sprawg@ byta kobieta. Dodatkowo, ¢nczyzna-sprawca byt postrzegany jako
mniej kompetentny i szanowanyzrkobieta-sprawca, jego dziatanie byto
kategoryzowane jako molestowanie wekgzym stopniu ri dziatanie kobiety-
sprawcy i miat spdzi¢ wiecej lat w wezieniu za swoje czyny.

Podsumowujc, wyniki sugery, ze pt&€ sprawcy miata wkszy wptyw
na oceny ri pte¢ ofiary, zaréwno kiedy oceniane byto cierpienieaofi jak i
charakterystyka sprawcy. Molestowanie kobiety prmezczyzre
kategoryzowane byto jako MS w gkiszym stopniu ri molestowanie
megzczyzny przez kobieti zastugiwato na wisz kare. Ten wynik stanowi
replikacg poprzednich bada wspiera postawianprzeze mnie hipotez Fakt,
ze mezczyzna, ktéry molestuje kobigtest widziany jako mniej kompetentny
niz mezczyzna, ktéry molestuje gnczyzre, wskazuje na wanos¢ pici ofiary
dla oceny sprawcy. Jednak ocena grzczyzny molestujcego kobief jako
bardziej kompetentnegomkobieta, ktdra molestuje kobégetkategoryzacja tego
zachowania jako MS oraz wsyzy wyrok dla mzczyzny, ktéry molestuje
mezczyzre, w porodwnaniu do kobiety, ktéra molestujeateyzre, wskazujeze
to raczej pté sprawcy jest istotna.

Whnioski te sugeraj ze w badaniu zagadriienojego projektu
nalezatoby pdwieci¢ szczegdlla uwag wptywowi pici sprawcy oraz interakcji
ptci sprawcy i ofiary na ocersprawcy i ofiary. Warto bytoby rownie
uwzgledni¢ efekt dyskryminacji sprawcy ze wzgu na pté. Chocia moja
oryginalna hipoteza zaktadalee to nezczyzni-ofiary 3 dyskryminowani (tj.

ich cierpienie jest minimalizowane), wydaje,sie nezczyzni-sprawcy rownie
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sa ofiarami dyskryminacji. Dyskryminacjagnczyzn-sprawcow bytaby zgodna
z teorg Grey’a i Wegnera (2009): ze wzdl na swqj pte¢, kobieta pozostaje
moralnym biorg, nawet wtedy, gdy jest spragvh1S. Jako moralny biorca jest
mniej odpowiedzialna za swoje zachowanie, a zagsingceniana lepiej i
zastuguje na nsz kare.
Badanie 5. Wptyw pici ofiary na percepcg jej cierpienia oraz na percepcg
sprawcy, w przypadku MS oséb tej samej oraz przecingej pici

Celem tego badania byta replikacja wynikow z Bada przy
wykorzystaniu innej historyjki w roli manipulacjraz innych nargzi pomiaru.
Ponownie wykorzystatam tutaj prawdzwistori MS, ktor znalaztam éréd
case studies w monografii dotycej MS (LeMoncheck i Sterba, 2001).
Przedstawiona jest w niej historia pracownicy bamdtara przez cztery lata
byta molestowana seksualnie przez swojego pzpekego, w tym zmuszona do
stosunkow seksualnych. Oryginawersg zmienitam tak, aby stworzycztery
warunki badania. W badaniu tym wykorzystatam zardwykorzystane
wczelniej, jak i nowe nargzia do pomiaru zmiennych zate/ch.
Procedura i materiaty

W badaniu wzito udziat 147 studentoéw IV i V roku prawaedni wiek
w tej grupie wynosit 23,91 (SD = 2,82),aksza¢ (n = 87) 0séb badanych
stanowity kobiety, 14 oséb nie podato swojej pRdobnie jak w poprzednich
badaniach, uczestnicy zostali poproszeni o podam@gego wieku i ptci oraz o
wypetnienie Attitudes Toward Lesbian and Gay Meal& (Herek i Capitanio,
1995), a nagpnie 0 przeczytanie opisanej pawey historii 0 osobie pracagej

w banku i udzielenie odpowiedzi na sguiytan.
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Podsumowanie wynikéw Badania 5 i dyskusja

Badanie zareplikowato gtdwne wyniki uzyskane w geoinich
badaniach. W przypadku gkszaci zmiennych dotycgych cierpienia ofiary,
widoczny byt efekt pici ofiary/sprawcy. To znackgpbieta-ofiara byta
postrzegana jako ciegmwa bardziej i mezczyzna-ofiara, a grczyzna-
sprawca, ktory molestowat kobgetzastugiwat na wicej lat wezienia, ni
kobieta-sprawca, ktéra molestowatgateyzre.

