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ABSTRACT

INDIVIDUAL DIFFERENCES FACTORS AFFECTING WORKPLACE

SEXUAL HARASSMENT PERCEPTIONS

Toker, Yonca
M.S., Department of Psychology

Supervisor: Associate Prof. H. Canan Siimer

December, 2003, 257 pages

The main purpose of the present study was to investigate the effects of
individual differences on Sexual Harassment (SH) perceptions at the workplace.
Specifically, the effects of attitudes toward women’s gender roles and personality
attributes (i.e., self-esteem and emotional affectivity) on SH perceptions were
examined. Another purpose of the study was to explore the stereotype domains of
sexual harassers and to compare it with those of managers.

A preliminary study was conducted by interviewing 56 Turkish working
women. Based on the content analyses of the responses, a measure of social-sexual
behavior manifestations relevant to the Turkish culture and a measure of harasser
stereotypes were developed. In the main study, the social-sexual behavior measure
was used to assess harassment perceptions and experiences of women, the stereotype

measure was used to explore the nature of harasser and manager stereotypes.
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A total of 353 women employed in various organizations participated in the
main study. Social-sexual behavior items based on sexual harassment perceptions
yielded six factors (i.e., unwanted personal attention, verbal sexual attention, sexist
hostility, physical sexual assault, insinuation of interest, and sexual bribery and
sexual coercion). Each factor was regressed on the individual differences variables.
Negative affectivity predicted perceptions of unwanted personal attention, verbal
sexual attention, and sexist hostility type of behaviors. Attitudes toward women’s
gender roles predicted physical sexual assault and sexual bribery-sexual coercion
type of behaviors. Self-esteem was found to predict all sexual harassment factors,
except sexist hostility.

Women'’s stereotypes towards harassers were found to be significantly
different from their stereotypes towards managers, except one domain, which was
dominancy. Cluster analysis suggested three different profiles of stereotypes towards
harassers, and three different profiles of stereotypes towards managers. Women
having stereotypes of negative or negative and powerful harassers perceived
significantly more sexual harassment than those with ambivalent stereotypes towards

harassers.

Keywords: Sexual harassment at workplace, sexual harassment perceptions,
individual differences factors, attitudes towards women’s gender roles, emotional
affectivity, self-esteem, stereotypes towards harassers, stereotypes towards managers,

harasser stereotype profiles, manager stereotype profiles.
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IS YERINDE CINSEL TACIZ ALGILARI VE ETKILEYEN BIREYSEL

FARKLILIKLAR

Toker, Yonca
Yiiksek Lisans, Psikoloji Boliimii

Tez Yoneticisi: Dog. Dr. H. Canan Siimer

Aralik, 2003, 257 Sayfa

Caligmanin temel amaci kadinlarin cinsiyet rollerine kars1 olan tutumlar ve
kisilik 6zelliklerinin (6zsayg: ve duygusal duygulamim) cinsel taciz algilar
tizerindeki etkilerini aragtirmakti. Diger bir amag da, cinsel tacizcilere kars1 olan
kalipyargilarin aragtirilmasi ve yonetici kalipyargilar ile kargilagtiriimasiydi.

Elli alt1 ¢alisan kadina miilakat yontemi ile ulagilarak bir 6n ¢alisma
gergeklestirilmistir. Cevaplarin igerik analizine dayanarak, Tiirk kiiltiiriine 6zgii
sosyo-cinsel davrams drnekleri 6lgegi ve tacizei kalipyargilar 6lgegi gelistirilmigtir.
Ana ¢alismada, sosyo-cinsel davramg 6lgegi, kadinlarin cinsel taciz algilan ve
yasantilarin1 degerlendirmek, kalipyargilar Slgegi ise tacizci ve yoneticilere kargt
olan kalipyargilar arastirmak amaciyla kullaniimigtir.

Cesitli orgiitlerde ¢aligsan toplam 353 kadin ana ¢alismaya katilmistir. Sosyo-

cinsel davranig maddeleri yapisinin, cinsel taciz algilart degerlendirmelerine gore alt1
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faktorden (istenmeyen kigisel ilgi, s6zel cinsel ilgi, cinsiyetgilik, fiziksel cinsel
zorlama, ilginin imas1 ve riigvet-gdzdagi) olustugu goriilmiistiir. Bireysel farklilik
degiskenlerinin cinsel taciz faktdrlerine olan etkileri regresyon analizi ile test
edilmigtir. Olumsuz duygu durumunun, istenmeyen kigisel ilgi, sozel cinsel ilgi, ve
cinsiyetgilik faktorlerini yordadigi bulunmugtur. Kadmlarin cinsiyet rollerine karst
olan tutumlarin, fiziksel cinsel zorlama ve riisvet-gézdagn niteligindeki cinsel tacizi
yordadig1 bulunmugtur. Ozsaygumn ise, cinsiyetgilik faktorii diginda diger tiim
faktorleri yordadig: bulunmugtur.

Kadinlarin tacizcilere kars olan kalipyargilarinin, “baskinhik” boyutu
disindaki boyutlarda yoneticilere karg1 olan kalipyargilarindan anlaml bir sekilde
farkli oldugu gdzlenmigtir. Kiimeleme (cluster) analizi sonuglan tacizei kalipyargilan
agisindan ii¢ farkl kigi profili, ydnetici kalipyargilan agisindan da tig farkl: kisi
profili ortaya koymustur. Tacizcilere kars1 olumsuz veya olumsuz ve giiclii
kalipyargilar tasiyan iki farkli profil grubunun, karasiz kalipyargilan olan profil

grubuna kiyasla daha ¢ok cinsel taciz algiladiklar ortaya gikmigtir.

Anahtar kelimeler: I§ yerinde cinsel taciz, cinsel taciz algilar, kisisel farklilik
degiskenleri, kadinlann cinsiyet rollerine kargi olan tutumlar, dugusal duygulanim,
dzsaygi, tacizcilere karst kalipyargilar, yoneticilere karg1 kalipyargilar, tacizcilere

kars: kalipyarg: profilleri, yoneticilere kars1 kalipyarg: profilleri.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Individual Differences Factors Affecting Workplace Sexual Harassment Perceptions

1.1 Overview

Sexual harassment (SH) at workplace can be broadly defined as
“unwelcome” behavior in the workplace that has a sexual or sexist nature (Fitzgerald,
1993; USMSPB, 1988). The Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC)
(1980) in the United States (US) has published guidelines on SH, which suggested a
definition considered as the legal definition of SH. However, because any social-
sexual behavior’s interpretation is subjective in nature, defining SH is difficult.

A number of studies have investigated the factors that affect differing
perceptions and labeling of SH. Majority of the studies published so far are based on
research conducted in the US. The present study investigated variables affecting
perceptions of SH in the Turkish context. The aim was to identify individual

differences variables affecting perceptions of SH. Furthermore, a new area of



investigation concerning SH was introduced. That is, the nature of stereotypes
associated with harassers was examined and compared with that of managers.

In the following sections, first a brief summary of the literature on SH
perceptions is presented by documenting the importance of studying perceptions and
discussing the factors affecting harassment perceptions. The limitations concerning
methodology or sample characteristics of the studies conducted so far are also
emphasized. Finally, the purpose of the study along with the hypotheses is

introduced.

1.2 Objectives of Studying Sexual Harassment Perceptions in Turkey

SH has become an issue that has been widely recognized and extensively
studied. The Equal Employment Opportunity Commission (EEOC, 1980) of the US
published the “Guidelines on Sexual Harassment,” which defined sexual harassment
at workplace as “Unwelcome sexual advances, requests for favors, and other verbal
or physical conduct of a sexual nature when (1) submission to such conduct is made
either explicitly or implicitly a term or condition of an individual’s employment, (2)
submission to or rejection of such conduct by an individual is used as the basis for
employment decisions affecting such individual, or (3) such conduct has the purpose
or effect of substantially interfering with an individual’s work performance or
creating an intimidating, hostile, or offensive working environment.”

The popularity of the topic of SH can be understood by looking at the number
of studies published up to now. Over 500 references have been published in the
research literature up to 1997 (Fitzgerald, Drasgow, Hulin, Gelfand, & Magley,

1997). Most of these studies are carried out in the US, where an increasing awareness



and sensitivity has developed due to the Civil Rights Movement of the 1960’s
(Linenberg, 1983). The importance of studying sexual harassment at work context
stems from the incidence and prevalence figures in the US. The United States Merit
Systems Protection Board (USMSPB, 1981) surveyed federal workers and reported
that, of 10644 women 42% of female respondents reported experiences, which could
be regarded as sexual harassment that continued over a 2-year period. Six years later
the USMSPB conducted a follow-up, which produced similar results. In a more
general community study, Gutek (1985) reported that 53% of women in a
representative workforce sample had been harassed. Nearly twenty percent of women
reported that they were exposed to insulting comments, 15.4% reported insulting
looks and gestures, 24.2% reported sexual touching, and 7.6% reported sexual
coercion that they had been expected to participate in sexual activity. Apart from
workplace SH, some other studies have documented harassment in academic
contexts. Fitzgerald, Shullman, Bailey, Richards, Swecker, Gold, Ormerod, and
Weitzman (1988) surveyed 2000 women at universities and found that nearly half of
the women reported experiencing sexual harassment.

Looking at these figures, one can see the importance of studying sexual
harassment at workplace. The factors playing a role in workplace SH incidents and
the consequences of these incidents for both workers and the workplace need to be
well understood in order to be able to take preventive measures. Nevertheless,
studying perceptions of SH -what incidents are considered SH- and what influences
these perceptions are equally important to create an awareness at the workplaces.
Fitzgerald et al.”s (1997) integrated model of antecedents and consequences of sexual
harassment in organizations describes the cost of sexual harassment for those who

experience it. According to the model, experience of sexual harassment leads to a



decrease in job satisfaction, negatively affects health conditions, health satisfaction
and psychological conditions, which in turn lead to work and job withdrawal.
Besides those who themselves experience sexual harassment, those who are
indirectly exposed to sexual harassment at the workplace seem to experience similar
outcomes. Based on Fitzgerald et al.’s (1997) model, Glomb, Richman, Hulin,
Drasgow, Schneider, and Fitzgerald (1997) explored the antecedents and
consequences of indirect exposure to sexual harassment, which they named ambient
sexual harassment. Accordingly, people who are not the direct targets of sexual
harassment, but who are aware of harassment incidents at the workplace also
experience decreased job satisfaction, impaired health conditions and satisfaction,
work and job withdrawal, and impaired psychological conditions. This study
highlights the spillover of negative outcomes beyond the direct target of sexual
harassment. From this finding, we can see that studying the perceptions of SH not
only from the viewpoint of the direct targets but also from the viewpoint of observers
is important. Furthermore, the fact that neither direct nor ambient exposure to
harassment may be occurring at a workplace does not mean that they will never take
place. Therefore, when the consequences of sexual harassment at the workplace are
considered, the importance of taking preventive measures becomes apparent. Taking
preventive measures should start with creating awareness about sexual harassment
within the workplace. For example, through organizational training programs, the
general viewpoint of people about sexual harassment and their perceptions of what
constitutes sexual harassment could be conveyed. This kind of a preventive measure
first needs a systematic analysis of the perceptions of sexual harassment of people at

workplaces, specific to the particular culture.



Based on these arguments, the aim of this study was to investigate the
perceptions of sexual harassment at the workplace in Turkey. The necessity of such a
study in Turkish organizations could be seen by referring to Wasti, Bergman, Glomb,
and Drasgow’s (2000) cross-cultural generalizability test of Fitzgerald et al.’s (1997)
integrative model. Although the Sexual Experiences Questionnaire (SEQ), which
was used to assess sexual experiences in these studies, was found to be partially
invariant in the Turkish sample compared to the US sample, Wasti et al. found that
the model generalizes to the Turkish work settings quite well. This means that,
workers at Turkish organizations also experience impaired job satisfaction, impaired
health conditions, impaired psychological conditions, work withdrawal, and job
withdrawal when exposed to SH. Although there are limited incidence and
prevalence studies of sexual harassment in Turkey, Wasti et al.’s study shows the
existence of a problem. Therefore, studying sexual harassment perceptions is
expected to further contribute to our understanding of the nature of the phenomenon
in the Turkish context.

As a result, this study investigated the perceptions of Turkish working people
in terms of what social-sexual behavior they constitute as sexual harassment. In

addition, the factors that influence their perceptions were examined.

1.3 Workplace Sexual Harassment in Turkey

Workplace sexual harassment in Turkey has not received wide attention with
respect to systematic studies which investigate the incidence and prevalence figures
or the forms of harassment. Nevertheless, two streams of research could be seen in

the Turkish context which aid in creating awareness and also taking preventive



measures. The first is academic stream of research, investigating the prevalence and
incidence rates in certain sectors, factors associated with sexual harassment, and the
antecedents and consequences of workplace sexual harassment in Turkey. The
academic research includes a general project aiming to improve employment and
education for women in Turkey, which also taps workplace sexual harassment. The
second stream of research deals with the legal dimension of sexual harassment in

Turkey.

1.3.1 Academic Research

One part of academic sexual harassment research could be found in the
growing body of research conducted by the General Director of Women’s Status and
Problems (“Kadinin Statiisii ve Sorunlari Genel Miidiirliigii” - KSSGM) related to
the Ministry of the Turkish Republic within the Women Employment Improvement
Project (WEIP). The WEI project is one of eight sub-projects of the Employment and
Education Project (EEP) funded by the World Bank. The major aims of the EEP are
to increase effectiveness by varying employment, providing employment for the
unemployed and unqualified in productive jobs, providing statistics and
demographics of the workforce, and to provide women employment by explicating
the barrier in front of their employment and in turn to develop political suggestions.
WEIP aims to provide better job opportunities to women in Turkey in all work areas,
including the traditionally male dominated occupations. The WEIP teams conducted
their studies between 1996 and 1999, and specifically investigated the less widely

known characteristics of women employment, occupational education of women,



employment of women in various sectors and gender discrimination within the
sectors, in which one concern was workplace sexual harassment.

The gender discrimination studies were conducted by interviewing women in
the education, banking, food, and health sectors. Each sector comprised a different
study.

In the education sector one public, one private, and one “imam hatip”
(religious) school were selected as example cases and a total of 30 teachers were
interviewed (Acar, Ayata, & Varoglu, 1999). Accordingly women in the public
school reported a male-dominated culture being developed in the organization, and
that this was reflected to the women. They were disturbed of male teachers telling
sexual jokes or stories and joking or commenting on the woman’s relationship with
her spouse, despite constant emphasis of the woman being seen as a sister. Male
teachers on the other hand were not aware of such a male culture developing in the
organization or they were not disturbed of this. Both women and men reported no
sexual harassment in the schools. Nevertneless, men in the private school considered
women not obeying the dressing policies in public offices was as a provocation of
sexual harassment. Male teachers in the imam-hatip school reported rare verbal or
physical sexual harassment, in the forms of staring, using bad language when
speaking of women, or making suggestive remarks. It is argued that this sensitivity of
men in the imam-hatip schools stems from their more traditional and religious
beliefs.

In the food sector, 371 women and 104 men from eight different
organizations were asked whether sexual harassment incidents were occurring in
their workplace and whether such behaviors are initiated by superiors (Koray,

Demirbilek, & Demirbilek, 1999). Accordingly, 74% of women and 76% of men



reported never hearing such incidents. Of women 13% reported incidents such as
verbal provocation, 5% reported incidents of showing an extreme interest in the
woman and behaving as if they were very intimate, 2% reported men bumping into
the woman intentionally and 7% reported men making inappropriate proposals in
their workplace. It could be seen that the inappropriate behaviors women
encountered in the workplace in the food sector were generally verbal in nature, and
that physical sexual harassment was not so prevalent. 8% of women and only 1% of
men reported superiors engaging in inappropriate sexual behavior at the workplace.

Qualitative research conducted in the banking sector reveals that such
incidents like a superior sexually assaulting the woman after a period of intimate
behavior, staring at the sexual parts of the body, touching the shoulders or arm of the
woman are experienced. Women reported that a look, a touch, the jokes made or
conversations that take part between men could be considered as sexually harassing
behavior. Six women in the sample who were from low socio-economic backgrounds
and from families with traditional attitudes towards gender roles revealed that any
harassment incidents would be the result of women not keeping a distance with men
and because of their manner of dressing and easy-come easy-go manner of behaving
(Kutes, Ozdamar, Eyuboglu, Incir, Ilgaz, Fidan, & Ince, 2000).

Although workplace sexual harassment has not been systematically.
investigated on a wide-spread scale in Turkey, most cases are known to be occurring
in the health sector. Hospital personnel, especially nurses are subjected to workplace
sexual harassment, both from the patients and doctors. Unfortunately in some cases
reported, hospital management tries to cover the incidents by putting the blame on
the victim. Qualitative research conducted by Bekata-Mardin, Mutaf-Tulun, Elhan,

Metin, & Pervizat (2000) among hospital staff; 29 medical personnel (19 women and



10 men) and 25 non-medical personnel (18 women and 7 men) in private and public
sectors revealed that respondents described sexual harassment as all sorts of
disturbing looks, talks, disturbing the woman by phoning, inappropriate proposals,
unwanted attention, touching, following the woman in the street, commenting on the
woman’s manner of dressing, and more overt physical sexual assault. Most
participants (both women and men) indicated that sexual harassment incidents
occurred in the hospital, and that most of these were initiated by a superior towards a
subordinate, such as between a doctor and a nurse, or between a doctor and an
assistant. 47% of male managers, 45.5% of women managers, 41% of nurses, 23% of
women doctors, 33% of women in medical positions, and 56% of women in non-
medical positions indicated the existence of sexual harassment at hospitals. Nurses
are more subjected to harassment, and this is argued to be because of their age and
status. Nurses start working at hospitals at a young age, where the doctors are
generally middle-aged. The occupation gets lower societal respect and is generally
regarded as lower in status compared to being a doctor. In addition, as they do not
have the opportunity to reach higher positions, thus being in a disadvantaged position
with regard to power and authority, nurses are always the group at hospitals that is
most vulnerable to sexual harassment. In order to prevent sexual harassment, a male
participant in a managerial position suggested conveying what behaviors are
perceived as sexual harassment to the hospital staff by organizational training. Other
suggestions were establishing an office for sexual harassment grievances,
independent from the hospital and forming hospital support groups.

Besides studies conducted within the WEI Project, several other studies in the
Turkish context are identified studying the incidence of sexual harassment in specific

work settings. Durgun (1998) surveyed 500 nurses in private and public hospitals.



Fifteen sexual harassment behaviors were presented to the subjecfs. Nurses rated
each behavior based on whether or not they considered it to be sexual harassment or
not. Accordingly, more than half of the nurses considered most of the behaviors in
the scale as sexual harassment, such as sexual assault, offering favors in return of
sexual cooperation, undesired stroking or tapping, jokingly pinching the woman,
overtly requesting a sexual relationship, talks referring to his sexual desires, staring
at the woman’s body, standing too near the woman, making sexual jokes, sexual
comuments on physical appearance or manner of dressing, and showing pornographic
materials. The same behaviors were assessed in a similar study by Giingdr (1999). In
this study a total of 817 hospital staff (nurses, medical staff, administrative staff)
participated, of which 511 were women and 306 were men. Results in general
showed that for most behaviors more women than men regarded a behavior as sexual
harassment. The difference was smaller concerning more overt and physical
behaviors, such as requesting a sexual relationship or unwelcome physical conduct.
The most frequent behaviors the women participants encountered in both studies’
were looks, touches, sexual jokes, unwanted personal attention, commenting on
physical appearance and dressing, standing too close, and talks referring to his sexual
desires.

Oktay (2001) investigated sexual harassment in the education sector at the
secondary school level. Accordingly, 13% of female and 8% of male teachers
reported experiencing sexual harassment, and 24% of female and 27% of male
teachers indicated that they had witnessed some sort of harassment at the school. The
widest form of harassment, directed to both women and men, appeared to be related
to looks directed to the target, followed by verbal harassment, such as inquiring

about the target’s personal life, sexual talks, disturbing the target by phoning,
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complimenting, and verbal sexual abuse. Physical sexual harassment, such as
standing too close, touching, and sexually assaulting, and relating sexual cooperation
to organizational favors were encountered to a lesser extent, although still
experienced by both sexes. Oktay investigated some consequences related to the
experiences of female and male teachers. Apparently, approximately 7% of targets
experienced occupational consequences. Two consequences shared by both sexes
were a loss in enthusiasm for their jobs and some administrative problems. However,
it should be pointed out that as women indicated that they had been prevented from
promoting and that their advancement had been delayed, or even cancelled.

Another recent study was conducted in the education sector by Egitim-Sen
(2003, October 5, Cumhuriyet Gazetesi) aiming to identify the problems of women
working in the education sector. According to the findings, out of 1853 women that
were interviewed, 15% of women in the education sector reported experiencing
sexual harassment. These women indicated that the forms of sexual harassment were
related to sexist hostility, such as joking about women’s sexuality or belittling the

woman and making fun of the woman.

1.3.2 Legal Perspective of Sexual Harassment in Turkey

Turkish Work Law Regulations have been reviewed in terms of protecting
women against sexual harassment at the workplace (T.C. Bagbakanlik Kadinin
Statiisii ve Sorunlar1 Genel Miidiirliiii, 2000). Apparently, there is no legal
regulation that specifically protects women against sexual harassment. Nevertheless,
it is possible to protect the woman legally based on the Individual Rights Act of the

Civil Law, the obligation of the employer to protect the employee according to the

11



Vindictive Damage Act of the Code of Obligations, and based on the crimes of
indecent assault, and carnal abuse according to the Turkish Criminal Law. However,
according to these legislations, providing full protection to women exposed to sexual
harassment at workplaces does not seem possible. In order to protect women at
workplaces against sexual harassment, to provide legal support to them, and to
protect “the pride of women and men against sexual harassment” the need of a
special legislation was emphasized in the the “Women in Law Symposium” in 1999,
and it was pointed out to the need for legislating and enacting “The Law of
Protecting Employees against Sexual Harassment at Workplace.”

As cited in the work of Bakirci (1998), Artuk studied workplace sexual
harassment from a legal perspective and proposed that harassment could be divided
into physical harassment including gross sexual assaults or relatively mild indicent
assault, and non-physical harassment. Based on Turkish law, Bakirci identified
behaviors that could legally constitute sexual harassment. Accordingly, behaviors
violating personal rights, creating a disturbing work environment or disrupting the
workplace organization, although they may not be directed to a person, but having a
sexual nature, or based on sex or sexual preference contradicting good intentions and
moral values or behavior which necessitates a prison sentence could legally

constitute sexual harassment.

1.4 Operational Definitions of Sexual Harassment

There have been continuous attempts to define the concept of SH and there

seems to be different views on what SH involves. Several researchers proposed
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definitions and categorizations of SH based on the incident records or judgments of
experienced harassment.

The most widely known and used definition of SH in the US was proposed by
MacKinnon (1979). She distinguished between two categories of SH, namely, quid-
pro-quo harassment and hostile environment harassment. Quid-pro-quo harassment
refers to the incidents where sexual cooperation is tied to job related threats or
employment benefits. Hostile work environment harassment refers to unwanted and
offensive sex-related verbal or physical conduct, without job outcomes being related
to it. Today, the courts in the US recognize these two types of SH, and the Equal
Employment Opportunity Commission also distinguishes types of SH based on
MacKinnon’s categorization (cited in Rotundo, Nguyen, & Sackett, 2001).

Till (1980) content analyzed SH experiences of college women participating
in a national survey and identified five categories of SH. These categories cover the
behaviors under MacKinnon’s (1979) SH distinction, however are further divided.
These are gender harassment (generalized sexist remarks and behavior, conveying
sexist attitudes toward women, such as telling offensive or sexist jokes), seductive
behavior (offensive but sanction-free sexual advances, such as attempting to develop
a romantic or sexual relationship despite the opposite party’s efforts to discourage),
sexual bribery (solicitation of sexual activity by promise of rewards), sexual coercion
(solicitation of sexual activity by threat of punishment), and sexual assault (gross
sexual imposition or assault, such as making a forceful attempt to fondle, kiss, or
grab). Till considered these categories as levels of severity, as they appeared in the
national survey, and ordered them accordingly.

An inventory to assess SH experiences, the Sexual Experiences Questionnaire

(SEQ), was developed by Fitzgerald,. Shullman, Bailey, Richards, Swecker, Gold,
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Ormerod, and Weitzman (1988) based on Till’s (1980) categorization. The inventory
items were developed through literature reviews, focus groups, and consulting with
subject matter experts. Although this instrument displayed adequate reliability and
validity, a factor analytic examination did not confirm Till’s 5-level categorization. A
three-factor solution appeared from the data collected from university students and
graduates. The three factors were gender harassment, unwanted sexual attention (a
combination of seductive behavior and sexual assault), and sexual coercion (a
combination of sexual bribery and sexual coercion). Fitzgerald and Hesson-McInnis
(1989) later examined whether the classification based on Till’s typology was
multidimensional in nature. The results revealed that the structure of SH was in fact
multidimensional in nature. The types of harassment proposed by Till (1980) were
encompassed in two dimensions, one being the types of harassment, based on
MacKinnon’ (1979) categorization -quid-pro-quo and hostile work environment
harassment, and the other being severity of harassment. Till’s typology was
recovered with respect to the clusters and severity dimension, except the category of
gender harassment. Gender harassment type of behaviors were perceived as a distinct
category from the others. Fitzgerald and Hesson-McInnis argued that considering
interactions related to gender harassment as sexual harassment could be erroneous.
Despite the gender harassment category not appearing in the
multidimensional space, Fitzgerald and Ormerod (1991) selected items from the
SEQ, representing each of the five levels identified by Till (1980) and developed the
Perceptions of Sexual Harassment Questionnaire (PSHQ). A factor analysis, carried
out on a pilot sample, confirmed the five levels of harassment where all items loaded

to the levels as expected.
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In 1995, Fitzgerald, Gelfand, and Drasgow developed a revised version of the
SEQ to be used in the Armed Forces. This version was based on the three-factor
solution of the SEQ, which was subjected to a series of confirmatory factor analysis
on multiple samples by Gelfand, Fitzgerald, and Drasgow (1995). The new form was
called SEQ-Department of Defense (SEQ-DoD). Accordingly, the SEQ-DoD SH
survey (Fitzgerald, Magley, Drasgow, & Waldo, 1999) identified four categories of
SH. The original two categories of unwanted sexual attention and sexual coercion
were confirmed. However, the gender harassment category yielded two factors:
sexist hostility, which measured gender discriminatory elements, and sexual hostility,

which covered elements related to offensive sexual stories or jokes.

1.5 Factors Affecting Perceptions of Sexual Harassment

The nature of the social-sexual behaviors, the context of the incidents, the
characteristics of the targets, and the characteristics of the perpetuators have been
widely studied in relation to perceptions of SH. In the following sections, these
factors that have been shown to affect differing perceptions of SH in the literature are

discussed.

1.5.1 Type of Harassment Affecting Sexual Harassment Perceptions

Numerous studies have been conducted to investigate what behaviors are
defined as harassment, in other words, which of the previously identified categories
of SH are perceived as harassment by most people. According to the oldest
categorization of SH identified by MacKinnon (1979), there are two broad

categories; namely, quid-pro-quo harassment, in which organizational benefits or
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threats are related to sexual compliance, and hostile environment harassment, which
covers anything of a sexual nature that is undesired, such as sexual joking, sexual
commenting, and letters. Reilly, Carpenter, Dull, and Bartlett (1982) and Terpstra
and Baker (1987) investigated perceptions toward quid-pro-quo harassment type.
They did not observe much disagreement about whether behaviors included in this
category could be considered as sexually harassing or not, and concluded that the
explicit nature of quid-pro-quo behaviors resulted in this agreement. On the other
hand, several researchers have reported that hostile environment harassment was
subject to much disagreement between individuals (e.g., Jones & Remland, 1992;
Popovich, Gehlauf, Jolton, Somers, & Godinho, 1992; Tata, 1993; Terpstra & Baker,
1987; York, 1989). Thacker (1992) preseﬁts evidence that some individuals view
some forms of behavior included under hostile environment harassment as
unharassing.

As Frazier, Cochran, and Olson (1995) note, research up to date suggests that
there are certain behaviors that are perceived as SH by almost everyone. The most
obvious of these behaviors are forms of quid-pro-quo harassment, such as sexual
bribery and explicit forms of hostile environment harassment, such as explicit sexual
propositions, sexual touching. In contrast, behaviors such as staring, flirting, and the
use of bad language including sexual elements are generally not considered
harassment by everyone. Likewise, on the basis of Fitzgerald et al.’s (1988) SEQ,
which measures five types of harassment, Fitzgerald and Hesson-McInnis (1989)
showed that undergraduate students viewed the four types of behavior (seductive
behavior, sexual bribery, sexual coercion, and sexual imposition) to be sexually
harassing, whereas they did not consider the gender harassment dimension, including

sexist and sexual remarks to be SH. However, as these dimensions were not
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measured by a common scale, including different behaviors in different measures
may have limited the conclusions that can be drawn (Frazier et al., 1995). Moreover,
the samples that have been used may have biased the results, as most samples
consisted of undergraduate university students. Relatively small number of studies
have investiga;ted definitions of SH among women in nonacademic work place (e.g.,
Gutek, 1985; Powell, 1983; U.S. Merit Systems Protection Board, 1981, 1988).

In an unpublished study conducted by Fitzgerald and Ormerod (cited in
Frazier et al.1995) it was found that undergraduates were less likely to perceive
behaviors such as stereotyped jokes, unwanted sexual teasing and jokes, unwanted
suggestive looks, letters, calls, leaning over, and pressure for dates as harassment
than were graduate students, faculty, or staff. Other studies have also indicated that
undergraduate students differ from other samples in their perceptions and definitions
of harassment (Baker, Terpstra, & Cutler, 1990; Bremer, Moore, &VBildersee, 1991;
Terpstra & Baker, 1987). Therefore when conducting research on definitions and
perceptions of SH, the nature of the sample to use is an important issue to consider.

Powell (1983) asked subjects to provide their own definitions of SH, rather
than rating predetermined behaviors as to what constitutes SH. The aim of the study
was to see whether women differentiated between sexual attention and SH.
Accordingly, subjects who had experienced some sort of social-sexual behavior and
regarded it as sexual attention did not label it harassment. The two measures were not
correlated; experiences of incidents perceived as sexual attention were not
significantly related to their own definitions of SH. This study, although conducted
earlier, points the importance of differentiating between perceiving a social-sexual

incident as sexual attention and labeling a social-sexual behavior as SH, as women

may perceive them differently, especially in the case of the behaviors that are more
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covert in nature and are classified under hostile work environment harassment. This
distinction can have an important implication for SH perception study methods.

Pryor, DeSouza, Fitness, Hutz, Kumpf, Lubbert, Pesonen, and Erber (1997)
examined open-ended definitions of SH from a cross-cultural perspective, using
Brazilian, Australian, German, and United States (US) student samples. The results
indicated a significant main effect for country. The Brazilian sample differed from
the other three countries on all social-sexual behavioral dimensions. That is,
Brazilian definitions included mostly seduction, verbal and physical sexual advances
that were considered innocuous (harmless) sexual behavior, whereas definitions
including abuse of power or gender discrimination were included to a much less
extent compared to the other countries. The US, German, and Australian samples
were very similar in their definitions concerning harmful sexual behavior. It seems
possible to argue that the US samples’ definitions may have been influenced by the
Equal Employment Opportunity Commission Guidelines (1980), emphasizing the
unwelcome attitude toward SH. This could also be true for the Australian and
German cultural views of SH. On the other hand, in the Brazilian sample, SH does
not necessarily appear to be an unwelcome behavior.

Another study by Tyler and Boxer (1996) comparing definitions of students
studying in the US, from Korean, Chinese, Russian, Spanish, Arabic, and Turkish
cultures, revealed differences in perceptions between the cultural groups in some of
the social-sexual incidents, such as nonverbal and tactile behaviors like putting an
arm around the shoulder and speech acts like invitations or complimenting.
Generally, international students studying in the US perceived less SH than the US
sample. Although very different cultures were included in this study, results

suggested that the US sample’s SH threshold was lower than that of people from
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other cultures. This could be because of the emphasized EEOC guidelines in the US
and an increased awareness concerning SH in the country. Moreover, it could be
argued that, if studied specifically, all these different cultures would reveal different
perceptions from each other. In addition, although, Tyler and Boxer reached very few
respondents from different cultures, the results can give us an idea about how
perceptions differ from culture to culture.

These studies show us the importance of studying definitions of SH cross-
culturally as it would be unwise to generalize definitions, models, and results
concerning one culture to the rest. This argument is somewhat supported by Wasti et
al.’s (2000) study of the cross-cultural generalizability of Fitzgerald et al.’s (1997)
integrative model of SH in the Turkish culture. Although the model of antecedents
and consequences of SH was found to generalize to the Turkish culture, the Sexual
Experiences Questionnaire (Fitzgerald et al., 1995) was not found to have the same
structure in the Turkish sample. Wasti et al. argued that emic measurements of SH
needed to be developed for each culture specifically for a more deeper and
comprehensive understanding of SH in that culture.

Although the SEQ has been developed to assess experiences of SH, the
behavioral incidents that constitute the items have been used in perception studies.
Nevertheless, to study perceptions in the Turkish context, one should not rely on a
measurement that is not adapted to the culture. This brings us the need of identifying
culturally relevant social-sexual behaviors and developing a measure to assess
perceptions in the light of these incidents. Gelfand, Fitzgerald, and Drasgow (1995)
support this argument by stating that different work settings may have different and

specific behavioral manifestations of social-sexual incidents.
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1.5.2 Severity and Frequency of Harassment

Fiztgerald and Hesson-MclInnis (1989) found that, besides the type of
harassment, one other dimension for the interpretation of SH was the dimension of
severity. The types of harassment which were rated to be severe appeared to be
sexual impositions and sexual coercion.

Hurt, Maver, and Hofmann (1999) investigated the judgment processes of
third-party evaluators of SH situations. Different from other studies, they focused
only on hostile environment harassment type of behaviors, which are ambiguous in
nature and lead to inconsistent ratings concerning perceptions of harassment. Results
based on pilot data ratings of severity revealed that compared to less severe and
neutral non-harassing behaviors, more severe hostile environment behaviors were
rated as more inappropriate and were perceived as harassing by most raters.

Ellis, Barak, and Pinto (1991) investigated the differences between women’s
actual SH experiences measured by the SEQ behavior items (Fitzgerald et al., 1988)
and perceived SH measured by one question appearing at the end of the SEQ (e.g.
“Have you ever been sexually harassed at the workplace?”). As Ellis et al. (1991)
hypothesized, the gap between the ratings of actual experience and perception ratings
varied among the severity levels of the reported actual SH experiences. The more
severe an experienced incident was, the stronger the relationship was between
reported and labeled SH. In this study, the more explicit behaviors were considered
as the more severe behaviors, and both terms were used interchangeably.

Another factor concerning the nature of the harassment, which is believed to
influence the judgments of harassment, is the frequency of the harassing behaviors.

Unlike majority of the studies, Hurt, Maver, and Hoffman (1999) systematically
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varied different levels of frequency of harassment in the scenarios that they presented
to the raters to be rated in terms of perceived appropriateness and perceived SH.
Results showed that more frequent behaviors were rated as more inappropriate,
regardless of the severity of the behavior. However, more frequent situations were
only judged to be harassing when the behavior was severe. In other words, an
interaction effect was found between severity of behavior and frequency on the
judgments for perceived SH ratings. Frequency showed a greater impact on
judgments of SH when behaviors were more severe than when behaviors were less
severe. An interaction effect was not found between severity of behavior and
frequency on appropriateness ratings.

Despite the findings of Hurt et al. (1999) indicating that frequency shows a
greater impact on judgments of SH when behaviors are more severe than when
behaviors are less severe, common sense would predict the opposite. That is, if the
behavior is considered high in severity, severity could create a ceiling effect, and it
would Jeave little space for frequency to play a role in determining whether a
behavior is harassment or not. On the other hand, one could also argue that, when the
behavior is moderately severe, frequency would play the greatest role in determining
whether a situation is sexually harassing or not.

Research on the effects of frequency of behavior on SH perceptions have
revealed that the most general case is that as frequency of the behavior increases,
frequency of labeling the behavior as sexually harassing also increases (Ellis, Barak,
& Pinto, 1991; Popovich, Licata, Nokovich, Martelli, & Zoloty, 1986; Thomann &
Wiener, 1987). However, as Bursik (1992) points, most of this accumulated findings
come from unsystematic research efforts, in which the frequency variable was not

systematically varied.
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Perceiving social-sexual behaviors as SH or not is certainly affected by the
frequency of the particular behavior. Also, when studying perceptions towards SH, if
frequency of a behavior is not systematically varied, it would act as a confounding
variable. However, in a study that involves a number of variables as predictors of
perceptions, systematically varying the frequency of different incidents would be a
very complicated job. Therefore, frequency can be held constant for each incident.
On the other hand, severity ratings of behaviors should be collected to see whether
individuals categorize behavior according to the severity of the incident and to see

whether perceived severity predicts perceptions.

1.5.3 Demographic Variables Affecting Perceptions of Sexual Harassment

Associated with the Target and/or Rater

Apart from the nature of the social-sexual behavior the target’s or rater’s own
characteristics are also important factors aftecting the perceptions of harassment.
Here, “target” refers to the person (usually a woman), who actually is exposed to any
kind of social-sexﬁal behavior and “rater” refers to the person, who is not necessarily
exposed to such an incident, but is either an observer of an actual incident or an

evaluator of a hypothetical situation involving SH.

1.5.3.1 Gender of the Rater

In perception studies of SH the gender factor is the most widely investigated
variable. Perception differences between women and men were either studied by

focusing on the target person’s gender, or by focusing on the beliefs of unharassed
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men and women-the third-party evaluator. According to the research literature,
women experience more SH than men do (diTomaso, 1989; Dunwoody-Miller &
Gutek, 1985; Terpstra & Baker, 1988). This is why the present study focused on
women as the target of SH and men as the perpetrators. Moreover, among unharassed
individuals there is consistent evidence that men see most social-sexual behavior in
the workplace more appropriate than do women and they have broader definitions of
acceptable social-sexual behavior, whereas women consider more behaviors to be SH
(e.g., Fitzgerald & Ormerod 1991; Gutek, 1985; Gutek, Morasch, & Cohen, 1983;
Kenig & Ryan, 1986; Mazer & Percival, 1989; Popovich, Gehlauf, Jolton, Somers, &
Godinho, 1992; Reilly, Carpenter, Dull, & Bartlett, 1982; Tata, 1993; Terpstra &
Baker, 1987).

One of the earliest studies investigating sex differences was by Kenig and
Ryan (1986) on the level of tolerance toward social-sexual behaviors. The most
significant differences in the level of tolerance were observed for more ambiguous
type of behaviors (e.g., sex-stereotyped jokes, teasing remarks of a sexual nature,
unwanted suggestive looks or gestures), in which women consistently defined them
as harassment more often than did men. In addition, there appeared significant sex
differences in less ambiguous situations (e.g., unwanted letters or telephone calls,
unwanted leaning or coercing, unwanted pressure for dates, unwanted touching)
when the initiator did not have direct authority. The only behavior, which did not
differ in the level of tolerance between the sexes, was unwanted pressure for sexual
activity. An important finding of this study was that, when the initiator had a higher
status over the victim (direct authority), both sexes perceived the situation as more
harassing, and the sexes were in greater agreement concerning perceptions, which is

in accord with most of the evidence suggesting that higher status harassers are more
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likely to be perceived as harassing. One other important point is that, these authors
used the term “level of tolerance” interchangeably with the term “perceptions.” Yet,
these two terms could well refer to different things. One may perceive a behavior as
sexually harassing, but tolerate it up to a point, after which the person would react to
it.

Baugh and Page (1998) examined ratings of severity of potential SH incidents
either from the participants’ own perspective or from that of the opposite sex co-
worker’s perspective. Regarding participants’ own perspective, they found a
significant difference between working men and women’s perceptions of severity of
quid-pro-quo harassment, with women rating quid-pro-quo more severe than men,
whereas they found no difference for severity ratings of hostile environment
harassment. It should be kept in mind that although women generally perceive hostile
environment harassment as more harassing than men, their perceptions of severity
could be the same within a category. Regarding participant’s awareness of the
opposite sex co-workers’ perceptions, it was found that women were aware of men’s
perspectives and that men did not share their perceptions of quid-pro-quo
harassment, whereas men did not seem to be aware of women’s perceptions. Thus, it
appears that men and women are not equally aware of the gender-based differences
in perceptions, which may lead to greater misunderstandings concerning male-female
interactions within organizations.