Plan tego badania, podobnie jak plan Badania 4yalat lepiej
zlokalizow& zrodto powyzszych efektdw, tzn. ustélczy wynikap one z
wptywu pici ofiary, czy z pici sprawcy. W przeciwigtwie do poprzedniego
badania, w Badaniu 5 percepcja cierpienia ofiatgzzaga gtdbwnie od pici
ofiary. Ten wynik wspiera ideminimalizacji ngskiego cierpienia i wnioski
wyciaggnigte w Badaniach 2 i 3. Osoby badane ocenykobieta cierpi bardziej
Z powodu symptomow somatycznych oraz odczuwegeyipoczucia winy ri
mezczyzna. Jednoczgeie, ocena sprawcy zakga od pici sprawcy, ponownie
pokazugc dyskryminagj mezczyzn-sprawcow, jak zasugerowatam we
wnioskach z badania 4. Zauiedne g podobigéstwa w ocenie sprawcy w tych
dwdch badaniach. Tog¢nczyzni-sprawcy g oceniani jako mniej moralni, mniegj
lubiani, mniej szanowani i jako zastugoy na wysz kar.

Na podstawie wynikow tych dwoch badgestem sktonnagdlzi¢, ze w
przypadku MS nxczyzni 53 ofiarami dyskryminacji na dwa sposoby:
Mezczyzni-ofiary poprzez minimalizagjich postrzeganego cierpienia, a
MezCzyzni-sprawcy poniewasy oceniani gorzej i karani bardzieprkobiety-
sprawcy. Aby rozwgzat watpliwosci, przeprowadzitam kolejne badanie, w

ktorym zaprezentowatam n@vgprave dotyczca MS i wprowadzitam nowe
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pomiary zmiennych zaklaych, w szczegélriai oceny moralngi i
kompetencji sprawcy.
Badanie 6. Wptyw pici ofiary na percepcg jej cierpienia oraz na percepcg
sprawcy, w przypadku MS oséb tej samej oraz przecingej pici

Celem tego badania byta replikacja uprzednio uaygiia wynikéw oraz
rozwigzanie niektorych niejasioi, ktére pojawity st w poprzednich
badaniach. Dodatkowo, p@thm st testowania mechanizmu sfoggo za tymi
wynikami weryfikugc role mediatorow, ktére mogtyby wyjaic, czy wiksze
znaczenie dla oceny sprawcy mac@erawcy czy ofiary. Jak wspomniatam
poprzednio, koncepcja morakw diadycznej (Grey et al., 2012) zaklada,
aby interakcja mogta ldyoceniana w kategoriach moralnych, mysz
wystepowa w niej dwie osoby: moralny sprawca i moralny barPierwszy,
ktory dziata i drugi, ktory jest celem tego dziatarPoniewa te dwie osoby$
nierozerwalnie ze s@lzwigzane, stawiam hipotezze ocena dziatasprawcy
moze zalee¢ od percepcji reakcji biorcy. A doktadnieg percepcja cierpienia
ofiary, maze wpltymé na percepejsprawcy i jego/jej winy.
Procedura i materiaty

W tym badaniu ponowniezytam winietki opartej na prawdziwej historii
MS i stworzytam dodatkowe wersje, aby moc zwerydikd, w jaki sposob pie
ofiary i pte¢ sprawcy oddziatywgjna siebie wzajemnie w procesie oceny.
Ponadto, wykorzystatam gtdwnie nowe r@zia do pomiaru zmiennych
zaleznych.

Badanie zostato przeprowadzone poprzez Inteaé&68 osobach (107
kobiet).Sredni wiek w grupie wynosit 33,77 (sd = 9,15).3R8zc¢ 0s6b

badanych miata wasze wyksztatcenie. Osoby badane zostaty najpierw
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poproszone o podanie informacji demograficznycBicpaie o wypetnienie
Attitudes Toward Lesbian and Gay Men Scale (Hert€kpitanio, 1995) oraz
udzielenie odpowiedzi na cztery pytania dotyezich przekonana temat
rozpowszechnienia MS oraz na temat sprawcow MSalAzdj kolejnéci
zostali losowo przydzieleni do jednego z cztereanunkow, gdzie zostali
poproszeni o0 przeczytanie tekstu opisepo przypadek MS oraz o udzielenie
odpowiedzi na segipytan dotyczcych percepciji cierpienia ofiary oraz
percepcji sprawcy.
Podsumowanie wynikéw badania 6 i dyskusja

W tym badaniu ponownie udato mg¢ greplikowa wyniki dotyczce
MS o0s0b przeciwnej pici. 3 chodzi o postrzegane cierpienie ofiary, wyniki s
jasne. Kobieta-ofiara cierpi bardziegnnezczyzna-ofiara; déwiadcza wecej
depresji i tku, a pt€ sprawcy nie maadnego wptywu na poziom jej cierpienia.
W przypadku MS przeciwnej pici, ¢gnczyzna-sprawca, ktéry molestowat
kobiet, byt postrzegany jako bardziej odpowiedzialny waje dziatania, w
poréwnaniu do kobiety-sprawcy, ktéra molestowataemyzre. Jednak byt on
rowniez postrzegany jako mniej sktonny do sprawczego daiat

J&li zas chodzi o percepejmolestowania 0s6b tej samej i przeciwnej
ptci, ponownie wyniki pokazatye kobieta, ktora jest ofimmolestowania byta
postrzegana jako ciegma bardziej (depresjaghi) niz mezczyzna-ofiara.
Jednoczénie, ocena sprawcy czasem zgled pici ofiary, a czasem od pici
sprawcy, w obu przypadkach ze szkaith mezczyzn. W przypadku MS oséb
tej samej i przeciwnej pitci, sprawcagmzyzna lub kobieta), ktéry molestowat
kobiet (vs nezczyzre) zastugiwatl na wisz kare. M¢zczyzna-sprawca byt

postrzegany jako bardziej odpowiedzialny za moleatoe, ale mniej sklonny
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do sprawczych zachowaw poréwnaniu do kobiety-sprawcy, niezale od
ptci ofiary.

Istotne efekty mediacji pokazujednak,ze pte ofiary maze wplywa
na ocer sprawcy. Niezaleie od ptci sprawcy, kiedy ofiabyta kobieta, akt
molestowania seksualnego wywotywat u 0s6b badagpidw, w wyniku
czego sugerowali wygz kare dla sprawcy i oceniali ggfako mniej moralnie
sprawczego. Dodatkowo, Zbwywotana histot, w ktérej kobieta byta ofiar
powodowata rowniewzrost percepcji jej cierpieniacld i depresja), a to
natomiast powodowatae sprawca widziany byt jako bardziej winny.

Podsumowanie wynikéw wszystkich bad@i dyskusja

Badania pokazyj ze kobiety- i gzczyzni- ofiary MS déwiadczaj
podobnych konsekwencji MS takich jak depresjki, ¢zy symptomy
somatyczne, podczas gdy spoteczna percepcja makasim jego ofiar zmienia
si¢ w zaleznoéci od pici zaangsowanych oséb. W przedstawionych badaniach
testowatam dwie hipotezy: (1) Spostrzegane cierpiegzczyzn-ofiar MS jest
mniejsze ni cierpienie kobiet-ofiar MS oraz (2A) Sprawcy M$ohkych
ofiarami & mezczyzni, w poréwnaniu do sprawcow, ktorych ofiarari s
kobiety, g oceniani lepiej i zastuggina nizszy karg. Dodatkowo, w wyniki
Badania 4 sktonity mnie do postawienia kolejnejdtgzy, alternatywnej dla
hipotezy 2A, moéwicej, ze (2B) Kobiety-sprawcy MSasoceniane lepigj i
zastugug na nizsz kare niz mezczyzni-sprawcy.