Dougherty (1999) has suggested that men and women’s differing standpoints
on SH lead to ineffective dialogues between the sexes about the matter. According to
Dougherty, the differing standpoints stem from power and fear. Men fail to
understand and accept the representation of SH in women. The main reason for this

is that men fear other’s perceptions of SH that may mean organizational charges and
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identity destabilization for them. This explanation is supported by the study of Nicks
(1996), which revealed that men fear charges of SH. When a man is accused of a SH
claim, he feels marginalized and fears that he will lose his voice in the organization.
This fear is related to perceptions of power within an organization; the fear that
women will become dominant and men will be disempowered. To avoid this,
apparently, men try to avoid being marginalized from SH policies. On the other
hand, Dougherty (1999) claims that women both fear SH itself and its consequences,
because of thoughts that SH would lead to isolation and loss of sense of
connectedness, and ultimately their loss of power. According to Dougherty, among
people who are involved in SH (as harasser or target) differing experiences of fear
and power between sexes lead to differing standpoints and expectations about
organizational SH policies and actions. Based on these arguments, she points to the
additional need to further explore the construct of SH by all members of
organizations, not just those who have been harassed to get a deeper understanding
of the complex nature of the phenomenon.

Despite these findings, some studies have found no significant gender
differences in perceptions of SH (Baker, Terpstra, & Cutler, 1990; Bursik, 1992). For
example, in his study of participants’ judgments about sexism, where he manipulated
different behavioral and situational cues for the participants to rate them in terms of
their perceptions of the degree of sexism, Brant (1999) found no difference between
males’ and females’ mean sexism ratings nor between their use of cues in
determining whether a behavior or situation was sexist in nature.

In his study Bursik (1992) included quid-pro-quo type of harassment
behaviors, in which the nature of behaviors were very severe. It was argued that the

severity could be the reason for no gender differences appearing in the ratings.
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However, Baugh and Page (1998) also found no gender differences in terms of
severity when the behaviors were hostile environment harassment, which are less
severe in nature compared to quid-pro-quo. Nevertheless, in Hurt et al.’s (1999)
study where hostile environment type of harassment behaviors, which are more
ambiguous and less severe than quid-pro-quo type harassment, were presented,
gender was found to be significantly associated with appropriateness of behavior and
SH ratings. That is, women tended to rate situations as more inappropriate and as
more harassing than did men.

Baker and Terpstra (1990) wanted to clarify the conflicting evidence on the
effects of gender on perceptions. Based on Terpstra and Baker’s (1987) hierarchy of
SH questionnaire developed from examples of SH in the Fair Employment Practices
Guidelines, working women and men were asked to indicate whether a presented
incident was SH. Results showed that perceptions of working men and women were
very similar both for ranking the severity of the incidents and agreement for each
specific scenario. Baker and Terpstra attributed the small gender differences to the
nature of the scenarios, being less ambiguous compared to other studies. They
considered instruments containing ambiguous situations as less reliable to measure
differences in perceptions. Nevertheless, it is important to note the fact that results
differ across studies with ambiguous incidents to be rated provides us with valuable
information as ambiguous incidents (e.g., staring, sexual remarks, unwelcome
attention by a peer) do take place in SH claims and they do in fact take place in the
workplace. Studying perceptions on ambiguous social-sexual behaviors and
clarifying the differences over samples of different characteristics would help us gain
insight into the characteristics of samples which do perceive an ambiguous incident

as sexually harassing in order to develop preventive measures.
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In their cross-cultural study mentioned previously Pryor et al. (1997)
examined the effects of gender differences from a cross-cultural perspective.
Students from Australia, Brazil, Germany and the US judged scenarios of social-
sexual behaviour in terms of SH, and provided definitions of SH. It was found that
Brazilian men generally rated the scenarios more sexually harassing than did
Brazilian women. Pryor et al. commented on this finding by pointing out to the SH
definitions of the Brazilian sample. Accordingly, the Brazilian sample (both men and
women) defined SH as less of an abuse, less related to gender discrimination, and as
harmless sexual behaviour. Although Brazilian men rated more sexual harassment,
there is no evidence suggesting that they evaluated the behaviour more negatively
than Brazilian women and than their western counterparts. Nevertheless, this kind of
a gender difference appearing only among the Brazilian sample compared to the
other nations, that is men rating more harassment than women, may be attributed to
the finding of the study that 13 % of Bralizian men reported experiencing sexual
harassment, compared to percentages of O or 1 in the other countries. In the
Australian and German samples, gender did not have a main effect on SH ratings.

The US sample, on the other hand, revealed the most consistent results with
the research literature (as most research came from US), in which females
significantly rated the scenarios as more harassing than did males. These results
support the idea that gender differences can be culture bound. Concerning the
definitions of SH, however, neither a main effect of gender, nor an interaction effect
of gender and country were found. Observed differences across countries in terms of
SH definitions could be attributed to each culture’s unique manifestation of social-
sexual behaviors. Therefore, rather than using a questionnaire with close-ended

responses, adopting a qualitative approach in providing general definitions specific to
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the particular culture and a behavioral approach where the incidents are explained in
behavioural terms are rated, may reveal quite different results. Based on this one
could argue that, as also suggested by Gelfand et al., it is better that each culture
develops its own measurement based on the unique manisfestations of social-sexual
behavior in that culture (cited in Wasti et al., 2000).

Blumenthal (1998) meta-analyzed the literature on gender differences
regarding SH perceptions. Results suggested that women perceive a broader range of
behaviors as harassing than do men. In an attempt to clarify which type of behaviors
constitute SH for men and women Rotundo, Nguyen, and Sackett (2001) conducted
another meta-analysis by including the studies in which the dependent variable was
perceptions of whether a type of behavior constituted SH. They believed that type of
behavior would act as a moderator of gender differences in perceptions. They also
acknowledged the findings that status of the harasser influences gender perception,
so they examined harasser’s status as a moderator of the gender differences. Before
meta-analyzing the data, they divided harassment situations into seven categories,
ranging from subtle social-sexual behaviors to more obvious ones. The first six
categories included what the courts define as hostile work environment harassment
and the seventh category reflected quid-pro-quo harassment; which was named
sexual coercion. The purpose of dividing hostile work environment into sub-
categories was to examine the size of gender differences within more specific
behavior categories.

The results of the meta-analysis revealed small gender differences in the
predicted direction; women tended to perceive more behaviors as harassment.
However, as the percentage of variance accounted for was small, possible moderators

were examined. Results indeed revealed that, gender differences varied according to

28



the type of social-sexual behavior. The gender difference was larger for behaviors
that are consistent with the court’s definitions of hostile work environment
harassment. Generally, the less extreme and more ambiguous behaviors (e.g.,
derogatory attitudes and dating pressure) showed greater gender difference. Physical
sexual contact behaviors acted as an exception. They were extreme in nature, but also
showed gender differences compared to other extreme social-sexual categories. The
categories of sexual coercion, which included quid-pro-quo types of incidents, sexual
propositions, and physical nonsexual contact revealed smaller gender differences.
With regard to the moderating effect of status, although the meta-analysis revealed
that women were more likely than men to perceive the behavior as harassing when
the harasser is a same-status individual, the difference was not significant. When the
harasser was one with higher status, men and women seemed to be in greater

agreement.

1.5.3.2 Other Demographic Variables Associated with the Target and/or Rater

Evidence suggests that demographic characteristics such as age, marital
status, and education of the target may play a role in SH experiences and perceptions.
Age of the target is one of the demographic variables that previous studies have
investigated. Farley (1983) and USMSPB (1981, 1988, 1995) suggest that younger
women are more susceptible to being sexually harassed, especially by supervisors,
because they constitute a less powerful group as they have lower levels of education,
are unmarried, and tend to be at the lower levels of the organizational hierarchy.
Luthar and Pastille (2000) argue that the age of a subordinate may moderate

superior-subordinate power relationship in social-sexual interaction. Fain and
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Anderton (1987) found that young women between the ages of 16 to 25 were more
likely to label social-sexual behaviours as sexual harassment.

According to the more recent literature, although age of the target correlated
highly with experiencing SH, contrary to .Fain and Anderton’s findings, perceiving a
social-sexual behavior as SH is not correlated with the age of the rater (Foulis &
McCabe, 1997). Besides, if age emerges as a significant predictor of sexual
harassment, it could be because of a confounding of the status of the rater.
Nevertheless, in a perception study, the reverse can also be the case. That is, age
could act as a confounding in the relation between the status of the rater and
perceptions. Therefore, it would be better to control the age of the rater when
studying perceptions of SH.

The effects of the target’s marital status on harassment experiences were also
investigated. As suggested by Backhouse and Cohen (1981), the implied or actual
existence of a spouse may discourage the potential harasser. Other studies which
examined the relationship between marital status and harassment confirmed this and
revealed that single and divorced women experienced significantly higher levels of
harassment, except the most severe forms of harassment (MacKinnon, 1979;
Schneider, 1982; Tangri, Burt, & Johnson, 1982; USMSPB, 1981, 1988). Perhaps,
based on the knowledge or thought of this, women with a spouse may be expected to
perceive a social-sexual incident as less harassing than women without a spouse.

With regard to the education level of the woman, Fain and Anderton (1987)
found that women continuing education after high school were more likely to report

sexual harassment compared to women with a high school education or less.
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1.5.4 Status Difference between the Harasser and the Target Affecting

Harassment Perceptions

Most of the research up to now studying perceptions of SH has investigated
the effects of the status difference of the harasser and the target. Evidence in general
(e.g., Ellis, Barak, & Pinto, 1991; Pryor, 1985; Tata, 1993; USMSPB, 1988) suggests
that when the harasser has a high status with regard to the target, individuals are
more likely to perceive the behavior as sexually harassing as opposed to a harasser of
the same status with or lower than the target. Some studies show that when
participants are asked to rate a list of behaviors in terms of whether they experienced
them or not, and if so, who the perpetrator was in each situation, the participants tend
to report higher incidents of coworker initiators (Bremer, Moore, & Bildersee, 1991;
Lafontaine & Tredeau, 1986; Spann, 1990). However, when they are asked to label a
behavior as SH, they are generally found to apply the label to supervisors than to
coworkers (Bremer et al., 1991; Bursik, 1992; Ellis, Barak, & Pinto, 1991; Gutek,
Morasch, & Cohen, 1983; Hendrix & Rueb, 1998; Kenig & Ryan, 1986; Popovich,
Licata, Nokovich, Martelli, & Zoloty, 1986; Pryor, 1985; Reilly, Carpenter, Dull, &
Bartlett, 1982; Tata, 1993; York, 1989).

Pryor (1985) presented 24 scenarios, in which one independent variable that
was manipulated was actor role, with three levels; a professor, a teaching assistant, or
a student initiating the behavior. According to the results, when a professor was the -
initiator, respondents rated the behaviors as more sexually harassing than when the
initiator was a teaching assistant or a student, and rated the behaviors as more
sexually harassing when it was a teaching assistant than a student. Pryor (1985)

suggested that the degree of perceived appropriateness for social-sexual behavior
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may covary with actor- target power differential perceptions, that is, the status of the
initiator could act as a moderator.

In Ellis et al.’s (1991) study on the relation between the experienced and
perceived SH it was reported that women tended to perceive the actual SH incidents
as more harassing when higher status initiators were involved. However, Frazier et
al. (1995) point out that the behaviors targets were exposed to in Ellis et al.’s study,
were the three most severe forms of harassment (i.e., sexual bribery, sexual coercion,
and sexual imposition) which were more likely to be initiated by higher status
individuals. Therefore, it could be also concluded that the effect of status on the
perceptions of SH was moderated by the severity of SH incidents.

Likewise, Tata (1993) found an interaction between hierarchical level of the
initiator and the behavior category. The hierarchy level of the initiator influenced the
subjects’ perceptions of the categories of gender harassment and seductive behavior,
but showed no impact on perceptions regarding sexual bribery, sexual coercion and
sexual assault categories. This could mean that perceptions concerning more severe
forms of SH were not affected by who initiated the behavior.

Few studies have been conducted among working women in nonacademic
settings. One of these is the US Merit System Protection Board Study (USMSPB)
(1988) investigating the impact of the harasser’s status on definitions of SH. The
results suggested that behaviors were more likely to be seen as harassment when
engaged in by supervisors.

Contrary to the above findings, some studies did not find a difference
between perceptions with regard to initiator status (e.g., Brant, 1999; Gutek &

Morasch, 1982; Hurt et al.1999) They revealed no significant differences between
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the appropriateness ratings of the behaviors for supervisors and coworkers, nor a
difference between the harassment ratings for supervisors and coworkers.
Nevertheless, as previously noted studies have demonstrated an influence of
initiator status on perceptions of SH, one would expect that other variables must have
been playing a role on the status perception relationship. In accord with this
argument, Luthar and Pastille (2000) proposed an integrative conceptual model of
the role of superior-subordinate social-sexual interaction in subordinate perceptions
of SH by suggesting possible moderators. They have proposed that the attribution
made to the superior’s intentions would affect the subordinate’s perception of the
incidents. Apart from their argument that prior knowledge about the superior, or
having heard about the incidents initiated by a particular superior might influence
subordinate’s attributions relating to superior intention, one could argue that women
may also have developed some stereotypes toward superiors in general where they

attribute intention to the observed behaviours.

1.5.5 Individual Differences Factors Affecting Harassment Perceptions

In addition to the demographic variables of the target and/or rater, other
individual differences factors such as attitudes, personality attributes, and stereotypes

may also affect different people rating social-sexual behaviors differently.

1.5.5.1 Attitudes Towards Women’s Gender-Roles

Foulis and McCabe (1997) reported that gender role stereotypes concerning
beliefs about male and female appropriate behavior and gender role such as

masculinity-femininity, were predictors of both attitudes and perceptions of SH.
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Those who scored higher on masculinity and those who showed more sexist
attitudes, revealed by the macho scale, were found to exhibit more tolerant attitudes
towards SH and perceived less SH. Concerning attitudes, Klemack and Klemack
found that women with conservative sex-role attitudes perceived fewer types of
incidents as harassing (cited in Baker, Terpstra, & Larntz, 1990).

Related to the concept of gender role, Terpstra and Baker (1986) explored the
relationship between sex-role attitudes and perceptions of SH by using Spence and
Helmreich’s (1972) Attitudes Toward Women Scale (AWS), which assesses the
attitudes toward women’s rights and privileges with regard to vocational and
educational pursuits, marital roles, dating and courtship behavior, and appropriate
sexual behavior. In the AWS, individuals with more liberal attitudes are expected to
be more favorable toward women’s rights and privileges. However, contrary to
Kiemack and Klemack’s finding, Terpstra and Baker (1986) did not find a significant
main effect of attitudes on perceptions. Despite Terpstra and Baker’s (1986) findings,
it is plausible to expect a unique prediction of sex-role attitudes toward women on

perceptions of SH.
1.5.5.2 Personality Attributes of the Target and/or Rater

Personality, which is a relatively stable cluster of traits affecting an
individual’s actions, perceptions, and attributions has been a focus of attention in the
SH research. Although not studied extensively in this regard, personality variables in
general were not found to be significant predictors of SH perceptions.

Lester, Banta, Barton, Elian, Mackiewicz, and Winkelried (1986) investigated

the correlation between SH perceptions and two of the personality dimensions of
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Eysenck Personality Inventory: extraversion and neuroticism. No significant
correlations were obtained for neither of the dimensions measured by a brief form of
Eysenck Personality Inventory. When the longer measure of extraversion (Eysenck
& Eysenck, 1968) was used, extraversion seemed to negatively correlate with SH
judgment scores.

Hurt et al.’s (1999) examined the influence of extraversion on SH perceptions
by using Costa and McCrae’s (1985) NEO Personality Inventory. They found that
respondents high on extraversion did not perceive behaviors as less harassing than
respondents low on extraversion, possibly suggesting that extraversion is not a
significant predictor of harassment perceptions.

Two personality based individual differences variables are also expected to
influence SH perceptions as they were found to be related to constructs that could
affect harassment perceptions as described below. These two variables are emotional

state and self-esteem of the target and/or rater.

1.5.5.2.1 Emotional State of the Target and/or Rater-Positive and Negative

Affectivity

Affectivity is a trait with two dimensions; positive and negative affectivity
and has a stable influence on the actions of individuals over time. Positive affectivity
(PA) is related to being enthusiastic, active and alert, whereas negative affectivity
(NA) refers to distress, aversive mood states, anger, disgust, guilt, fear and
nervousness (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988). Individuals high on negative
affectivity are known to have a tendency to experience a variety of negative emotions

across time and place (Spector & O’Connel, 1994). One could argue that having an
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emotional component affectivity could play a role in perceiving a social-sexual
behavior as SH or not. Especially individuals with NA could be more sensitive to
social-sexual incidents as they are more irritable, nervous, and have aversive mood
states. Therefore studying the effects of affectivity would contribute to our

understanding of the factors playing a role in perceiving a social-sexual behavior as

SH or not.

1.5.5.2.2 Self-esteem of the Target and/or Rater

Concerning the target and/or rater’s self-esteem, only one study has been
identified studying its effects on SH perceptions. Terpstra and Baker (1986)
investigated the effects of self-esteem on ratings of SH. They found an interaction
between self-esteem and attitudes toward women. They found that high self-esteem
raters with conservative attitudes toward women perceived more SH than did low
self-esteem raters. High self-esteem raters with liberal attitudes perceived less SH
than low self-esteem raters. Neither the main effects of self-esteem on perceptions
nor the main effects of attitudes on perceptions were significant. It is worth further
studying self-esteem as only one finding is identified regarding the effects of self-
esteem on perceptions of harassment and because self-esteem seems to be a potential
factor that would affect perceptions by itself. The literature on self-esteem and
attribution styles brings forth the idea that self-esteem could affect SH perceptions
based on individuals’ attributions. According to Sterling and Yeisley-Hynes (1992)
individuals with high self-esteem use ego-protective attributional responses. Based
on this finding, one could argue that women with high self-esteem would try to

protect themselves toward any behavior that is social-sexual in nature, which could
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have any negative intentions, by reacting to it. Therefore women with high self-

esteem would be expected to perceive more SH.

1.5.6 Manager Stereotype and Harasser Stereotype Domains

Stereotypes are defined as “set of fixed ideas about a person that is based on
group membership” (Holland, 1974, p.308). More recently Judd, Ryan, and Parke
defined stereotypes as “cognitive frameworks consisting of the knowledge and
beliefs about specific social groups and the typical or modal traits supposedly
possessed by persons belonging to these groups” (cited in Baron & Byrne, 2000, p.
226). Perceiving other people and interpreting others’ behavior are mostly influenced
by our stereotypes that we hold towards the particular groups (Basow, 1992).

Everyone who has been sexually harassed or not would most probably have
some stereotypes towards sexual harassers. These stereotypes could lead an
individual to more readily interpret a social-sexual incident as SH or mistakenly
cause labeling a non-harasser as sexual harasser. Especially managers are more likely
to be the victims of this mislabeling as the literature provides evidence that higher
status individuals are more likely to be labeled as sexual harassers (e.g., Ellis, Barak,
& Pinto, 1991; Pryor, 1985; Tata, 1993; USMSPB, 1988).

As discussed briefly in the section of the effects of initiator status, it is worth
investigating the stereotype domains of managers to explore why high status
individuals are more likely to be perceived as harassers (e.g., Bremer, Moore, &
Bildersee, 1991; Ellis, et al 1991), when in fact women are generally confronted with
coworker harassment initiators (e.g., Bremer et al, 1991). For example, power of the

initiator is argued to be a factor in labeling a superior’s social-sexual behavior as
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harassment. A superior could exercise power on the subordinates, by trying to take
advantage of the subordinate’s low-level status. It is this power that serves in
heightening the fears of the female subordinates regarding the intention of the social-
sexual behavior initiator (Ellis et al. 1991; Luthar & Pastille, 2000). If SH is a form
of expressing power as also argued by Tangri, Burt, and Johnson’s (1982) in their
organization model, one of the three models used in explaining SH, that SH is the
result of opportunities created by the organizational climate, hierarchy, and authority
relationships‘, then it seems worth investigating the nature of manager stereotypes, in

relation to the nature of stereotypes of harassers.

1.6 The Purpose of the Present Study

Research on workplace SH perceptions has yielded a rich literature with
information about a wide array of factors affecting perceptions. Type of harassment,
frequency and severity of harassment, and the demographic variables of the target
and/or rater appear to be the most widely studied predictors of differing perceptions.
Gender and the status difference between the harasser and the target are the most
emphasized demographic variables.

Based on the vast literature suggesting that women are more sensitive to
social-sexual incidents by having a lower SH perception threshold than do men, and
also based on the fact that women are more likely to be the target of SH, in this study
only women’s perceptions of SH have been studied.

Although the gender variable shows consistent results, the status variable
needs further investigation to clarify its role on perceptions. Apart from those, recent

findings suggested that age of the rater did not appear to affect SH perceptions
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(Foulis & McCabe, 1997), and marital status of the target has been shown to affect
workplace SH experiences (MacKinnon, 1979; Schneider, 1982; Tangri, Burt, &
Johnson, 1982).

Individual differences factors other than demographic variables have been
another focal point in the literature, although not emphasized as much as
demographic variables. Attitudes toward women'’s sex roles is the most studied
variable among individual differences factors. Yet, other individual differences
factors, such as personality attributes of the target and/or rater, have not received
much attention. Among personality attributes, self-esteem and emotional state are
potential factors that may affect harassment perceptions. Self-esteem has been
investigated, although the findings seem inconclusive (e.g. Terpstra and Baker,
1986). Emotional state on the other hand, has not been studied in relation to SH
perceptions.

In addition to these individual differences variables, stereotypical images of
sexual harassers and stereotype domains of managers are worth investigating and
comparing.

So, the purpose of the proposed study was two-fold. The first was to clarify
the effects of individual differences on perceiving a social-sexual incident as
harassment. Specifically, the effects of two groups of individual differences variables
(i.e., attitudes and personality attributes-self-esteem and emotional affectivity-), on
SH perceptions were examined. The second was to introduce the concept of harasser
stereotypes to the sexual harassment perception literature with the hope of providing
a deeper understanding of women’s harasser images, of those either having

experienced harassment or not.
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1.6.1 Attitudes Towards Women’s Gender Roles

The effects of attitudes toward women’s sex-roles on harassment perceptions
have been studied by a number of researchers and results are inconclusive (e.g.
Terpstra and Baker, 1986; Klemack & Klemack cited in Baker, Terpstra, & Larntz,
1990). To clarify the effects of attitudes towards women’s sex-roles on harassment
perceptions it was investigated as one of the individual differences variables in the
present study. Based on the argument that individuals with more liberal attitudes try
to protect their rights and privileges, the following hypothesis was formed.
Hypothesis 1: Women with more liberal attitudes towards women’s sex-roles

perceive more sexual harassment than women with more conservative attitudes.
1.6.2 Personality Attributes

Personality attributes, such as extraversion and neuroticism, studied up to
now in the SH literature failed to reveal any effects on perceptions. Nevertheless,
apart from those personality dimensions other attributes of personality should also be

taken into account when investigating SH perceptions.
1.6.2.1 Emotional Affectivity

Up to now, the effects of affectivity on harassment perceptions have not been
studied. However, it is worth investigating the effects of positive affectivity (PA) and
negative affectivity (NA) on harassment perceptions, as the constructs related to PA

and NA are likely to influence attitudes and perceptions. A study by Watson and
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Clark (1984) reported intercorrelations between NA and high levels of perceived job
stressors and high levels of perceived job strains. The distress, aversive mood states,
anxiety, anger, disgust, and fear components of NA could be expected to affect
individual readiness in perceiving a social-sexual behavior as SH. One could also
expect that individuals with NA would perceive higher levels of SH. Based on these
arguments the following hypothesis was formed.

Hypothesis 2: Negative affectivity is positively related to SH perceptions.

1.6.2.2 Self-esteem

The effects of self-esteem of the target and/or rater on perceptions have not
received considerable attention in the literature. Nevertheless, it is worth studying the
unique effects of self-esteem on harassment perceptions. Hence, the third hypothesis
was formed.

Hypothesis 3: Those with high self-esteem are more likely to perceive more social-

sexual behavior as SH than those with low self-esteem.

1.6.3 Stereotype Domains of Harassers and Managers

This study is believed to contribute to the literature on SH by focusing on the
stereotypes that people have towards harassers. Therefore, another purpose of the
present study was to explore the content of harasser stereotypes held by employed
women. To further investigate whether the stereotypes overlap in certain domains
with those of managers, which could be one reason of labeling (and also mislabeling)

managers as initiating harassment, manager stereotypes were also explored.
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In order to study the proposed hypotheses, first of all a preliminary study was
conducted to investigate culturally relevant social-sexual behavior manifestations
and characteristics attributed to sexual harassers. Based on the interview results,
measures of SH perceptions and measures of manager and harasser stereotypes were
developed. Before conducting the main study, the AWS was translated into Turkish.
Following questionnaire development and translation, along with the other
instruments 353 currently employed women in different organizations and from

different occupational and industrial backgrounds were contacted in the main study.
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CHAPTER II

STUDY I - THE PRELIMINARY STUDY

2.1 Overview

Study I was conducted as a preliminary study in order to develop measures of
social sexual incidents, and manager and harasser stereotypes to be used in the main
study. The social sexual incidents measure was intended to involve social-sexual
behavior manifestations relevant to the Turkish culture. Hence, one goal of the
preliminary study was to identify these behavior manifestations. The second aim was
to identify adjectives used in describing a sexual harasser to be used in the
development of a harasser stereotypes measure as well as a manager stereotypes

measure.

2.2 Participants

In the preliminary study 56 women employed in different work organizations
were interviewed. Twenty-four participants were employed in Middle East Technical

University; 10 as academic personnel, eight as research assistants, two as project
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assistants, and three as administrative personnel. They were randomly selected from
the faculties of Arts and Sciences (N = 7), Engineering (N = 9), and Administration
(N = 2), School of Foreign Languages (N = 1) and Social Sciences Institute (N = 3).
One participant was a part time lecturer from another university. Twelve participants
(four in managerial positions and eight white-collar workers in non-managerial
positions) were employed at a public bank, 10 were working as nurse in a public
hospital, and 10 (five blue-collar and five white-collar) were employed in a private
firm in the automotive industry. The participants’ ages ranged between 21 and 51,
with a mean of 33 years. With regard to marital status, 31 of the participants were

married, 22 were single, one was engaged, one divorced, and one was a widow.

2.3 Instruments

A two-part interview form named “Attitudes Towards Workplace
Interactions” (AWI) was developed to elicit manifestations of workplace interactions
and harasser characteristics. Specifically, in the first part, questions about (a)
disturbing (unacceptable/inappropriate) workplace interactions between any two
parties (woman-woman or woman-man), (b) disturbing interactions especially
between men and women, (c) manifestations of workplace sexual harassment, and
(d) characteristics of harassers were asked. In the second part, two-hypothetical
vignettes about two different social-sexual incident scenarios were presented to the
respondents, and they were asked to describe the initiators in the scenarios and to rate
demographic features of the hypothetic target and the initiator. The interview form is

described below in detail.



2.3.1 Attitudes Towards Workplace Interactions Interview Form

The first part of the AWI included six open-ended questions concerning the
the kinds of verbal and physical behaviors coming from any employee at the
workplace which the interviewees considered inappropriate and felt uncomfortable
about (i.e., “What kind of verbal behaviors coming from any employee at your
workplace would make you feel uncomfortable?,” “What kind of physical behaviors
coming from any employee at your workplace would make you feel
uncomfortable?”); the kinds of verbal and physical behaviors coming from especially
a male employee at the workplace which the respondent considered inappropriate
and felt uncomfortable (i.e., “What kind of verbal behaviors coming from any male
employee at your workplace would make you feel uncomfortable?,” “What kind of
physical behaviors coming from any male employee at your workplace would make
you feel uncomfortable or make you think that it is inappropriate?”); kind of
behaviors the respondent considered sexual harassment at the workplace (i.e., “What
comes to your mind when we say workplace sexual harassment?”); and concerning
the description of a harasser (i.e.,“How would you describe someone who attempted
sexual harassment at the workplace?”’). The first part of the interview form is
presented in Appendix A.

The second part of the interview form included two open-ended and four
structured questions to be answered twice based on two different hypothetical
workplace social-sexual interaction scenarios. The first vignette is about mild
physical social-sexual interactions, and hence named “mild physical harassment
scenario.” In this scenario the interaction takes place between a woman (i.e.,

“target”) and a man (i.e., “initiator”’) working in the same organization. The incident

45



is that the initiator physically touches the target’s hands and shoulders repeatedly,
despite the target’s body language giving the message that she is not interested, such
as turning her back, moving away, and putting on a serious expression. There is no
cue in the vignette about either party’s demographic characteristics, such as age,
marital status, or status within the organization.

The second vignette is mainly about verbal harassment, and named “verbal
sexual harassment scenario.” In this case, the incident is that the initiator is
constantly praising the target’s work discipline and beauty, repeatedly telling sexual
jokes in front of other women employees. In addition the target often finds the
initiator looking at her and the other women’s breasts or legs. Again, there is no cue
signaling the demographic characteristics of the parties.

For both of the vignettes the same questions were asked. First of all
participants were asked to define the social-sexual behavior initiator in each of the
scenarios with at least five adjectives. With this question it was intended to elicit
more descriptions of harassers by providing participants ready examples of scenarios
that could be considered sexual harassment. While the sixth question of Part I asked
for the description of a harasser without providing a situation and therefore without
directing the participant, this question in the second part aimed to direct the
participant in terms of thinking about some mild forms of sexual harassment, both
physical and verbal. With such a procedure, it was aimed to broaden the scope of
possible social-sexual interactions when the participants were to describe a harasser,
and to avoid them describing a harasser, who for example, only initiates gross sexual
assaults toward the target.

In each vignette, following the description of the initiator, the participants

were asked to guess the status relationship between the initiator and the target.
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Finally, the participants were asked to guess the initiator’s and target’s age and also
marital status using a structured format. The second part of the AWI is presented in

Appendix B.

2.4 Procedure

Four different organizations, from which the data were collected, were
reached via personal contacts. Interviews were conducted with 56 women currently
employed at these organizations, upon the consent of the management in each
organization and based on the participants’ availability. Each participant was
interviewed individually in a private room in the organization and each interview
lasted for about 30 or 40 minutes.

The term “sexual harassment” was not used in explaining the purpose of the
study to the participants at the beginning of the interview in order to be able to
differentiate between those social-sexual behaviors that are only perceived as
disturbing and those perceived as sexual harassment. Therefore the true nature of the
research was not fully conveyed at the beginning and an explanation was provided to
the participants saying that the research was about investigating the attitudes of
women toward workplace social interactions. At the end of the interview the
participants were debriefed and informed about the true nature of the study and the
reason for not explaining it at the beginning was stated. Responses to the open-ended

questions were recorded by the researcher.
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2.5 Analyses

Responses to the open-ended questions asked to the interviewees in Part I
were content analyzed. Frequencies of “number of participants responding to an
item” were recorded. If a participant gave a social-sexual incident example for the
questions of inappropriate physical and verbal behavior at workplace, but labeled it
as “sexual harassment” then that piece of information was recorded under the
category of “sexual harassment.” The question of “How would you describe
someone who attempted sexual harassment at the workplace?” was analyzed and
combined with the adjectives provided for the two vignettes. If a participant gave the
same response for both vignettes, that characteristic was counted only once.
Similarly, if a participant responded with the same adjective to ‘question 6’ and to a
vignette, this response was counted once.

The subcategories of the main categories of “disturbing behaviors coming
from a man at the workplace” and “behaviors considered to be sexual harassment at
workplace” were decided apriori by taking the SH categorizations in the literature as
a reference point, and four of the categories were named after them. The
psychological labeling and definitions of Till (1980) and Fitzgerald et al. (1999) were
adopted, which are in fact further categorizations of the legal classification of SH by
MacKinnon (1979). An illustration of the psychological labeling of sexual
harassment by researchers in the literature with their corresponding legal

categorization is presented in Table 2.1.
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Table 2.1 Sexual Harassment Categorizations in the Literature

Perspective Studies Categories
= MacKinnon . . .
g0 Hostile Environment Quid-Pro-Quo
| (1979)
i Gender Seductive | Sexual | Sexual | Sexual
Till (1980) ) .
= Harassment Behavior | Assault | Bribery | Coercion
(3
& Fitzgerald Gender Unwanted Sexual .
< i Sexual Coercion
5 et al. (1988) Harassment Attention
>
& Fitzgerald Sexist Sexual Unwanted Sexual
. . Sexual Coercion
et al. (1999) | Hostility | Hostility Attention

Accordingly, the subcategory names were identified as: Sexist Hostility,
Verbal Sexual Attention, Physical Sexual Attention, Sexual Bribery and Sexual
Coercion, Attempts to Develop a Sexual or Romantic Relationship, Sexual‘Assault,
Unwanted Personal Attention, and Other. It was thought that dividing the general
gender harassment category as sexist and sexual hostility, as it appears in Fitzgerald
et al’s (1999) categorization, would prove useful in discriminating between the two
contents. Moreover, whereas the labeling “sexist hostility” was preserved, “sexual
hostility” was named as “verbal sexual attention.” As relatively mild physical
approaches appeared in the content analyses, a category of “physical sexual
attention” was decided to be included while keeping the “sexual assault” category for
gross physical impositions. The categories of sexual bribery and sexual coercion of
Till (1980) were combined into one, preserving the original labeling. The category of
“attempts to develop a sexual or romantic relationship,” or in other words, “seductive
behavior” was adopted after Till. In addition to these six categories, it was thought
that some behaviors might be revealing interest towards the woman whereas not

necessarily implying to develop any relationship. So, a seventh category of
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“unwanted personal attention” was included. The eighth category was formed for
responses that could not be classified under any of the seven categories.

After the content analysis, all responses provided by the participants were
grouped under two categories; “disturbing behaviors coming from a man” (first part)
and “behaviors considered to be sexual harassment” (second part) in order to be
further classified into the identified categories. Eighty-four items under disturbing
behaviors coming from a man at the workplace, and 97 items under behaviors
considered to be sexual harassment were presented to 10 raters, along with categories
and their definitions. Each rater indicated the category under which each item should
be classified.

Each item was categorized under the most frequently indicated category.
Items with 30% or less agreement were discluded from the content analyses results.
Only one item in the first part, and two items in the second part had 30% agreement.
In the first part, seven items received 40%, nine items received 90% agreement, and
the rest had at least 60% agreement among raters. The overall interrater agreement
was .74. When items with an agreement of 60% and above are considered, the
interrater agreement was .81. In the second part nine items had 40% and 12 items had
50% agreement. Overall interrater agreement was .71. When considering items with
60% agreement and above, the interrater agreement was found to be .79. The ratings
are presented in Appendik C.

The question inquiring about the status relationship between the initiator and
the woman was analyzed based on the frequency of responses. To analyze the
responses of marital status attributions to the initiator and the woman, divorced and
widow categories were combined, as most participants did not differentiate between

them. Frequencies were obtained for attributions of married, single, divorced/widow
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according to how many participants rated them in the first rank, second rank, and
third rank. Only those in the first rank were considered when interpreting results. The

same procedure was followed for attributed age of the initiator and the target.
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CHAPTER III

RESULTS and DISCUSSION of STUDY I

3.1 Overview

The responses given to the open-ended questions were content analyzed and
the structured questions related to the vignettes were analyzed descriptively by
obtaining frequencies and percentages of response alternatives. The results of these
analyses are presented and discussed, followed by the steps of questionnaire

development for the main study.

3.2 Results of AWI Part I - Content Analyses

The 56 interviews were each recorded and content analyzed question by
question. The main categories were formed based on the open-ended questions of the
interview. In other words, questions corresponded to main categories. These five
main categories were: “Disturbing behaviors at the workplace,” “Disturbing

behaviors coming from a man at the workplace,”Behaviors considered to be sexual
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harassment,” “Factors contributing to perceiving an incident as sexual harassment,”
and “Characteristics attributed to a sexual harasser.”

The first three main categories, which involved 10 subcategories derived
from 237 responses, were related to verbal and physical behaviors. The subcategories
of the second and third main categories were related to “behaviors of a socjal-sexual
nature.” The fourth main category was related to factors that participants take into
account while assessing a social-sexual incident in terms of harassment, such as the
initiator’s degree of being a close acquaintance to the target, the frequency of the
behaviour, the behaviour being unwelcome, the perceived intention behind the
behaviours, and the initiator being in a high position. The fifth category was related
to descriptions of a sexual harasser. Throughout the content analyses, each item was
analyzed on the basis of the number of cases responding to it. The full results of the
content analyses are presented in Appendix D. The resulting categories and
subcategories are presented in Table 3.1.

The fifth category relating to the characteristics attributed to a sexual harasser
was further categorized, according to the recurring themes. However, before
categorizing the responses given to the question concerning the description of a
harasser (Question 6 of Part I), the open-ended questions of the vignettes asking for
descriptive adjectives of harassers were included, just as it was mentioned in the
analysis section. Accordingly, 15 categories emerged consisting of a total of 220
characteristics attributed to a sexual harasser, of which one category with 29
characteristics positive in nature. The negatively cannotated items were also
presented to the 10 raters to be classified under the 14 categories. The adjectives with
at least 40% agreement were classified under the resulting categories. Eighteen of the

adjectives did not reach the 40% agreement, therefore they were classified under
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conceptually relevant categories, as it was intended to retain them. The interrater
agreement of negative adjectives are presented in Appendix E and the resulting
classification of negative and positive adjective lists are presented in Appendix F.

The subcategory names are presented in Table 3.2.

Table 3.1 Content Analyses of the Responses Collected in the Interview: Categories

and Subcategories

Categories Total frequency of
responses

1. Disturbing verbal remarks/behaviors at the workplace

1. Verbal Approaches

a. Related to the job 39

b. Related to social relationships 77

2. Disturbing physical behaviors at the workplace 47
II. Disturbing behaviors coming from a male at the workplace

1. Sexist Hostility 26

2. Verbal Sexual Attention 30

3. Physical Sexual Attention 80

4. Sexual Bribery and Sexual Coercion -
5. Attempts to Develop a Sexual or Romantic Relationship 7

6. Sexual Assault -

7. Unwanted Personal Attention 16
8. Other 41
IIL. Behaviors Considered as Sexual Harassment at the Workplace
1. Sexist Hostility 11
2. Verbal Sexual Attention 53
3. Physical Sexual Attention 120
4, Sexual Bribery and Sexual Coercion 22
5. Attempts to Develop a Sexual or Romantic Relationship 60
6. Sexual Assauit 5
7. Unwanted Personal Attention 35
8. Other 8
IV. Factors contributing to perceiving an incident as sexual harassment 101
V. Descriptions of a sexual harasser 125
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Table 3.2 Categories of Adjectives used in Describing a Sexual Harasser

Category

Sexual Deviance (e.g., unsatisfied)

Need for power (e.g., loving to use power)
Masculinity (e.g., seeing women as inferior)

Lack of limits (e.g., impudent)

No moral values and no respect (e.g., disrespectful)
Opportunist (e.g., pragmatist)

Intentional (e.g., having bad intentions)

Insistent (e.g., stubborn)

Lack of serious manner (e.g., lack of seriousness)
Being a failure (e.g., lacking in self-esteem)
Disgusting aspects (e.g., irritating)

Self-love, narcissus complex (e.g., big-headed)
Need for attention (e.g., likes to draw attention)
Miscellaneous (e.g., not giving importance to women’s success)

Positive characteristics (e.g., courageous)

3.3 Discussion of Content Analyses

When the items under the same categories are compared across the two main
categories of disturbing behaviors and sexual harassment, it was observed that the
number of people indicating a social-sexual behavior under the label of harassment
was more than those indicating the same behavior as disturbing. A notable difference
between disturbing behaviors and harassing behaviors is that, some behaviors,
especially those relating to seductive behavior were conveyed as harassment when
they were thought to be unnecessary, deliberate, intentional, frequent, unwanted, and

insistent, and when the initiator was not a close acquaintance of the woman.
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3.4 Results of AWI Part 2 - Vignette Analyses Results

Participants’ responses to the structured questions related to each vignette
were descriptively analyzed to see what kind of attributions were made toward the
initiator and the target in the vignettes in terms of the status difference between the
initiator and the target, the age of both the initiator and target, and also the marital
status of both parties. Frequencies and percentages were obtained for the predicted
status relationship between the initiator and the target, and the predicted age, and

marital status of both the initiator and the woman in both vignettes.

3.4.1 Attributions Regarding the Status Relationship Between the Initiator and

the Target

For both of the verbal sexual harassment and mild physical harassment
vignettes, participants were more likely to predict that the initiator had a higher status
compared to the target. Frequencies and percentages are displayed in Table 3.3. The
descriptive statistics showed that the frequency of the response attributing the
initiator a higher status was four times the response attributing equal status to both
the initiator and the target. The frequency was almost twice for the verbal sexual
harassment vignette. The percentage of the responses for the initiator having a higher
status than the target was 80% for the mild physical harassment vignette, compared
to 61% for the verbal sexual harassment vignette. Apparently, the prediction that the

initiator was higher in status than the target exceeded 50% of the study sample.

56



Table 3.3 Descriptive Statistics Concerning the Status Relationship Attributions
Between the Initiator and the Target

“mild physical harassment “verbal sexual harassment

Category vignette” vignette”
N %. N %

High status initiator,

45 80 34 61
Low status target
Equal status 11 20 21 37
High status target,

s . g - 0 1 2

Low status initiator
Total 56 100 56 100

3.4.2 Attributed Marital Status to the Initiator and the Target

With regard to participants’ attributions about the marital status of the
initiator and the target in the vignettes, for both of the vignettes the respondents’
predictions of the initiator being married had the highest frequency compared to him
being single or divorced/widow (see Table 3.4), and the target being single had the

highest frequency compared to her being married or divorced/widow (see Table 3.5).