Pierwsza hipoteza byta wsparta w przypadku MS @sdbciwnej pici
we wszystkich przedstawionych badaniach oraz wagkrtpewnego stopnia w
przypadkach MS oséb tej samej i przeciwnej picibi€ta-ofiara byta

zazwyczaj spostrzegana jako cigga w wikszym stopniu z powodu depresii,



260

lekdw i symptomow somatycznychzninezczyzna-ofiara. Kobieta-ofiara
miataby rownie postrzega MS jako bardziej straszne, bolesne i dghivee oraz
odczuwa wigcej smutku i poczucia winy w wyniku MS, w poroéwnaitio
mezczyzny-ofiary. Wyniki jednego z baddBadanie 3), w ktorym
poréwnywatam wptyw MS oraz wymuszenia finansowqmikazaty ze ten
efekt wystpuje w r@nych sytuacjach, nie tylko tych zygianych z seksuain
traumy, a zatenre jest maliwe iz cierpienie kobiet jest zawsze postrzegane
jako wigksze ni cierpienie ngzczyzn. Wyniki Bada 4 i 5 sugeruyj, ze ten efekt
jest mniej widoczny, gdy porownujecdiIS oséb tej samej i przeciwnej ptci. W
tych dwdéch badaniach jednoznaczny efekt widoczsiytjgko gdy
analizowatam MS o0s06b przeciwnej pici. Natomiastreypadku poréwnaMS
0s6b przeciwnej i tej samej pici wiclanacznie mniej rinic. Aczkolwiek,
nawet wtedy to kobieta ofiara jest spostrzegana eltdziej przestraszona,
odczuwagca wiecej poczucia winy i wicej symptomow somatycznych.
Prezentowane badaniaaaden sposdb nie wskazwgby nezczyzna-ofiara
mogt by¢ postrzegany jako ciergy bardziej ni kobieta-ofiara i wydaje si
bardzo prawdopodobnge to pt€ ofiary (a nie pté sprawcy) wptywa na
percepg; cierpienia. Generalnie rzecz bjor wyniki wiekszagci bada
wskazuy na prawdziwé¢ pierwszej hipotezy, stanoydgej, ze cierpienie
megzczyzn, ktorzy s ofiarami MS jest postrzegane jako mniej znaczne, w
poréwnaniu do cierpienia kobiet-ofiar MS.

Na podstawie teorii moraldoi diadycznej, postawitam hipote2A) ze
ktos kto zadaje cierpienie osobie, ktora z definicitjgpnoralnym sprawec(tzn.
mgzczyznie) kedzie oceniony lepiej miktos, kto zdaje cierpienie moralnemu

biorcy (tzn. kobiecie). Co oznacza osoba, ktdra molestujesitzyzre bedzie
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oceniona lepiej kiosoba, ktéra molestuje kobatze otrzyma nisz kare. Co
ciekawe, systematyczneatice w ocenie byly widoczne tylko dla postrzeganej
sprawczéci i szacunku, a niekoniecznie dla postrzeganej
moralnaci/wspdélnotowdci i lubienia. Mezczyzna-sprawca, ktéry molestowat
kobiet byt postrzegany jako mniej moralny i mniej lubiamy kobieta-
sprawca, ktéra molestowalgitzyzre w Badaniach 2 i 5; ta #dica nie
pojawita s¢ w zadnej innej konfiguracji ptci sprawcy/ofiary aniaadnych
innych badaniach. Druga hipoteza (2A) w zakresimeganej sprawcgai i
szacunku, wydawataesby¢ potwierdzona w Badaniach 2 i 3, kiedy
(mezczyzna) sprawca, ktdry molestowat kobibit postrzegany jako mniej
kompetentny/godny szacunku i zastugyj na wy:sz kare niz (kobieta)
sprawca molestagy mezczyzre. Ten wynik byt zreplikowany dla
sugerowanego wyroku wzienia w Badaniach 4 i 5. To znaczyaozyzna,
ktory molestowat kobiet otrzymat wyszy wyrok, ni kobieta, ktora
molestowata rzczyzre.

Jednak, kiedy analizujemy przypadki MS 0s0b tejejarmprzeciwnej
ptci, widat wyraznie, ze ten wynik nie jest tak oczywisty. Wyniki Badadia
sktonity mnie do zaproponowania alternatywnej daobezy 2A, hipotezy 2B,
ktGra wyjania r&znice w spostrzeganej sprawéeidtalencie/szacunku oraz
sugerowanej karze dla sprawcow-kobiet i sprawcauezyzn. Sugerygj ze to
pte¢ sprawcy, a nie pteofiary, wptywa na percepggprawcy. Ta hipoteza
rowniez maze zostéd wyprowadzona w oparciu o koncepaporalngci
diadycznej, a w szczegOlém w oparciu o zatzenie,ze status ofiary
(,naturalna” rola kobiety w przypadku MS) nie peozosté zmieniony (kiedy

ktos jest moralnym biorg zawsze pozostaje moralnym bigrGray | Wegner,
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2009). Dlatego tg jesli kobieta jest ,,z natury” moralnym biogcpozostaje
moralnym biorg nawet kiedy dokonata aktu molestowania seksualnego
Dlatego te, kobieta-sprawca MS jest oceniana lepiejmezczyzna-sprawca
MS. Ta hipoteza uzyskata wsparcie w Badaniachi4, jakoze w kadym z
nich, to kobieta-sprawca byta postrzegana jakozieyd
sprawcza/utalentowana/godna szacunku oraz zagtagoa mniej lat wizienia
niz mezczyzna-sprawca.

Wyniki dotyczce postrzeganej sprawceokobiet-sprawcéw,gszgodne
z wynikami wielu badé& nad spostrzeganiem kobiet wskich rolach. Chocia
wiekszas¢ z tych bada dotyczy kobiet w biznesie, a nie kobiet-prepstw,
ich wyniki pokazug, ze kobiety, ktére zachowalgic sprawczo, gpostrzegane
jako bardziej sprawcze nimezczyzni, ktérzy zachowuyj sie tak samo (Rudman,
1998; Eagly i Steffen, 1984).

Inne wyj&nienie mana znale¢ w badaniach nad zmieragymi sk
standardamighifting standardsBiernat i Manis, 1994). Sprawcza kobieta jest
poréwnywana do kobiet w ogéle, a nie do ideatu\speasci, ani do
(,naturalnie” sprawczych) giczyzn. Poniewakobiety nie § postrzegane jako
sprawcze, ocena sprawczej kobiety wzrasta i wysiajey¢ wyzsza nk ocena
sprawczéci mezczyzny, ukrywagc tym samym stereotypowe postrzeganie
kobiety jako nie-sprawczej. Jednak to véyjenie nie obejmuje wynikdw
uzyskanych w Badaniu 6. Jak pokazaty badania poregudzone przez Biernat i
Manisa (1994) skale subiektywne (np. skale do oceah tyte w Badaniach 1
do 5) powoduj ocere w obrebie kategorii (tj. porownanie kobiet do innych
kobiet). Natomiast zycie skal obiektywnych (jak np. ocenianie

prawdopodobigstwa zachowa s3dy dotyczce piengdzy, czasu, szeregowanie
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wedtug rang), powodujege ocena jest bardziej zakotwiczona w rzeczywito
z wigkszym prawdopodobistwem pokae efekt stereotypow. W Badaniu 6
uzytam doktadnie takiego pomiaru (prawdopoddisievo zachowd), aby
sprawdzt postrzegamsprawczeéc sprawcy. To badanie pokazato takie same
wyniki, tj. kobieta-sprawca byta oceniona jako lmaeflsprawcza i
mezczyzna-sprawca. Co sugeruje, kobieta-sprawca MS jest rzeczyuwie
postrzegaj jako bardziej sprawcza, poniemaynik ten uzyskatam zaréwno
przy pomiarze przeprowadzonym na subiektywnychj jek obiektywnych
skalach.