Table 3.4 Descriptive Statistics Concerning Attributed Marital Status to the Initiator

“mild physical harassment  “verbal sexual harassment -

Category vignette” vignette”

N % N %
Married 39 70 31 55
Single 6 10 10 18
Divorced/widow I 2 3 5
Does not matter 10 18 12 22
Total 56 100 56 100
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Table 3.5 Descriptive Statistics Concerning Attributed Marital Status to the Target

“mild physical harassment  “verbal sexual harassment
Category vignette” vignette”
N % N %

Married 13 23 18 32
Single . 19 34 21 38
Divorced/widow 10 18 5 9
Does not matter 14 25 12 21
Total 56 100 56 100

3.4.3 Attributed Age to the Initiator and the Target

Concerning predicted age of the initiator and the target, the results revealed
that for the mild physical harassment vignette the target was predicted to be between
26 — 30 years of age with the highest frequency, followed by 31 — 40 years of age.
For the verbal sexual harassment vignétte 26 — 30 years of age share the highest
frequency with 31 — 40 years of age (see Table 3.6). For the mild physical
harassment vignette, the initiator was most frequently predicted to be between the
age range of 31- 40, followed by 41 — 50, and for the mild sexual harassment
vignette he was most frequently predicted to be between 41 — 50 followed by 31 — 40

years of age (see Table 3.7).
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Table 3.6 Descriptive Statistics Concerning Attributed Age to the Target

“mild physical harassment  ‘“verbal sexual harassment

Category vignette” vignette”

N % N %
20-25 7 12 7 12
26-30 29 52 23 41
31-40 19 34 23 41
41-50 1 2 3 6
Total 56 100 56 100

Table 3.7 Descriptive Statistics Concerning Attributed Age to the Initiator

“mild physical harassment ~ “verbal sexual harassment

Category vignette” vignette”

N % N %
20-25 2 4 1
26-30 1 2 5
31-40 26 46 22 39
41-50 21 37 25 45
51- 5 9 3 5
Does not matter 1 2 - 0
Total - 56 100 56 100

3.5 Discussion of Descriptive Vignette Analysis Results

In both vignettes, majority of the participants attributed higher status to the
initiator compared to the target, and the majority predicted the initiator to be married
again in both vignettes. From the descriptive results it could be seen that there was a
general tendency to perceive the target to be young (20 —30), and a tendency to

perceive the initiator to be relatively older (30-50).
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As discussed previously, the literature in general reveals that, when
participants are asked to label a behavior as SH, they generally indicate the behavior
to constitute SH when it is initiated by supervisors than by coworkers (e.g., Bursik,
1992; Ellis, Barak, & Pinto, 1991; Hendrix & Rueb, 1998; Kenig & Ryan, 1986;
Pryor, 1985; Reilly, Carpenter, Dull, & Bartlett, 1982; Tata, 1993; York, 1989). The
method adopted in these studies was different from that of the present study, such
that the status of the initiators were presented to the participants first, followed by
rating the behavior in terms of SH. However, in the present study, by approaching
the subject from the other way round, women were asked to predict the
characteristics of the initiator by reading vignettes in which no clue was presented
about the initiator or the target. The findings in the literature and the results of the
present study are in accord, with respect to the status of the initiator in most cases.
Attributing higher status to the initiator in the Turkish context could also be
stemming from the experiences, and the widespread knowledge of these experiences
of women. This argument could be supported by reffering to some findings coming
from the Turkish context. Durgun (1998) had surveyed 245 nurses and found that of
all the SH experiences women were subjected to, 58% were initiated by a doctor,
which is superior in position to a nurse. According to the study conducted by Giingdr
(1999) 33% of the incidents were initiated by a doctor, as opposed to a lower level
hospital staff.

The findings in the Turkish context seem to support the attributions made to
the marital status of the initiators. Accordihg to the studies conducted among nurses,
Durgun (1998) identified that in 64% of SH cases the initiator had been married.
However, Glingor (1999) found that whereas 46% of male SH initiators had been

married, 48% were single. When the behaviors are considered, it appears that
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physical approaches were mostly encountered by married men, whereas showing
verbal attention was more or for some behaviors equally initiated by single men. The
vignette analysis findings of the present study regarding marital status attributions
are consistent with actual experiences. That is, married men seem to be more inclined
to approach a woman in the physical sense than showing personal attention or
requesting dates for romantic relationships, and women seem to make similar
attributions when rating vignettes. With regard to the marital status of the target, the
literature in general reveals that single and divorced women experience significantly
higher levels of harassment (MacKinnon, 1979; Schneider, 1982; Tangri, Burt, &
Johnson, 1982; USMSPB, 1981, 1988). In the Turkish context, according to Glingor
(1999) 81% of women subjected to SH were single. In the present study attributions
concerning the marital status of the target were not very different in terms of being
single or married.

Results of the present study showed that most participants attributed the
target to be below the age of 30. This attribution is again in accord with the
experiences of women in the Turkish context, where the mean age for different
incidents ranged between 24 and 28 (Gling6r, 1999). With regard to attributed age to
the initiator, the present study showed that most participants attributed the initiator to
be above the age of 30. Accordingly, the mean age of initiators for different incidents
ranged between 31 and 42 (Giingér, 1999), and between 32 and 50 (Durgun, 1998).

Although these results are descriptive in nature, from a social representations
research perspective, where a finding can be considered a social representation when
the particular representation is observed in at least half of the study sample, the
findings could imply that women in general have representations of social sexual

behaviour initiators (or harassers) as being higher in status than the woman harassed
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and as being married. Women having a social representation of harassing men as
having a high status and high position power, brings the question of whether women

also have the representation of a high status man being a potential harasser.

3.6 Social Sexual Incidents Questionnaire (SSIQ) Devélopment

The categories formed in the content analyses of the questions related to
inappropriate verbal and physical behaviors at the workplace, and behaviors that
could be regarded as sexual harassment (AWI questionnaire Part I, questions 1, 2, 3,
4, and 5) were reviewed, and from each category several items were derived to form
an item pool for the scale development. Attention was paid to include the items that
tapped sexual harassment and also to include those that were not necessarily
harassment but were reported to be disturbing when it came from a male coworker.
For example, the item “Complimenting or commenting on physical appearance or
dressing” (“Fiziksel goriiniis veya giyim kusam ile ilgili yorumlar yapilmasi/iltifatlar
edilmesi””) appeared in disturbing behaviour in the workplace. The item “A male
employee calling the woman by her first name in an informal manner at the
workplace when the woman is not a close acquaintance” (“Samimi olmayan birinin
ig yeri resmiyetinin diginda isimle veya senli benli hitap etmesi”’) and “Using slang
and bad language in referring to women” (“Bagkalarinin yaninda kadinlara atfen argo
ve kiifiirlii konugulmas1”) were items both in general disturbing behaviour and
disturbing behaviour when coming from a male coworker. Several items that more or
less gave the same meaning were combined to be included as one item in the item
pool. Some items such as “Reminding the woman her job,” “Kissing the hand,” or

“Trying to smell the woman” were not included in the item pool as they were
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considered to be very specific situations, and the items, such as smelling the women,
were not included because they are likely to be encountered rarely. Most items with
very low frequencies were included in the item pool‘by combining similar ones when
it was thought that they could reveal important information.

In the item pool, the items were listed under the categories formed in the
content analyses. However, the first two categories (i.e., “Disturbing behaviors at the
workplace” and “Disturbing behavior coming from a man at the workplace™) were
not included in the item pool as separately named categories. These were the
categories related to the general verbal and physical behaviors that are considered to
be disturbing at the workplace that could also take part between two women, or the
categories related to disturbing physical and verbal behavior cofning from a male
coworker at the workplace, however not necessarily considered as harassment.
Nevertheless, as described above, items from the categories relating to disturbing
behavior coming from a male employee were included under related categories of
sexual harassment. The resulting item pool consisted of 72 items, which is presented
in Appendix G.

Most of the items in the item pool were used in the development of the Social
Sexual Incidents Scale, after minor editing. Some of the similar items were combined
to form one item, some items were dropped if they were thought to be too specific.
As aresult, 61 items remained to form the scale. Attention was given in forming each
item as a sentence with the subject of; “A male employee..” (Bir erkek ¢aliganin..) or
“A superior..” (Bir {istiin...), the object of “...of the female employee” (....kadmn
¢alisanin...) or “...to a female co-worker” (...kadin ¢aligma arkadagina...), and the

verb.
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In some items the themes that appeared in the category of “The factors
contributing to perceiving a situation as harassment,” were utilized. For example, the
initiator being a close friend or not, the frequency of the behavior, the insistency of
the initiator, or the behavior being undesired were emphasized in some items. The
reason for stressing these points in several of the items, (i.e., emphasizing that the
particular behavior was being initiated by a “close co-worker/acquaintance,” or that
the behavior was being initiated “repeatedly”) was to prevent the item from being
perceived as ambiguous.

The respondents were asked to make three responses for each item: That is;
they were asked to indicate a) the degree of disturbance (rated on a 5-point scale), b)
the degree of perceived sexual flarassment (rated on a 5-point scale), and c) whether

the person ever experienced such an incident (indicated as yes or no).
3.7 Manager and Harasser Stereotypes Questionnaire Development

A list of adjectives to be used in describing a sexual harasser was developed
using the results of the content analyses and the vignette analysis, as well as Schein
Descriptive Index (Schein, 1973), which includes descriptive terms used to describe
people in general, and that list was used as the base for developing the manager
stereotypes and harasser stereotypes questionnaire. In forming the list, each adjective
category, that was identified with the content analyses, was examined carefully and
the first or second adjective with the highest response frequencies were taken from
each category. The second criterion in selecting adjectives was to balance the
adjectives in terms of category content variety. Therefore, several adjectives from

each category that were thought to represent the category were selected. The number
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of resulting adjectives derived from the interviews are listed for each category in

Table 3.8.

Table 3.8 Categorization of Adjectives Attributed to Sexual Harassers and Number

of Items Included in the Manager and Harasser Stereotypes Scale

Category Number of Total number Percentage of
adjectives of adjectives items used in
used in category the scale
Sexual Deviance (e.g., unsatisfied ) 3 13 4%
Need for power (e.g., loves using power) 6 9 8%
Masculinity (e.g., seeing women as inferior) 6 10 8%
Lack of limits (e.g., impudent) 6 14 8%
No moral values and no respect (e.g., rude®) 11 22 15%
Opportunist (e.g., opportunist) 4 10 5.5%
Intentional (e.g., having bad intentions™) 3 7 4%
Insistent (e.g., stubborn) ' 2 3%
Lack of serious manner (e.g., too free and 3 15 4%
easy)
Being a failure (e.g., lacking in self- 12 32 16%
esteem™)
Disgusting aspects (e.g., irritating) 2 20 3%
Love-love, narcissus complex (e.g., big- 2 5 3%
headed*)
Need for attention (e.g., likes to draw 1 6 125%
attention)
Miscellaneous 1 20 1.25%
Positive characteristics (e.g., courageous) 12 29 16%
Total 74 218 100

Note: (+) indicates that, the positive of the adjective has been used in the Manager and Harasser Stereotypes
Questionnaire.

As one aim in developing this questionnaire was to explore the manager and
harasser stereotype domains and to compare them, the adjective scope that would

constitute the scale had to reflect the adjectives that could be attributed to both
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managers and harassers, or only to managers or only to harassers. For example, the
adjective “preoccupied with sexuality” (“akli fikri cinsellikte olan”) is such an
adjective that is more likely to be attributed to a harasser than a manager. Similarly,
“successful” (“bagarili”) is an adjective that is more likely to be attributed to a
manager than a harasser. Adjectives were also selected to keep this balance, not to
result in an adjective pool in which adjectives more likely to be attributable to
managers or vice versa would be over represented. Also, attention was paid in
selecting such adjectives that are likely to be used in describing both managers and
harassers, such as “repressive” (“baskic1”) or “out going” (“disa déniik”). Some
negative items were replaced with their positive counterparts to avoid having a list of
all negative adjectives. For example; adjectives like “disrespectful” (“saygisiz™),
“immoral” (“ahlaks1z”), “undisciplined” (“disiplinsiz’’) were replaced with
“respectful” (“saygili”), “moral” (“ahlakli™), “disciplined” (“disiplinli”), and
adjectives such as “liar” (“yalanc1™), “low in self-esteem” (“6zgiivensiz”),
“repelling” (“itici””) were replaced with “honest” (“diiriist”), “high in self esteem”
(“kendine giivenen”), “attractive” (“gekici”), respectively. The adjectives that were
replaced with their positive opposites are shown in Appendix F together with their
positives. A total of 23 adjectives were replaced with their positives.

The Schein Descriptive Index (SDI) (Schein, 1973) was utilized by
identifying the adjectives that were relevant and had not appeared in the interviews.
Seven adjectives from the SDI were included in the scale. As a result, the Manager
and Harasser Stereotypes Scale consisted of 81 adjectives, of which 39 were negative
and 42 were positive in nature. The rating format of the scale was also adopted from
the SDI, where each adjective is to be rated on a 5-point scale indicating the extent to

which the adjective is a typical characteristic of the target to be rated.
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CHAPTER IV

STUDY II - THE MAIN STUDY

4.1 Overview

Following the development of the questionnaires and pilot analyses of the
preliminary study, the main study was conducted. The purpose of the study was to
investigate the hypotheses related to the individual differences variables affecting

sexual harassment perceptions of working women in Turkey.

4.2 Participants

Original goal was to reach 400 women currently employed in different
organizations. Approximately 700 questionnaires were distributed and approximately
half of them were returned. After eliminating unusable data and including the
participants reached through the internet, the sample size consisted of 353 (response
rate = 50%) currently employed women, of which 36 were reached through the
internet and 317 were reached by face-to-face contact. The study sample consisted of

women currently employed in various industries and various occupational groups.
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The industries include educafion (N =85, 24.8%), health (N = 65, 19%), service
(N =37, 10.8%), banking (N =25, 7.3%), scientific research organization (N = 21,
5.9%), automotive (N = 19, 5.5%), transport (N = 16, 4.7%), machine production
(N = 15, 4.4%), construction (N = 9, 2.6%), telecommunication (N = 9, 2.6%), textile
(N =8, %2.3), and other sectors. Reported current jobs of women are engineer
(10.7%), secretary (9.9%), nurse (8.8%), white-collar employee (7.4%), blue-collar
emolyee (7.1%), teacher (6.2%), sales persoﬁ (4.5%), cashier and shopping assistant
(4.2%), librarian (2.8%), academician (2.5%), economist (2.2%), psychologist (2%),
and other jobs (31.7%). Of 353 participants 118 (33.6%) were employed at the
private sector organizations, 140 (39.9%) were employed at public organizations, 62
(17.6%) were employed at universities, and 28 (7.9%) were employed at research
institutes. Total working tenure of participants ranged from 1 moﬁth to 32 years with
a mean of 7.02 years. Tenure at the current organization ranged from 1 month to 32
years, with a mean of 6.57 years. 87% of the participants were in non-managerial
positions, whereas 13% were in managerial positions. Of the participants 227
(65.4%) reported having a male supervisor, whereas 120 (34.6%) reported having a
female supervisor.

The participants’ age ranged from 16 to 56 with a mean of 31 years. With
regard to their marital status, 153 (44.2%) were single, 161 (46.5%) married, 5
(1.4%) engaged, 27 (7.8%) divorced or widowed. Seven (2%) of the participants
reported being primary school graduates, 11 (3.2%) reported being secondary school
graduates, 77 (22.3%) reported being high school graduates, 60 (17.3%) reported
graduating from a two year program, 126 (36.4%) reported having a bachelors
degree, 48 (13.9%) reported having a masters degree, and 17 (4.9%) reported having

a Ph.D. Of the participants, 310 were from Ankara, 28 were from Istanbul, seven
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were from Denizli, four were from Bursa, two were from Izmir, and one was from

Mersin. All sample characteristics are presented in Appendix H.

4.3 Instruments

The data collection instrument in the main study comprised of seven parts,
following the information form provided to the participants stating the general aim
and assuring confidentiality (see Appendix I). The seven parts were “Manager
Stereotypes Questionnaire” (see Appendix J), “Positive and Negative Affect
Schedule” (PANAS) developed by Watson, Clark, and Tellegen (1988) (see .
Appendix K), a short form of “Attitudes Toward Women Scale” (AWS) by Spence,
Helmreich, and Stapp (1973) (see Appendix L), “Harasser Stereotypes
Questionnaire” (see Appendix M), “Social Sexual Incidents Questionnaire” (see
Appendix N), “Rosenberg’s Self-Esteem Scale” (Rosenberg, 1965) (see Appendix

O), and demographic questions (see Appendix P). Each scale is explained separately

below.
4.3.1 Manager and Harasser Stereotypes Questionnaires

To assess the stereotypes of manager attributes and harasser attributes, a scale
consisting of a list of 81 adjectives and definitions was presented to the participants
for them to rate to what extent each attribute is characteristic of a manager (and later
a harasser) on a 5-point scale (1 = Not at all a characteristic of a manager/a harasser,
5 = A typical characteristic of a manager/harasser). As described in Chapter III, the

scale was developed based on the adjectives used to describe a person initiating
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sexual harassment, derived from the interviews in the preliminary study and also
using some adjectives from Schein Descriptive Index (Schein, 1973), which includes
descriptive terms used to describe people in general. A total of 81 adjectives and
attributes were included both in the Manager Stereotype and the Harasser Stereotype
Questionnaires, in the same order. The Manager Stereotype Questionnaire was
presented as the first questionnaire and the Harasser Stereotype Questionnaire was
presented later, as the forth questionnaire, in order to prevent participants from
responding to the adjectives by comparing the two domains. Psychometric properties
ragarding the scale are presented in the section related to the exploration of harasser

and manager stereotype domains in Chapter 5.

4.3.2 Positive and Negative Affect Schedule (PANAS)

The emotional state of participants was assessed by Positive and Negative
Affect Schedule (PANAS) developed by Watson, Clark, and Tellegen (1988). The
PANAS consists of 10 items assessing positive affectivity and 10 items assessing
negative affectivity, rated on a 5-point scale. An internal consistency reliability of .88
for NA and .85 for PA, and a test-retest reliability of .47 for both positive and
negative affectivity have been reported by Watson et al. (1988). The criterion-related
validity of the scale was studied using Beck Depression Inventory (Beck, Rush,
Shaw, & Emery, 1979) and State Trait Anxiety Inventory (Spielberger, Gorsuch, &
Lushene, 1970). Beck Depression Inventory revealed correlations of -.35 with PA
and .56 with the NA, and State Trait Anxiety revealed correlations of -.35 with the
PA and -.51 with the NA. The Turkish version of the scale has been studied by

Gengoz (2000). The Turkish version revealed an internal consistency reliability of
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.83 for the PA, .86 reliability for the NA, and a test-retest reliability of .40 and .54,
for the PA and NA respectively. In Geng6z’s study the criterion-related validity of
the scale was studied through Beck Depression Inventory and Beck Anxiety Scale,
which revealed correlations of -.48 and -.22 for positive affectivity, respectively, and
.51 and .47, respectively, for negative affectivity.

The PANAS was factor analyzed in the current study by forcing into two
factors. Except for itern no 12 “alert” (translated as “tetikte”) all other items loaded
under the original factors. Previously Diirii (1998) had found that this item cross
loaded under both factors with a higher loading under the negative affectivity factor,
using the same translation. This may have been due to the direct Turkish translation
of the item, which in most cases means to “feel on the defensive.” In Turkish
“tetikte” has a rather negative meaning involving waiting for something negative to
happen. Gengoz (2000) had replaced this translation of the item with another
alternative translation which is “uyanik” in Turkish. Yet, in the present study it was
decided to retain the first translation of the item as the second translation could also
be understood as “cunning” in Turkish. However, as the first translation replicated
Diirii’s findings, the item “alert” was dropped from subsequent analyses. The internal
consistency reliability of the PA items after the item “alert” had been dropped was

found to be .80 and for the NA items reliability was .85.

4.3.3 Attitudes Toward Women Scale (AWS)

Attitudes toward women’s sex-roles were assessed by using the short form of
the Attitudes Toward Women Scale (AWS) by Spence, Helmreich, and Stapp (1973).

The original short form scale consists of 15 items. However as one item, which was
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related to the obey clause in marriage (item no 3) is not relevant to the Turkish
culture, it was dropped and the remaining 14 items were were translated into Turkish.
The items are rated on 4 — point scale (1 = disagree strongly, 2 = disagree mildly, 3 =
agree mildly, 4 = agree strongly).

Although the name implies that the scale assesses attitudes towards women in
general, it actually measures attitudes toward women’s sex-roles. That is, it assesses
attitudes toward women’s rights and privileges with regard to vocational and
educational pursuits, marital roles, dating and courtship behavior and appropriate
sexual behavior. An internal consistency reliability of .90 has been reported for the
long form (cited in Terpstra & Baker, 1986).

The short form was translated into Turkish by three people who are native
Turkish speakers and who are fluent in English. The three translations were
examined by a bilingual person and for each item the best translation was taken as
the Turkish equivalent.

Factor analyses of the scale did not reveal interpretable factors with high
reliabilities. Therefore the scale was considered as one factor assessing attitudes
toward women’s sex roles. Total variance explained was 48%, eigen values being
higher than one, and the first factor explained 23% of the variance. High scores were
taken as an indicator of liberal attitudes, whereas lower scores were interpreted as
indicators of a conservative attitude, as the scale was used in the literature.

Internal consistency reliability analysis was conducted after recoding the

reverse items, and it was found to be .72.
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4.3.4 Social Sexual Incidents Questionnaire (SSIQ)

The SSIQ was developed, based on open-ended responses of participants in
the preliminary study and on the Turkish version of Fitzgerald et al.’s SEQ (Wasti et.
al, 2000). The scale consists of 61 social-sexual incidents, which are behavioral in
nature. The scale was to be rated on three dimensions. Participants were asked to
indicate the extent to which the behaviour is perceived to be disturbing (1 = not at all
disturbing, 2 = not so much disturbing, 3 = disturbing, 4 = very disturbing,

5 = excessively disturbing), the extent to which the behaviour is perceived to be
sexual harassment (1 = not at all sexual harassment, 2 = not so much sexual
harassment, 3 = could be considered sexual harassment, 4 = it is sexual harassment,

5 = certainly is sexual harassment), and whether they have ever experienced the
behaviour (Y = Yes, N = No). Two formats of the questionnaire was prepared. In
one, the question regarding disturbances was presented first in the first column, and
the question regarding perceptions of sexual harassment as second, in the second
column. In the second format, the question regarding perceived sexual harassment
was presented first. Experience of sexual harassment was always presented as the last

question column.

4.3.4.1 Perceived Disturbance

The items were factor analyzed with principal components analyses, first
according to the degree of disturbance ratings, with Varimax rotation. Twelve factors
emerged with eigen values higher than one, with them explaining 61% of variance.

The first factor explained 9% of the total variance, the second and third factors each
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explained 8%, the fourth factor explained 7%, the fifth factor explained 5%, the
sixth, seventh, and eighth factors each explained 4%, the ninth and tenth factors each
explained 3.5%, the eleventh factor explained 3%, and the twelfth factor explained
2% of the total variance. The items were then subjected to principal components
factor analyses by forcing the number of factors to six, as the scree plot examination
suggested. The six factors explained 49% of the variance. However, the items under
the factors appeared to be related to conceptually different categories of sexual
harassment. Moreover, many items had cross-loadings with factor loadings higher
than .35. Then the items were forced to form four, three, and finally two factors.

However, neither of the analyses yielded interpretable solutions.

4.3.4.2 Perceived Sexual Harassment

The perceived sexual harassment ratings were then factor analyzed using
principal component analyses, again with Varimax rotation. Eleven factors emerged
with eigen values higher than one, with them explaining 61% of total variance. As a
result of varimax rotation, the first and second factors each explained 11%, the third
explained 9%, the fourth factor explained 8%, the fifth factor explained 6%, the sixth
factor explained 5%, the seventh explained 4%, eighth and ninth factors each
explained 3%, and the tenth and eleventh factors each explained 2% of the variance.
The scree plot examination showed the existence of six factors.

Thus, the items were further factor analyzed by forcing the number of factors
to six. The six factors explained 53% of the total variance. After varimax rotation,
the first factor explained 15%, second factor explained 11%, third factor explained

10%, forth factor explained 7%, the fifth factor explained 6%, and the sixth factor
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explained 4% of the variance. For exploration purposes, the items were forced into
four, five, and seven factors. The examination of the residual correlation matrix of
the four factor solution showed the existence of another factor, with 26% of residuals
being above .050 (Tabachnick & Fidell, 1996). The five and six-factor solutions both
had 19% of residuals larger than .050. Because of theoretical purposes the six-factor
solution was retained.

When the factors of the six-factor solution were examined, it appeared that
the first factor was related to “unwanted personal attention toward the woman” (see
Table 4.1) such as, constantly requesting a date from the woman, inquiring or
commenting on woman’s spouse or family, using affectionate terms such as “my

9% ¢,

love,” “honey,” “my dear,” leaving notes showing his interest, offering to come to
the woman’s house with the excuse of having to work, inquiring about the woman’s
personal and sexual life, and complimenting on women’s physical appearance etc.
The second factor appeared to be mainly related to unwanted exposure to
sexuality through verbal or visual medium, and hence was labeled “verbal sexual
attention” (see Table 4.2). Verbal items included making sexual jokes; the man,
although not asked, talking about his own sexual life and preferences; talking about
sexuality and pornography; commenting on woman’s sexual life; trying to bring the
subject around sex; and complimenting woman’s appearance with a sexual nature.
Visual items were related to exposing the woman to sexuality, such as entering
pornographic web sites in a context where the woman is present; displaying and
trying to show sexual materials; and drawing attention to certain parts of his body.
The third factor, appeared to be related to “sexist hostility” (see Table 4.3),

such as a male employee not giving importance to or running down the ideas or

suggestions of the woman; regarding the woman’s occupation as worthless; a
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manager excluding women from managerial positions; and using bad language when
reffering to or when talking to a woman.

The fourth factor appeared to be related to physical advances toward a
woman, and hence was labeled “physical sexual assault” (see Table 4.4), such as
trying to kiss the woman; bumping into or brushing against a woman or sitting
extremely close to her; trying to use physical force to get close to a woman sexually;
and staring at the woman’s sexual parts.

The fifth factor was related to “insinuation of interest” (see Table 4.5), such
as suggesting a romantic relationship or implying it to a woman who is not a close
colleague; trying to see the woman privately; proposing to drop the woman at her
house etc.

The sixth factor was related to “sexual bribery and sexual coercion” type of
incidents, such as a superior trying to establish a romantic relationship by means of
threats or rewards; and a superior trying to establish a close sexual relationship by
means of threats or rewards (see Table 4.6).

Some items were eliminated, either because the factor loadings were below
the adopted cut-off point of .350, or they had cross-loadings with another factor, or
because they seemed irrelevent and could not be conceptually included under the
specified factor. The items that were eliminated from the factors, and thus from
further analyses are presented in Table 4.7 together with the reason of elimination.

The first factor “unwanted personal attention” and the fifth factor
“insinuation of interest” at first seemed to be conceptually related to each other in
terms of a man trying to get close to the woman in some way. Nevertheless behaviors
related to insinuation of interest were more subtle in nature. In order to see whether

these two factors could be combined into one factor or whether they should be
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considered separate, a two-factor and a one-factor model were compared using
confirmatory factor analysis through LISREL (Jéreskog & Sérbom, 1996).

In the two-factor model, the 14 items appearing under the first factor served
as indicators of unwanted personal attention, and the four items appearing under the
fifth factor served as indicators of insinuation of interest. Goodness of fit statistics of
the model were satisfactory [%*(134, N = 353) = 353.575, p < .001; root mean square
residual (RMS) = .0496; goodness of fit (GFI) = .893, adjusted goodness of fit
(AGF]) = .864, normed fit index (NFI) = .882].

In the second model, all 18 items served as the indicators of a single factor.
Goodness of fit statistics of this model were relatively less satisfactory compared to
the two-factor model [x2(135, N =353) =440.473 p < .001; RMS = .0552;

GFI = .861, AGFI = .824, NFI = .853]. A chi-square difference test indicated that the
two-factor model was significantly better fitting than the one-factor model

[%*(1, N = 353) = 86.898, p < .001]. As a result, unwanted personal attention and
insinuation of interest were decided to be treated as two separate factors.

Reliability analyses were conducted for each factor with the remaining items.
Coefficient alpha revealed .92 for Factor 1 (N = 14), .90 for Factor 2 (N = 10), .89
for Facfor 3 (N=9),.77 for Factor 4 (N = 7), .77 for Factor 5 (N =4), and .72 for

Factor 6 (N = 6).
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Table 4.1 Factor I — Factor Reliability and Item Loadings of Perceived Sexual

Harassment Ratings

Factor 1
“Unwanted Personal Attention” Item Factor
(xr = .92, Variance explained: 15%) Loadings
Number of items = 14
- Although discouraged once, constantly requesting a date from the woman
(Item 44) 691
- Complimenting the woman implying his interest in her (Item 50) 674
- Inquiring about or commenting on woman’s spouse or family (Item 59) 657
- Frequently using affectionate terms, such as “my love”, “baby”, “honey”
(Item 51) 622
- Making negative comments or jokes about woman’s style of dressing
(Item 48) 618
- Although not encouraged by the woman, trying to get close by leaving notes
showing his interest, constant telephoning, and sending e-mails (Item 34) 605
- Going through the personal belongings of the woman such as work diaries,
telephone, or bag (Item 52) .603
- Frequently visiting the woman’s office/work station/work area and having
Iong talks with the woman other than work matters (Item 45) 595
- Although discouraged once, offering to come to the woman’s house with the
excuse of having to work together (Item 55) 591
- Frequently asking to go out together after work hours (Item 30) 569
- Constantly staring at the woman (Item 43) 537
- Complimenting and commenting without a sexual content on a worman’s
physical appearance and style of dressing (Item 31) 470
- Using affectionate terms in an informal relationship, such as “my dear,”
“sweety,” “my girl,” “miss” (Item 32) 454
- Sometimes having the woman stay to work after regular work hours without
any reason (Item 40) A07
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Table 4.2 Factor II — Factor Reliability and Item Loadings of Perceived Sexual

Harassment Ratings

Factor 2
“Yerbal Sexual Attention”

Item Factor

(r = .90, Variance explained: 11%) Loadings
Number of items = 10

- Making sexual jokes based on playing on words (Item 25) 732
- Entering pornographic web sites in a context where the woman is present
(Item 24) T11
- Talking about his own sexual life and preferences, although not asked
(Item 28) 672
- Making sexual jokes to the woman he is talking to (Item 22) .650
- Drawing attention to certain parts of his body (Item 27) .634
- Talking about sexuality and pornography with men in front of women
(Item 39) 592
- Displaying and trying to show sexual materials, such as pornographic
pictures and cartoons with sexual content (Item 17) 562
- Inquiring about and commenting on a woman’s sexual life (Item 47) 528
- During the course of a conversation trying to bring the subject around
sex (Item 14) 521
- Complimenting or commenting with a sexual tone on the woman’s
physical appearance and manner of dressing (Item 38) 489
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Table 4.3 Factor III -Factor Reliability and Item Loadings of Perceived Sexual

Harassment Ratings

Factor 3
“Sexist Hostility” Item Factor
(r = .89, Variance explained: 10%) Loadings
Number of items = 9
- Not giving importance to the woman'’s ideas or suggestions concerning
work (Item 11) 760
- Regarding the woman’s occupation as worthless and showing no
acceptance (Item 37) 724
- A superior excluding women from managerial positions while promoting
men (Item 19) g11
- Criticizing and belittling a woman’s ideas concerning work ( Item 54) 692
- Running down the woman (Item 56) 681
- Calling the woman by her first name in an informal manner, although the
woman is not a close colleague (Item 13) 604
- Using bad language referring to a woman (Item 26) 597
- Using bad language when talking to a woman (Item 10) 541
- Using bad language in front of a woman (Item 33) 474
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Table 4.4 Factor IV-Factor Reliability and Item Loadings of Perceived Sexual

Harassment Ratings
Factor 4
“Physical Sexual Assault” Item Factor
(r = .77, Variance explained: 7%) Loadings
Number of items = 7
- Trying to kiss a woman in a private place against the woman’s will
(Item 15) 648
- To bump into or brush against a woman when going through a narrow 7
place (Item 49) .638
- Trying to use physical force to get close to a woman sexually (Item 6) 609
- Staring at the woman’s legs or other sexual parts (Item 57) 567
- Sitting extremely close to the woman or squeezing up against her
(Item 35) 528
- Trying to touch or stroke the woman’s sexual parts, such as the neck,
breasts, waist, hip, or legs (Item 61) 523
- Staring at the body of a woman briefly dressed (Item 8) 495

Table 4.5 Factor V-Factor Reliability and Item Loadings of Perceived Sexual

Harassment Ratings

Factor 5
“Insinuation of Interest” Item Factor
(r = .77, Variance explained: 6%) Loadings
Number of items = 4

- Suggesting a romantic relationship or implying it to a woman who is not

a close colleague (Item 3) .683

- Trying to see the woman privately using work as an excuse (Item 4) 651

- Implying that the woman is interested in him or other men (Item 9) 600

- Wanting to drop the woman who is not a close colleague at her house

(Item 12) 422
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Table 4.6 Factor VI-Factor Reliability and Item Loadings of Perceived Sexual

Harassment Ratings

Factor 6

“‘Sexual Bribery and Sexual Coercion”

Item Factor

(r =.72, Variance explained: 4%) Loadings
Number of items = 6
- A superior wishing to have a romantic relationship by means of threats
(Item 1) 658
- A superior trying to form a romantic relationship using reward asa_
means (Item 42) 599
- A superior trying to establish a close sexual relationship by means of
threats (Item 18) 533
- A superior using rewards as a means to indulge in sexual closeness
(Item 46) 497
- In spite of receiving no encouragement from the woman, continuing to
persist to get close sexually (Item 20) 399
- A superior expecting sexual favors from the woman who is ambitious to
get promoted, in return for expected privileges (Item 60) 387
Table 4.7 Items Eliminated from Factor Analyses
Reason Original Cross-loading
Items e
for Elimination | Factor | Loading | Factor | Loading
Item 2: Making jokes, .
i ) Cross-loading
comments or using sayings
and conceptually | Factor 5 488 Factor 3 383
which imply gender ) L
misloading item
discrimination.
Item 5: Telling sexual jokes High cross-
g ! & ) Factor 5 469 Factor 2 439
or sending them by e-mail. loading
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Table 4.10 Items Eliminated from Factor Analyses (Continued)

Item 7: Behaving towards a

. Conceptual
woman just like the way he i Factor 5 521 - -
irrelevance
behaves toward a male.
Item 16: A superior
touching the woman using Low loading Factor 3 323 Factor 4 320
various excuses.
Item 21: Frequently trying
to stay alone with the Cross-loading | Factor 2 499 Factor 1 360
woman,
Item 23: Touching the
woman’s hands, shoulders, Conceptually
i . . Factor 2 S17 - -
waist, or embracing her as if [ misloading item
by accident.
Item 29: Implying that the
woman has reached her ’
. High «
position because of the i Factor 1 442 Factor 3 400
' cross-loading
advantages of being a ;
woman.
. Cross-loading
Item 36: Talking in an
i and conceptual | Factor 1 526 Factor 3 357
unserious, sly manner. )
irtelevance
Itern 41: Lying to another
person about the woman Conceptual
) Factor 1 557 - -
that she has requested a date irrelevance
or tried to get close to him.
Item 53: Gossiping about Cross-loading
the woman involving sexual | and conceptual | Factor 1 .565 Factor 2 372
content. irrelevance
Item 58: Touching and
stroking woman'’s shoulder High
Factor 1 501 Factor 2 405

with the framework of a

friendly gesture.

cross-loading
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4.3.5 Rosenberg’s Self Esteem Scale

Self-esteem of the participants was assessed by using Rosenberg’s (1965)
Self-Esteem Scale measuring global feelings of self-worth or self-acceptance, which
consists of 10 items rated on a 5 - point scale (1 = Completely disagree,

5 = Completely agree). An internal consistency reliability of .88 and a test-retest
reliability of .82 have been reported by Fleming and Courtney (1984). Lorr and
Wunderlich (1986) studied the scale’s convergent validity and reported a correlation
of .65 between self-esteem scores and confidence. Fleming and Courtney (1984)
found that self-esteem scores had a negative correlation of -.64 with anxiety and -.54
with depression, and a positive correlation of .78 with general self-regard and .51
with social confidence.

The scale was translated into Turkish by Cuhadaroglu (cited in Oner, 1997).
The 10 item self-esteem sub-scale was validated using an interview form. Pearson
Moment Correlation indicated a coefficient of .71 between interview and scale
results. In the current study, the internal consistency reliability of the scale was found

to be .80.

4.3.6 Demographic Questions

The final part of the data collection instrument consisted of several
demographic questions related to the aim of the study. The age, marital status,
education leve] of the participants were asked. No questions related to the
identification of the participants were included. Participants’ occupation, whether

they are actively involved in their occupation, whether their occupation is a male

84



dominated occupation, total tenure, tenure in current organization, current
job/position, sex of the current supervisor, whether the organization is a private or
public firm, the related industry of the organizatioﬁ were asked. Finally, in order to
assess the job-gender context, that is the number of men relative to the number of
women employees, two structured questions inquiring the relative number of men to
women in the participant’s organization, and the relative number of men to women in
the participant’s department were asked. The response alternatives to both questions
were “almost all employees are men,” “men are more than women,” “more or less
the number of men and women are equal,” “women are more than men,” and “almost

all employees are women.”
4.4 Procedure

In order to contact employed women three different ways of data collection
were adopted. First, employed women were reached via internet. The questionnaire
form was uploaded on the internet and the questionnaire format was nearly the same
as in the paper version. In order to reach women from different occupations such as
different engineering groups, architects, administrators etc, the Turkish Engineering
and Architecture Chambers Society (TMMOB) was visited. They were requested to
e-mail the web link to their e-mail groups.

Secondly, several organizations were contacted, via an acquaintance (the
contact person) currently employed at the organization. Thirdly, organizations were
contacted by randomly selecting an organization and getting the management’s
consent. Once approved by the organization, women were asked to participate in the

research. Participants were told that the purpose of the study was to investigate

85



women’s general attitudes toward workplace relations. The questionnaire was
presented to the participant, who voluntarily accepted to participate in the study, in
an envelope. The participants were told that they could fill in the form at home, and
they were asked to seal the envelope when they were returning the forms. All
participants were assured that the information they provided would not be shared
with their organization or any one else, and would only be used for the study
purposes. They were also reminded that their names and their organization’s name
were not required.

The forms were returned to the researcher either directly or were collected by
a predetermined person at the organization, such as the contact person or a secretary.
Again, the organizations were reassured that their identities would remain

anonymous.
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CHAPTER V

RESULTS

5.1 Overview

The results of the study are presented in three sections. In the first section,
descriptive statistics of the measures and t-test analyses are presented. The second
section is devoted to testing the hypotheses of the study. In the last section, analyses
are conducted to explore the manager and harasser stereotype domains. Statistical
Package for Social Sciences, version 8.00 (SPSS Inc., 1997) was used for all

statistical analyses.

5.2 Descriptive Analyses

In this section descriptive statistics are presented for the individual
differences variables and the variables related to sexual harassment — the perceived
harassment factors, the perceived disturbance factors, and experienced harassment.
Descriptive statistics relating to manager and harasser stereotype variables are

presented in the third section, as the manager and harasser stereotype variables (in
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other words “clusters”) are computed following the identification of manager and

harasser stereotype clusters formed with Hierarchical Cluster Analysis.
5.2.1 Descriptive Statistics of the Individual Differences Measures

The individual differences variables of negative affectivity, positive
affectivity, attitudes toward woman’s gender roles, and self-esteem were each
formed by creating a composite variable, first by recoding the reverse items in each
scale, replacing the missing values with series mean (as no variable had more than
5% of missing cases), and finally computing the mean of the variables in each scale,
for each case. The participants who did not respond to one scale, or who responded
to less than approximately half of the items in a scale had been eliminated at the
beginning. As a result, the analyses were conducted on a sample of 353 women. The
descriptive statistics of the individual differences variables other than those related to

SH are presented in Table 5.1.