Nalezy rowniez zauway¢, ze zarbwno rgzczyzna-sprawca, jak i
kobieta-sprawca byli postrzegani nisko na skalagjgzaci i szacunku. Ten
wynik jest zrozumiaty, jakae postrzegana sprawéégest powjzana ze
skutecznécig dziatania, a przedstawieni sprawcy nie byli skeméprobupc
Luwies¢” swoich wspoétpracownikéw (tj. ich zachowanie zéstadebrane jako
molestowanie, a nie jako flirt) oraz wekszaci przypadkow sprawcy zostali
oficjalnie oskazeni o molestowanie. Z tej perspektywy, ima uzné
Mmezczyzre-sprawe jako mnie sprawczegonkobieta-sprawca w jeszcze inny
sposob. Kiedy rrczyzna, ktory jest ,z natury” sprawczy, ponosi pka traci
wiecej na postrzeganej sprawéen niz kobieta, ktéra usituje ldysprawg, ale
ponosi porake.

Uzyskane wyniki dotycce proponowanej kary, réwrievspieraj
hipotez 2B, pokazujc wptyw pici sprawcy, a nie pici ofiary nazmienn.
Niezaleznie od uytych skal (obiektywne lub subiektywne), kobietaaspca
otrzymuje nkszy wyrok wezienia w latach (Badania 3, 4 i 5)zsr kare

finansowy (Badanie 4) oraz #sz kar (Badanie 6) ri mezczyzna-sprawca.
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Jeili zas chodzi o postrzegarmoralngcé i lubienie sprawcy, ani
hipoteza 2A, ani 2B nie uzyskata potwierdzenia. Wkazcci prezentowanych
tu bada (za wyptkiem Bada 2 i 5), przy ocenie sprawcéw molestowania na
osobach tej samej i przeciwnej pici, nie znalaztéamic w ocenie
moralngci/lubienia sprawcy. Niezataie od tego, czy sprawca byt kokjetzy
MmezCzyzm, oraz czy ofiag byla kobieta, czy grczyzna, sprawca byt
postrzegany jako niemoralny. Ten wynik sugeruj&staezaleng od pici
ocere (nie)moralndci niemoralnych oséb.

Wiele bada pokazatoze kobiety i ngzczyzni zaprezentowani w
mgskich rolach, § zazwyczaj oceniani w zgodzie zgptaczej ni z picig (patrz
Eagly i Mladnic, 1994). To réwniemogtoby wyjdni¢, ze to rola osoby
molestujcej byta oceniona jako niemoralna i nielubianaieakonkretna
molestugca kobieta czy konkretny molesfay megzczyzna.

Biorac pod uwag teor odwetu na sprawczych kobietada¢klash
Rudman, Moss-Racusin, Phelan i Nauts, 2012)mady postawi hipotez
dotyczca postrzeganej wspoélnotowa kobiet sprawcdéw molestowania
seksualnego (vs ¢uczyzn) w kierunku przeciwnym do hipotezy, kior
zaproponowatam. Mogtam postawiipotez, ze sprawcza kobieta, ktora
molestuje innych, ddlzie oceniana nej na wymiarze moralr$oi, niz sprawczy
mezczyzna, ktory molestuje innych. Jednak tak postaaioipoteza réwnie
nie uzyskataby wsparcia. Me to wynik& z tego,ze odwet na sprawczych
kobietach (vs sprawczychgtzyzni i generycznych kobiety, Rudman et al.,
2012) ktérego mmna by s¢ spodziews, jest widoczny w badaniach
dotyczcych innego rodzaju sprawcm, tj. kobiet i ngzczyzn w rolach

biznesowych, nie Z&obiet i mezczyzn w rolach sprawcow przepstw.
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Wedtug mojej najlepszej wiedzy, brak jest bagaréwnujcych postrzegan
moralndg¢/wspolnotowdé sprawcow-kobiet i —gzczyzn i nie udato mi si
znalez¢ bada, w ktorych prébowano pokagzgak pte& sprawcow przegpstw
wpltywa na ich oceg) te za ktdre znalaztam dajsprzeczne wyniki.

Wyjasnienie w zgodzie z teariodwetu na sprawczych kobietach,
mowitoby, ze molestujca kobieta stracita wtej na postrzeganej
moralnaci/lubieniu, w poréwnaniu do molestigego ngzczyzny, ale
mezczyzna byt postrzegany jako niemoralny od samegagpku. Jak
wspomniatam wczmiej (poréwnaj Rozdziat 1.5), kobiety jako kategosi
oceniane lepiej rnimezczyzni. S postrzegane jako bardziej moralne,
wspolnotowe i ciepte, a tym samym bardziej lubidPadobne wyniki
uzyskatam w badaniu, ktérego tu nie opisywatamddatiska, niepublikowane
dane), w ktérym prositam osoby badane o wyaéng sobie przeginego
profesora/przeetng profesor, zanim wprowadzitam manipukacj
eksperymentalm Studenci budownictwadiowego, ktérzy brali udziat w tym
badaniu oceniali przegtng profesor jako bardziej moraimiz przecetnego
profesora. Ten wynik, uzyskany na prébie podobodjydh wytych w
prezentowanych tu badaniach, sugerigekobiety | ngzczyzni sprawcy byl
oceniani tak samo, poniew&obiety stracity w¢cej na moralngci niz
mezczyzni, ktdrzy po prostu nie byli widziani jako moralni

Analizy mediacji przedstawione w ostatnim badanispiera hipotez
2A mowigca o wptywie pici ofiary na percepgpgprawcy. Chociazwigzek ten
okazat s¢ nie byt zwigzkiem bezpérednim, wbrew temu co zaktadatam. Jak
pokazaty modele mediacyjne, molestowanie seksuaihgety (w poréwnaniu

do molestowania seksualnegeatzyzny), spowodowato wzrost odczuwane;
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ztosci wsrdd osob badanych; ta zZtonatomiast spowodowata spadek oceny
sprawcy na wymiarze moralnej sprawgagmoral agencyoraz
zaproponowanie dla niego/niej wszej kary.

Podsumowujc, percepcja os6b zaamgavanych w molestowanie
seksualne zahy od ich pici. Kobiety-ofiary $ postrzegane jako ciegue
bardziej nk mezczyzni ofiary. Mezczyzni-sprawcy § postrzegani jako mniej
sprawczy i szanowani hkobiety-sprawcy oraz zastugupa wysz karg. Gdy
ofiara jest kobiet, jej molestowanie wywotuje z86 u 0s6b badanych, co
wpltywaé na ocen sprawcy, takze jest on postrzegany jako bardziej winny,
zastugujcy na wysz kar i bedacy w mniejszym stopniu moralnym spragc

Prezentowane badania stangwierwszy dowdd empiryczny zjawiska
minimalizacji ngskiego cierpienia wynikagego z molestowania seksualnego.
Koncept ten wywodzi giz bada nad stereotypami ptciowymi, a w
szczegOlnéci nad stereotypami dotygzymi kobiecego ciepta i
wspolnotowdci oraz ngskiej sity i sprawczgxi, jak rownie z bada nad
moralnacia diadyczn. Autorzy bada nad percepgjMS, ktore byty
przeprowadzone do tej pory, byli zainteresowanyminzmiennymi zalenymi,
niz te ktére wykorzystatam w moich badaniach. Po pseey|jéli chodzi o
wptyw molestowania na jego ofiary, osoby badang agzwyczaj proszone o
wyobrazenie sobie siebie w tej sytuacji i oklenie jak oni by si czuli jako
ofiary MS. Po drugie, bardzo mato badeoncentrowato gina ocenie sprawcy,
jakoze w wigksza¢ z nich proszono o ocersamego zdarzenia (czy jest to
molestowanie i do jakiego stopnia?) lub o gcedpowiedzialnéci sprawcy,
nie za o ocer sprawcy. Po trzecie, wedtug mojej wiedzy, nie radéd, ktére

prébowatyby ustadi, czy istnieje zwjzek pomé¢dzy ocen cierpienia ofiary a
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ocery sprawcy. Nieznane misowniez zadne badania nad percepsprawcow

I ofiar molestowania przeprowadzone w Polsce. Wzl z czym,
prezentowane przeze mnie badania poszeradres wiedzy na temat percepciji
mezczyzn i kobiet, a w szczegolém wiedzy dotycacej percepcji

molestowania seksualnego, pokazuye ludzie postrzegajcierpienie
megzczyzn-ofiar MS jako mniejsze ncierpienie kobiet-ofiar MS, widgz
megzczyzn-sprawcow MS w gorszyswietle niz kobiety-sprawcow MS oraz
ptec ofiary, zapéredniczona innymi zmiennymi, nme wptywa: na ocen

sprawcy.
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