Table 5.1 Descriptive Statistics of the Individual Differences Variables

Mean Median SD Range Skewness Kurtosis

Negative Affectivity 1.99 1.80 720 3.40 .85 .01

Positive Affectivity 3.18 3.22 710 344 -01 -.60
Attitudes Toward Women’s 3.39 342 389 1.64 -.62 -23
Gender Roles

Self Esteem 433 4.50 539 2.50 -.84 .054

Note: The minimum and maximum scale points for each variable: Negative Affectivity: 1 = Never or
very little, 5 = Very much; Positive Affectivity: | = Never or very little, 5 = Very much; Attitudes
Toward Wornen’s Sex Roles: 1 = Disagree strongly, 4 = Agree strongly; Self Esteem: 1 = Completely
disagree, 5 = Completely agree.
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As can be inferred from Table 5.1, the participants had low levels of negative
affectivity and medium levels of positive affectivity. Participants’ attitudes toward
women’s éender roles were found to be quite egalitarian (rated on a 4-point scale).
Participants were found to have relatively high levels of self-esteem. No variable’s

skewness or kurtosis value was outside the critical values of -1 or +1.
5.2.2 Descriptive Statistics and T-tests relating to Sexual Harassment Measures

With regard to sexual harassment perceptions, the six factor scores emerging
from the principal components analyses (as described in Chapter 4) were computed
for each case based on perceived sexual harassment ratings. Each factor was
computed by taking the mean of the loading variables under the factor, for each case.
Principal components analysis had not revealed meaningful factors for the
disturbance ratings, hence the disturbance ratings were grouped based on the factors
appearing in the sexual harassment perceptions. So, the mean of the items loading
under each perceived sexual harassment factor was computed, this time based on
perceived disturbance ratings. The means and standard deviations of the factors for
perceived sexual harassment ratings and perceived disturbance ratings are presented

in Table 5.2.
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Table 5.2 Means and Standard Deviations of Perceived SH and Perceived

Disturbance Ratings
Perceived Perceived
Sexual Disturbance

Factors Harassment

M SD M SD
Factor 1 - Unwanted Personal Attention 3.09 779 393 .629
Factor 2 ~ Verbal Sexual Attention 3.76 745 4.34 573
Factor 3 — Sexist Hostility 2.21 796 4.20 578
Factor 4 — Physical Sexual Assault 4.52 479 4.71 384
Factor 5 - Insinuation of Interest 3.26 .883 3.86 729
Factor 6 - Sexual Bribery and Sexual Coercion  4.52 510 4.72 362

Note: Scale points: Perceived sexual harassment: 1 = not at all sexual harassment, 2 = not so much sexual
harassment, 3 = could be considered sexual harassment, 4 = it is sexual harassment, 5 = certainly is sexual
harassment; Perceived disturbance: 1 = not at all disturbing, 2 = not so much disturbing, 3 = disturbing, 4 = very
disturbing, 5 = excessively disturbing.

As seen in Table 5.2, participants tended to perceive both physical sexual
assault and sexual bribery-sexual coercion as the most sexually harassing factors.
Verbal sexual attention, insinuation of interest, and unwanted personal attention were
perceived to be moderately harassing. However, participants in general have rated
sexist hostility as between moderately harassing and not harassing.

As expected, means of disturbance ratings on the other hand seemed to be
higher compared to harassment ratings, on all factors. Again, sexual bribery and
coercion, and physical sexual assaull; had the greatest means of perceived
disturbance, followed by verbal sexual attention. Although sexist hostility was not
perceived as harassment, it was found to be perceived as quite disturbing. Unwanted
personal attention and insinuation of interest followed sexist hostility, and were also
perceived to be disturbing. The median, range, skewness and kurtosis values of each

perceived harassment and perceived disturbance factor are presented in Table 5.3.
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Factor means of perceived disturbance and perceived harassment were

compared by paired samples t-tests for each factor. Accordingly, participants’

perceived harassment means and disturbance means were significantly different from

each other for each factor, means for disturbance being greater. T-test statistics are

presented in Table 5.4.

Table 5.3 Descriptive Statistics of Perceived Sexual Harassment Factors and

Perceived Disturbance Factors

Factors Median Range Skewness Kurtosis
Factor 1: Unwanted Personal Attention 3.07 3.79 222 -.529
Factor 2: Verbal Sexual Attention 3.80 3.00 -219 -723
Factor 3: Sexist Hostility 2.08 4.00 799 256
,§; Factor 4: Physical Sexual Assault 471 2.57 -1.271 1.768
ﬁ & Pactor 5: Insinuation of Interest 3.25 4.00 -041 -673
% g Factor 6: Sexual Bribery and Sexual
& g _ 4.67 2.17 -1.00 265
£ = Coercion
Factor 1: Unwanted Personal Attention 4.00 2.57 -.306 -.674
o  Factor 2: Verbal Sexual Attention 4.50 2.60 -.790 -.187
_§ Factor 3: Sexist Hostility 4.33 2.78 =711 065
‘?g Factor 4: Physical Sexual Assault 4.86 2.17 -1.776 3422
% Factor 5: Insinuation of Interest 400 350 - -294 -458
% Factor 6: Sexual Bribery and Sexual
3 4.83 1.67 -1.489 1.728
&  Coercion
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Table 5.4 Paired T-test Comparisons of Perceived Harassment Means and

Disturbance Means
Mean

difference SD ¢ o sig
F1_Harassment - Disturbance -.8405 5561 28397 352 .000
F2_Harassment - Disturbance -.5851 5456  -20.146 352 .000
F3_Harassment - Disturbance -1.9896 9208 -40.597 352 .000
F4_Harassment - Disturbance -.1896 2975 -11.976 352 .000
F5_Harassment - Disturbance -.5993 5845 -19.262 352 .000
F6_Harassment - Disturbance -.2076 3748  -10405 352 .000

From the skewness and kurtosis values, it can be seen that for both
harassment and disturbance ratings, the two factors related to physical sexual assault
and sexual bribery and coercion are negatively skewed; most of the cases cumulating
at the “considered as sexual harassment” and “considered as disturbing” end of the
respective continuums.

With regard to sexual harassment experiences, the percentages of woman

experiencing at least one incident in a specified factor are presented in Table 5.5.

Table 5.5 Percentages of Women Indicating Experiencing Sexual Harassment

Factor Percentage (%)
Unwanted Personal Attention 71
Verbal Sexaul Attention 43
Sexist Hostility 62
Physical Sexual Assault 38
Insuniation of Interest 30
Sexual Bribery and Sexual Coercion 11
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Accordingly, participants indicated experiencing unwanted personal attention
most, with a percentage of 71. Sexist hostility followed this with a percentage of 63.
Verbal sexual attention, physical sexual assault, and insinuation of interest followed
them. Sexual bribery and sexual coercion type of harassment was indicated to be
experienced least. When all items in the SSIQ were considered together, 83% of
participants indicated experiencing at least one incident.

The social-sexual incidents that were indicated to be experienced most (above
18%) and least (below 4%) are presented in Table 5.6. Accordingly, the incidents
experienced most are those that are not considered to be extremely harassing.
Unwanted personal attention and verbal and visual harassment appeared to be the
most generally encountered behaviors. One sexist and one physical assault kind of
behavior could be seen among the most common experiences. Behaviors related to
physical sexual assault and sexual bribery and sexual coercion were the ones actually
experienced the least. The percentage of expériencing each incident is presented in
Appendix R together with the perceived harassment and perceived disturbance

means and standard deviatons of each incident.

Table 5.6 Percentage of Experiencing the Twelve Most Common Incidents and the

Nine Least Common Incidents

Most common incidents %o
Item 8 - Staring at the body of a woman briefly dressed. 76.9
Item 31- Complimenting and commenting without a sexual content on a woman’s | g3 1

physical appearance and style of dressing.

Item 13 - Calling the woman by her first name in an informal manner, although the | 43 5
wornan is not a close colleague.

Item 32 - Using affectionate terms in an informal relationship, such as “my dear,” 36.1
“sweaty,” “my girl,” and “miss.”
Item 59 - Inquiring or commenting on woman'’s spouse or family. 26.1
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‘Table 5.6 Percentage of Experiencing the Twelve Most Common Incidents and the

Nine Least Common Incidents (Continued)

Item 11 - Not giving importance to woman’s ideas or suggestions concerning work. | 24.5

Item 50 - Complimenting the woman implying interest in her. 244

Item 14 -During the course of a conversation, trying to bring the subject around sex. | 23.3

Item 43 - Constantly staring at the woman. 22.2

Item 45 - Frequently visiting the woman’s office/work station/work area and having | 79 5
long talks with the woman other than work matters.

Item 27 - Drawing attention to certain parts of his body 19.1
Item 33 - Using bad language in front of a woman. 18.6
Least common incidents %
Item 15 - Trying to kiss a woman in a private place against the woman’s will 2.9
Item 18 - A superior trying to establish a sexual relationship by means of threats 2.6

Item 42 - A superior trying to form a romantic relationship using reward as a means | 2.6

Item 61 - Trying to touch or stroke the woman'’s sexual parts, such as the neck, 213
breasts, waist, hip, or legs

Item 6 - Trying to use physical force to get close to a woman sexually 2.0
Item 46 - A superior using rewards as a means to indulge in sexual closeness 2.0

Item 55 - Although discouraged once, offering to come to the woman’s house with | 1 g
the excuse of having to work together

Item 60 - A superior expecting sexual favors from the woman, who is ambitious to | g ¢
get promoted, in return for expected privileges

5.2.3 Correlations Seiween Variables and T-test Analyses

Correlations between all demographic variables and individual differences
variables, perceived sexual harassment factors, perceived disturbance factors, and
sexual harassment experiences are presented in Table 5.7.

Correlations between demographic variables and individual differences
variables indicated that as age increased negative affectivity significantly decreased
(r=-.12, p <.095), attitudes toward women’s sex roles became significantly more

egalitarian (r = .15, p <.01), and self-esteem significantly increased (r = .14, p < .05).
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Education level of participants was found to be negatively correlated with
negative affectivity (r = -.24, p <.01), and positively correlated with attitudes
r= .36, p < .01) and self-esteem (r = .12, p < .05). Neither age nor education was
significantly correlated with positive affectivity. Positive affectivity was significantly
negatively correlated (r = -.11, p <.05) with job-gender context at the organizational
level (ranging between 1=almost all employers are men and 5 = almost all employers
are women). Total tenure and organizational tenure had a significant negative
correlation with negative affectivity, (r=-.12,p<.05andr=-.14, p < .05
respectively), and a significantly positive correlation with self-esteem (r = 16, p < .01
and r = .13, p < .05 respectively). A significantly positive correlation was found
between total tenure of the participants and attitudes toward women’s gender roles
(r=.18,p<0.5).

With regard to experiences of sexual harassment, marital status of the women
(dichotomously coded as 0 = not married and 1 = married) was found to be
significantly negatively correlated with experiencing harassment on all §ix
harassment factors (for Factor 1, r =-.31, p <.01; for Factor 2, r =-.21, p < .01; for
Factor 3, r = -.13, p < .05; for Factor 4, r =-.13, p < .05; for Factor 5, r = -.28,

p <.05; for Factor 6, r =-.13, p < 0.5). Means of experiencing harassment in each
factor were compared between married and unmarried woman with independent
samples t —test. Homogeneity of variance of the groups was significantly different
from each other according to Levene’s Test for Equality of Variances, with the F
statistics being significant for each factor at alpha .05. Unequal variances assumed,
married women and unmarried women were significantly different from each other

in terms of experiencing sexual harassment, married woman experiencing less. T-test
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statistics are provided in Table 5.8. These findings of the present study are in tune
with what Backhouse and Cohen (1981) had suggested, that the existence of a spouse
discourages the potential harasser. Other researchers (e.g., MacKinnon, 1979; Tangri,
Burt, & Johnson, 1982) also had found that married women experienced less
harassment, although they had stated that this was true except for the severe forms of
harassment. Nevertheless in the present study, a significant correlation between
marital status and experience of sexual harassment, and significant mean differences
between married and unmarried women in terms of experiences were found for the
factors perceived to be mostly harassing and disturbing.

Contrary to the findings in the literature concerning the relationship between
age and harassment experiences (e.g. Farley, 1983; USMSPB, 1981, 1988, 1995), the
present study did not reveal a significant correlation between age and harassment
experiences, except for sexual bribery and sexual coercion type of incidents (r = .14,

p <0.5), which was in the opposite direction of the findings in the literature.

Table 5.8 Mean Comparison of Sexual Harassment Experiences of Married and

Unmarried Women

Equalityof E Sig. t df Sig. Mean

variances Difference
Unwanted Personal Attention not assumed 29.811 .000 6.132 321.89 .000 1.710

Verbal Sexual Attention not assumed 32.584 .000 4.106 318.84 .000 768

Sexist Hostility not assumed 6.453 .012 2.487 343.69 .013 498
Physical Sexual Assault not assumed 10.579 .001 2.415 334.77 016  .300
Insinuation of Interest not assumed 67.255 .000 5.639 303.79 .000  .522

Sexual Bribery and Coercion not assumed 21.051 .000 2.520 325.38 .012  .166
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A significantly positive correlation was found between being in a masculine
occupation and experiencing sexist hostility (r = .21, p < .01), which means women
in masculine occupations were exposed to higher levels of sexist behavior. Means of
experiencing sexist hostility of women in masculine and less masculine occupations
were compared with independent samples t-test. Equality of variance assumption was
not supported, therefore assuming unequal variances, women in masculine
occupations were found to experience significantly more sexist hostility than women
in less masculine occupations (#(342, 100) = -3.26, p < .01), based on their own
evaluations of whether their occupation could be considered a masculine occupation.

Likewise, job-gender context at the organizational level was significantly
negatively correlated with experiencing unwanted personal attention (r = -.18,

p <.01.). Job-gender contaxt at the departmental level was found to be significantly
negatively correlated with experiencing unwanted personal attention (r = -.20,

p < .01), verbal sexual attention types of incidents (r = -.11, p < .05), sexist hostility
(r=-11, p < .05), insinuation of interest (r = -13, p < .05), and sexual bribery-
coercion types of incidents (r = -.12, p < .05), although was not significantly
correlated with physical sexual assault. As these two variables were coded such that
increases in the variable indicates higher ratios of women to men in an organization,
the negative correlation implied that, as the ratio of men to women increased,
experienci‘ng harassment related to the four factors also increased.

With regard to the demographic variables’ association to perceived sexual
harassment, no significant correlations were obtained between any of the factors of
perceived harassment and age, marital status, total tenure or organizational tenure.

Education was negatively correlated with perceiving verbal sexual attention and
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sexist hostility as harassment (r =-.13, p <.05;r =-.12, p < .05, respectively). When
education was dichotomized as one group having a 2-year university education or
lower, and one group having a bachelors degree or higher, a significant mean
difference was found between the two groups, only for verbal sexual attention type
of harassment (t(344) = 1.98, p < .05), with the group of women with lower
education perceiving more behaviors as harassment.

Job-gender context at the organizational level was significantly negatively
correlated with perceiving unwanted personal attention (r = -.11, p <.05) and with
sexual bribery-sexual coercion (r= - 18, p <.01) as sexual harassment. Job-gender
context at the departmental level was also negatively correlated with perceiving
sexual bribery and coercion as harassment (r = -.154, p < .01).

All correlations among the study variables other than demographic ones and
experiences of SH are presented in Table 5.9. The correlations between individual
differences variables revealed that the largest correlation was between positive and
negative affectivity (r = -.30, p < .01). Negative affectivity was also significantly
negatively correlated with attitudes and self-esteem (r = -.150, p < .01; r = -.245,

0 < .01, respectively). Self-esteem was found to be significantly positively correlated
with positive affectivity and attitudes (r =.203, p < .01; r=.128, p <.05).

Table 5.10 presents correlations between study variables and harassment
experiences. Interesting significant correlations were observed between negative
affectivity and reported harassment experiences of each factor (ry; = .14, p < .01;
in=.18,p<.0l;rn=.17,p<.0l;tu=.14, p < .01; 155 =.16, p < .01; 155 = .20,

p <.01) and between self-esteem and the factors of unwanted personal attention and

sexist hostility (r =-.14, p < .01; r =-.14, p < .01, respectively).
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5.3 Hypothesis Testing

One purpose of the present study was to assess the effects of individual
differences variables — emotional affectivity, attitudes towards women’s sex roles,
and self-esteem- on perceptions of sexual harassment. Hierarchical regression
analyses were performed to predict whether the individual differences variables
predicted perceived sexual harassment, for each type of harassment, after controlling
for the effects of some demographic and organizational variables. Whether
experiences of harassment on the specified factor predicted perceived harassment
was also assesses in the regression analyses.

Negative affectivity, positive affectivity, attitudes toward women’s gender
roles, self-esteem, and experiences of harassment served as the predictor variables in
the analyses. As can be seen in Table 5.8, Table 5.9, and Table 5.10, some significant
correlations exist among the variables of interest. The highest correlation is -.30
between positive and negative affectivity. Correlations between the experienced
harassment factors are ignored as they were entered in the analyses separately with
their corresponding perceived harassment factor as the dependent variable.

Demographic variables which did not correlate with any of the perceived
harassment factors were not included in the analyses. Nevertheless, to control for the
effects of organizational tenure, being in a traditionally masculine occupation or not,
the current supervisor being a male or not, and job-gender context at the
organizational level were entered in the regression analyses in the first step.

Six separate hierarchical regression analyses using “enter” method were run,
‘perceived harassment factors serving as the dependent variables. Results are

presented separately for each regression analyses.
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5.3.1 Predicting Perceiving “Unwanted Personal Attention” as Sexual

Harassment

The first hierarchical regression analysis was conducted by first entering the
demographic and organizational variables of organizational tenure, being in a
masculine occupation or not, current supervisor, and job-gender context at the
organizational level in the first step, in order to control for their potential effects on
the dependent variable. The factor of unwanted personal attention was then regressed
on negative affectivity, positive affectivity, attitudes toward women’s gender roles,
self-esteemn, and experiencing unwanted personal attention, in the second step.

Multiple R was significantly different from zero at the end of the second step
(R=.30, F(9,328 ) = 3.64, p < .001), and altogether 9% of variability in perceiving
unwanted personal attention as harassment ratings was predicted by the individual
differences variables. However, R in the first step was not found to be significant.
Addition of the individual differences variables into the equation resulted in a
significant increment in R? (R? = .09, F: inc(5,328) = 4.69, p < .001). Current
supervisor (coded as 0 = woman, | = man) and job-gender context at the
organizational level (coded as 1 = almost all men, 5 = almost all women)
significantly predicted perceived sexual harassment of unwanted personal attention,
in the second step (B=-.111,¢=-2.05, p<.05; f=-.127,t=-2.23, p < .05,
respectively). With regard to individual differences variables, negative affectivity
and self-esteem significantly predicted perceiving unwanted personal attention as
harassment (8 =.159,1=2.75, p < .01; B=.151, t = 2.68, p < .01, respectively), as
expected. Experiencing unwanted personal attention appeared to significantly predict

harassment perceptions (ff=-.173, t=-3.14, p <.01), in a negative direction, which
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was unexpected. Results of this multiple regression analysis are presented in Table

5.11.

Table 5.11 Predicting Unwanted Personal Attention from Individual Differences

Variables

R change F change B SE of t sig

F p

Step I 026 221 .068
Masculipe 068 .109 1.202 230
occupation
Org. tenure .035 .007 .643 521
Sex of Supervisor -.100 092 -1.827  .069
Job-gender context -.097 .064 -1.690  .092
Step 2 .065 4.69 .000
Sex of Supervisor -111 .090 -2.05  .041
Job-gender context -.127 .063 223 026
Negative affect 159 .064 2752  .006
Positive affect .030 .064 528 598
Attitudes -.019 A11 -344 731
Self-esteem 151 .082 2.683  .008
Experience -.173 016 -3.144 002

5.3.2 Predicting Perceiving “Verbal Sexual Atiention’ as Sexual Harassment

The same demographic and organizational variables were entered in the first
step and the individual differences variables in the second. According to the results,
multiple R was significantly different from zero at the end of the second step
(R=.27,F(9,328 ) =2.74, p < .01), and altogether 7% of variability in perceiving

incidents related to verbal sexual attention as sexual harassment was predicted by the
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individual differences variables. Again, multiple R in the first step was not found to
be significant. Addition of the individual differences variables into the equation
resulted in a significant increment in R* (R = .07, Finc(5,328) = 3.65, p < .01).
Being in a masculine occupation appeared to significantly predict the dependent
variable, in the second step (8= .114, ¢t = 2, p <.05). With regard to individual
differences variables, negative affectivity and self-esteem significantly predicted
perceiving incidents related to verbal sexual attention as sexual harassment
(B=.192,t=3.26, p<.001; B=.171,¢=13.03, p < .01, respectively), as it was
expected. Experiencing such incidents did not appear to significantly predicted

harassment perceptions (f = -.052, ¢t = -.953, p = .341). Table 5.12 presents the

regression analyses results concerning verbal sexual attention.

Table 5.12 Predicting Verbal Sexual Attention from Individual Differences

Variables

R’ change F change B SE of 8 t sig

F p

Step I 018 1.54 .191
Masculine 102 .104 1.781 076
occupation
Org. tenure -.007 .007 ~132 .895
Sex of Supervisor -.059 .087 -1.066 287
Job-gender context -.049 061 -.855 393
Step 2 052 3.65 .003
Masculine 114 .104 2.009 .045
occupation
Negative affect 192 062 3256  .001
Positive affect .056 061 973 331
Attitudes -018 106 -.327 744
Self-esteem 171 078 3.031 .003
Experience -.052 022 -.953 341
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5.3.3 Predicting Perceiving “Sexist Hostility” as Sexual Harassment

Again demographic and organizational variables were entered in the first
step, and the individual differences variables in the second. Multiple R was
significantly different from zero at the end of the second step (R = .24,

F(9,328 ) = 2.29, p < .05), and altogether 6% of variability in perceiving sexist
hostility as sexual harassment was predicted by the individual differences variables.
Multiple R in the first step was not found to be significant. The increment in the
second step was significant (R* = .06, F inc(5,328) = 3.01, p < .05). None of the
variables entered in the first step appeared to be significant predictors of sexist
hostility in the second step. Of the individual differences variables, as expected
negative affectivity, and contrary to the expectations, positive affectivity were found
to be significantly predicting perceiving sexist hostility as sexual harassment, both in
a positive direction (8=.190, =3.29, p <.001; f=.134,t=2.31, p < .05,
respectively). Experiencing such incidents did not appear to predict harassment
perceptions. The statistics are summarized in Table 5.13. It should be noted here that
although the correlation between positive affectivity and sexist hostility perceptions
is not significant (r = .096, p = .072), positive affectivity appeared to be a significant

predictor.

5.3.4 Predicting Perceiving ‘“Physical Sexual Assault” as Sexual Harassment

After entering demographic and organizational variables in the first and the
individual differences variables in the second step, the results revealed that, multiple

R was significantly different from zero at the end of the second step (R = .27,
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F(9,328 ) =2.89, p < .01), and the individual differences variables altogether
predicted 8% of variability in perceiving physical sexual assault as sexual
harassment. Multiple R in the first step was again not found to be significant. The
increment in the second step was significant (R? = .08, F inc(5,328) = 4.40, p < .01).
None of the variables entered in the first step appeared to predict perceiving physical
sexual assault as harassment in the second step. In the second step, attitudes toward
women’s gender roles and self-esteem were found to be significantly predicting
perceiving physical sexual assault as sexual harassment (= .181, = 3.26, p < .001;
B=.147,t=2.61,p < .01, respectively), as expected. This time negative affectivity
did not appear as a predictor of sexual harassment perceptions. Experiencing such
incidents did not appear to predict harassment perceptions. The statistics are

summarized in Table 5.14.

Table 5.13 Predicting Sexist Hostility from Individual Differences Variables

R* change F change B SE of 8 t sig
F p
Step I 016 135 253
Masculine occupation .055 d11 962 337
Org. tenure -.068 .007 -1.250 212
Sex of Supervisor -.084 .093 -1.527 128
Job-gender context -.036 065 -616 538
Step 2 043 3.01 .01t
Negative affect 190 066 3.228 .001
Positive affect 134 065 2311 021
Attitudes -.049 113 -893 373
Self-esteem 025 084 445 657
Experience -.037 024 -658 511
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Table 5.14 Predicting Physical Sexual Assault from Individual Differences Variables

R? change F change B SE of t sig
F p

Step I 011 962 429
Masculi_ne .086 .067 1498  .135
occupation
Org. tenure 023 .004 414 679
Sex of Supervisor -.025 056 -449 654
Job-gender context -.040 .039 -.697 486
Step 2 075 440 .001
Negative affect -010 .040 -.173 .863
Positive affect -.055 .039 -950 343
Attitudes 181 .069 3263 .001
Self-esteem 147 .050 2.606 .010
Experience 026 022 485 628

5.3.5 Predicting Perceiving “Insinuation of Interest” as Sexual Harassment

After entering demographic and organizational variables in the first and the
individual differences variables in the second step. The second step was found to be
significant (R = .25, F(9,328 ) = 2.36, p < .05), and the individual differences
variables altogether predicted 6% of variability in perceiving insinuation of interest
as sexual harassment. This time multiple R in the first step was found to be
significant (R = .17, F(4,333) = 2.60, p < .05). However, the increment in the second
step was not significant (R’ = .06, Finc(5,328) = 2.13, p = .061). In the first step, the
sex of the current supervisor appeared to be a significant predictor of perceiving
insinuation of interest as harassment (8 =-.112, t = -2.05, p < .05). In the second

step, only self-esteem was found to be significantly predicting perceiving insinuation

of interest as sexual harassment (f=.159, ¢ = 2.81, p < .01). Experiencing such
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incidents did not appear to predict harassment perceptions. The statistics are

summarized in Table 5.15.

Table 5.15 Predicting Insinuation of Interest from Individual Differences Variables

R change . F change B SE of t sig
F p

Step I 030 2.60 .036
Masculipe 035 121 623 534
occupation
Org. tenure 091 .008 1.682 093
Sex of Supervisor -112 .102 -2.047 041
Job-gender context -.095 071 -1.668  .096
Step 2 031 2.13 061
Negative affect 091 .073 1.545 123
Positive affect 028 072 477 633
Attitudes -.006 125 -115 .908
Self-esteem .159 .092 2.809 .005
Experience -.061 .052 -1.117 265

5.3.6 Predicting Perceiving “Sexual Bribery and Sexual Coercion” as Sexual

Harassment

After entering demographic and organizational variables in the first and the

individual differences variables in the second step, the results revealed that multiple

R was significantly different from zero at the end of the second step (R = .31,

F(9,328 ) =3.19, p <.001), and the individual differences variables altogether

predicted 10% of variability in sexual bribery and sexual coercion as sexual

harassment. Multiple R in the first step was found to be significant (R = .20,

F(4,333) = 3.30, p < .05). The increment in the second step was also significant
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(R? = .06, Finc(5,328) = 4.19, p < .01). Only job-gender context at the organizational
level was found to be a significant predictor in the first step (8= -.182, r = -3.19,

p <.01). In the second step, attitudes toward women’s gender roles and self-esteem
were found to be significantly predicting perceiving sexual bribery and sexual
coercion as sexual harassment as expected (8=.184, t=3.38, p < .001; f=.141,
t=2.53, p < .05, respectively), as it was the case with perceiving physical sexual
assault as harassment. Experiencing such incidents did not appear to predict

harassment perceptions. The statistics are summarized in Table 5.16.

Table 5.16 Predicting Sexual Bribery and Sexual Coercion from Individual

Differences Variables

R* change F change B SE of § t sig
F p

Step I .038 330 .01l
Masculine .033 .070 591 555
occupation
Org. tenure 017 004 305 760
Sex of Supervisor -.065 059 -1.181 238
Job-gender context -.182 .041 -3.187 .002
Step 2 058 4.19  .001
Job-gender context -.183 .040 -3.277 .001
Negative affect 030 042 523 601
Positive affect .000 .041 -.008 993
Attitudes 184 072 3.375 001
Self-esteem 141 053 2.528 012
Experience 035 048 658 S11
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5.4 Exploring Harasser and Manager Stereotype Domains

The second purpose of the present study was to explore the stereotype
domains of harassers, mainly based on the descriptions, definitions, and adjectives
associated with harassers provided by women in Study I. Besides the harasser
stereotype, the stereotype of managers was also explored, in an attempt to compare
and contrast it with that of harassers. As mentioned in the method chapter, a list
comprising of 81 of adjectives and definitions was used to assess the stereotypes of
both managers and harassers. In the following sections, the process of classifying
these adjectives into categories is presented, followed by identifying stereotype

profiles of the participants, for both managers and harassers.

5.4.1 A first Step Classification of Harasser and Manager Stereotypes using a

Cluster Anaiysis Approach

The 81 adjectives were first classified based on ratings for a harasser and also
based on ratings for a manager, using Ward’s method of Hierarchical Cluster
Analysis. As there was no theoretical expectation regarding harasser or manager
stereotype factors, a hierarchical cluster analysis was adopted to explore stereotypes
at different levels. It was thought that Ward’s method of clustering would prove
useful, as it provides a clear solution to classification by optimizing the minimum
variance within clusters and resulting in relatively equal sizes of clusters
(Aldenderfer & Blashfield, 1984). The variables were hierarchically classified using
Squared Euclidian Distance and by choosing the option to transform the values to z-

scores. This transformation was adopted to reduce the effect of the relative size of the
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variables to each other, as variables with large size differences and standard
deviations could beat the effects of others with smaller absolute sizes and standard
deviations when using squared Euclidian distance. As a first step, the variables were
classified without specifying the number of clusters. The resulting dendogram of the
variables rated in terms of harassers is presented in Appendix S. The dendogram
suggested three clusters at a distance level close to five, as can be seen in the
Appendix. The resulting dendogram of the same variables rated in terms of managers
is presented in Appendix T. The dendogram for manager stereotype classification
suggested two clusters.

In the light of the dendogram relating to harassers, suggesting three
stereotype clusters, the variables were once more subjected to cluster analysis, using
the same method and distance measure, but this time by specifying the number of
clusters as three. When the variables classified under each cluster were examined, it
appeared that one cluster was totally related to the adjectives that are negative in
meaning, one cluster was related to the adjectives that are positive in meaning, and
one cluster appeared to include adjectives relating to “power.” Although the
dendogram relating to manager ratings suggested two clusters, the cluster related to
power in the harasser data led the author to force the clusters into three for managers,
to see whether it could be specifically distinguished as a third cluster. Hence, the
variables were again classified into three clusters based on ratings for managers.
When the items under the clusters were examined, the same pattern of classification
appeared for managers. Except for 13 variables, which were not classified under the
same clusters for both manager and harasser ratings, all of them were classified into

the same cluster for both harasser and manager stereotypes. The variables under the
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three clusters are presented in Table 5.17. The items that had not been classified

under the same clusters were classified based on its meaning.

Table 5.17 Adjectives Classified under Three Clusters

Cluster 1

Positive Items

Cluster 2
Negative Items

Cluster 3

Items related to Power

Item 1: smart

Item 5: high self-esteem
Itemn 6: emotional

Item 8: frank**(3)

Item 12: active

Item 10: charismatic

Item 14: disciplined

Item 16: good-willed

Ttem 20: skillful

Item 22: trusted

Item 24: humorous

Item 26: natural

Item 30: stable

Item 32: determined**(3)
Item 33: easy going **(3)
Item 37: prudent

Item 38: honest

Item 39: happy in private life
Item 41: respectful

Item 45: successful

Item 48: serious

Item 53: psychologically
healthy

Item 55: give importance to
moral values

Item 56: entertaining

Item 61: moral

Item63: having social skills
Item 67: modest

Item 68: attractive

Item 69: out going ** (3)
Item 71: well-mannered
Item 73: joking

Item 75: sensitive

Item 76: warm

Item 78: give importance to
women’s success

Item 80: empathic

Item 2: inconsideraie

Item 4: aggressive

Item 9: tactless

Item 11: irritating

Item 13; womanizer**(3)
Item 15: impudent

Item 19: too free and easy
Item 23: irresponsible
Item28: seeing women inferior
Item 29: insolent

Item 31: egoist*(3)

Item 34: two-faced

Item 36: unsatisfied*(3)
Item 43; rude

Item 44: attention secker
Item 47: trying to prove his
masculinity

Item 49: big-headed

Item 51: exhibitionist
Item 54: ulterior motive
Item 57: sexist

Item 58: disliked

Item 59: presumptuous
Item 60: pragmatist*(3)
Item 62: characterless
Item 64: insistent

Item 65: fickle

Item 66: lacking in control
Item 70: preoccupied with
sexuality

Item 72: insensitive

Item 74: opportunist

Item 77: greedy

Item 79: seeing himself superior
because of his sex

Item 81: harasser

Item 3: powerfui*(1)

Item 7: cunning

Item 17: loves using power
Item 18: in need for power
Item 21: repressive

Item 25: strong™(1)

Item 27: competitive

Item 35: enterprising®(1)
Item 40: ambitious

Item 42: independent™®(1)
Item 46: courageous*(1)
Item 50: stubborn

Item 52: alert

* In the manager classification the item was originally under another cluster indicated in parenthesis.
** In the harasser classification the item was originally under another cluster indicated in parenthesis.
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When the items were classified into three clusters, 68 of the items appeared to
be under the same cluster for the manager classification and the harasser
classification. This kind of a classification, where composite variables are formed
based on naturally occurring clusters which are the same across managers and
harassers would be quite logical in terms of comparing stereotypes of managers and
harassers. However, distinguishing clusters based on positive and negative adjectives
does not make much sense conceptually. Only, participants’ response style toward
itemms with a positive meaning and their response style toward items with a negative
meaning could be assessed and compared between ratings for managers and
harassers. Therefore, response styles of participants was compared between those for
managers and those for harassers, based on the positive cluster of variables, the
negative cluster of variables, and the cluster related to power. Repeated measures
ANOVA was performed by taking the ratings for harassers as one measure and the
ratings for managers as the second measure, for each of the three clusters separately.
According to the results, responses to positive adjectives for managers and harassers
were significantly different from each other (F(1,352) =1 156.522, p <.001).
Responses to negative adjectives given to managers were also significantly different
from those given to harassers (F(1,352) = 1063.031, p < .001). Responses to
adjectives related to power given to managers were also significantly different from

those given to harassers (£(1,352) = 50.130, p < .001). The plot of stereotype means

of each cluster for managers and harassers is presented in Figure 5.1.
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Figure 5.1 Plot of Positive, Negative, and Power Related Stereotype Cluster Means

for Managers and Harassers

5.4.2 Further Classification of Harasser and Manager Stereotypes using a

Cluster Analysis Approach

As the initial three-cluster solution did not reveal conceptually meaningful
categories, except for the one related to “power,” it was thought to further classify
the positive and negative clusters into more meaningful categories. In order to
classify adjectives into conceptually meaningful clusters, Hierarchical Cluster

Analysis using Ward’s Method with Squared Euclidian Distance was used. First the
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number of clusters was ranged between 3 to 10. The items under the clusters were
examined conceptually. For harasser ratings, the dendogram suggested five clusters
at a lower level, nevertheless it was decided to retain the six clusters, which provided
a more meaningful categorization of the adjectives. The clusters based on manager
ratings did not parallel those of harassers. Neither did they reveal conceptually
meaningful clusters when the number of clusters exceeded three. This is not
surprising as the initial cluster dendogram actually revealed two clusters at the lowest
level for manager ratings. Therefore for comparison purposes, the items were
categorized for managers ratings based on the six clusters appearing in the harasser
ratings.

The six categories as presented in Table 5.18, were named as: “socially

7 ¢

competent,” “ill-mannered,” “dominant,” “dependable,” “ambitious,” and “lacking
control.” It must not be forgotten that, all these category names refer to the
stereotypes of participants (i.e., stereotypes of managers being socially competent,
stereotypes of managers as lacking control, stereotypes of harassers being ill-
mannered, or stereotypes of harassers being dominant, etc.). For practical purposes,
the categories are named by referring to the stereotypes in the shortened form by
only using the adjectives.

Socially competent and dependable were the categories that were mostly
comprising of the positive adjectives. Ill-mannered and lacking control were the
categories that were comprising of the negative adjectives. Dominant and ambitious

categories corresponded to the power cluster of the original three clusters. Internal

consistency reliabilities of each cluster are also presented in Table 5.18.
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Table 5.18 Six Clusters of Adjectives

Socially = | Ill-mannered Dominant Dependable Ambitious Lacking
- Competent control
Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of Number of
items=14 items=16 items=8 items=17 items=9 items=16
r=.87 r=.82 r=.72 r=.91 r=.80 r=.90
Item 1: smart | Item 2: Item 3: Item 6: Item 8: frank | Item19: too
Item 5: high inconsiderate | powerful emotional Item 27: free and easy
self-esteem Item 4: Item 7: Item 16: good- competitive Item 29:
Item10: aggressive cunning willed Item 32: insolent
charismatic Item 9: Item 17: Item 22: trusted | determined Item 34: two-
Item 12: tactless loves using Item 30: stable Itern 33: easy | faced
active Item 11: his power Item 37: prudent | going Item 36:
Item 14: irritating Item 18: in Item 38: honest | Item 35: unsatisfied
disciplined Item 15: need for Item 39: happy enterprising Ttem 44:
Item 20: impudent power in private life Item 40: attention
skiltful Item 23: Item 21: Item 41: ambitious seeker
Ttem 24: irresponsible | repressive respectful Itern 42: Item 47:
humorous Item?28: seeing | Item 25: Item 48: serious | independent | trying to
Item 26: women strong Item 53: Item 46: prove his
natural inferior Item 50: psychologically | courageous masculinity
Item 45: Item31: egoist | stubborn healthy Item 69: out Item 49: big-
successful Item 43: rude | Item 52: alert | Item 55: give going headed
Item 56: Item 54: importance to Item 51:
entertaining ulterior moral values exhibitionist
Item 63: motive Item 61: moral Item59:
having social | Item 57: sexist Item 67: modest presumptuous
skills Item58: Item 71: well- Item 65:
Item 68: disliked mannered fickle
attractive Item 60: Item 75: Item 66:
Item 73: pragmatist sensitive lacking in
joking Item 62: Item 78: give control
Itern 76: characterless importance to Item 70:
warm Item 64: women’s success preoccupied
insistent Item 80: with
Item 72: empathic sexuality
insensitive Item 74:
opportunist
Item 77:
greedy
Item 79:
seeing
himself
superior
because of
his sex
Item 81:
harasser
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Ratings of the six categories for managers were compared with ratings of the
six categories for harassers, with Repeated Measures ANOVA. Accordingly,
stereotypes of managers and stereotypes of harassers significantly differed on the
categories of “ill-mannered” (¥(1,352) = 869.873, p < .001), “lacking control”
(F(1,352) = 1083.463, p < .001), ambitious (F(1,352) = 407.007, p < .001), “socially
competent” (F(1,352) = 736.462, p < .001), and “dependable” (F(1,352) = 1279.297,
p < .001). Ratings of dominancy were not found to be significantly different between
manager and harasser ratings (F(1,352) =3.602, p = .059). The means of the six

categories are plotted in Figure 5.2 both for manager and harasser ratings.

Estimated Marginal Means of Stereotype Domains

5.0

Estimated Marginal Means

Measures
2.04 N
\ L
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1.5 manager
1.0 . - o harassor
11l mannered 3 Dominant 5 Socially competent
2 Lacking control 4 Ambitious 6 Dependable

ADJECTIVE CLUSTERS

Figure 5.2 Means Plot of Six Managers and Harassers Stereotype Domains

118



5.4.3 Identifying Harasser and Manager Stereotype Profiles

After identifying general stereotype domains of harassers and managers, it
was explored whether there were differing groups of participants in terms of harasser
or manager stereotypes. This kind of an exploration of group profiles would provide
a deeper and detailed understanding of different groups of women’s stereotypes
towards managers and harassers. Identifying different harasser stereotype profiles
may then in turn be used in predicting harassment perceptions.

In order to identify different stereotype profiles of harassers and of managers,
k-means cluster analysis was performed, which classifies the cases by minimizing
within cluster variance and maximizing between cluster variance. Final clusters are
determined when the maximum distance between the clusters are reached through

iterations (Aldendérfer & Blashfield, 1984).

5.4.3.1 Harasser Stereotype Profiles

The six cluster domains based on harasser ratings were entered as variables
and the cases were clustered into 2, 3, and 4. Each solution was examined and at the
end the three-cluster solution was retained as it revealed the most meaningful profiles
of stereotypes. The profiles were named according to the characteristics of the
stereotypes each group possessed. Table 5.19 presents the final cluster centers,

converged after 13 iterations.
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Table 5.19 Final Cluster Centers of Three Groups of Participants on Harasser

Stereotype Clusters
Domains Clusters
Ambivalent Negative- Negative

) power oriented (2) 3
Il mannered 2.94 422 431
Lacking control 3.13 4.58 4.46
Dominant 3.26 4.08 3.23
Ambitious 3.32 3.38 2.17
Socially competent 3.08 2.61 1.73
Dependable 2.99 1.57 1.26

Accordingly, one group of women (Group 1, N = 33) displayed ambivalent
stereotypes towards harassers, and hence was named “ambivalent” group, as they
did not appear to distinguish between the six domains, or even betwéen positive and
negative attributes. Moreover, ratings of this group of women tended to be at middle
levels, indicating that they were undecided with regard to the dimensions, possibly
not having clear cut or well-defined stereotypes towards harassers.

The second group of women (Group 2, N = 200) also showed highly negative
stereotypes, with low positive attributions towards harassers. However, together with
negative attributes, this group was also characterized by attributing high levels of
dominance and ambitiousness to harassers. As they displayed negative and also
power-oriented stereotypes towards harassers, this group was named “negative-
power oriented.”

The third group of women (Group 3, N = 120) appeared to be characterized

by negative stereotypes toward a harasser with medium level of stereotypes of a
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harasser being dominant, and lower level of positive attributes, hence was named

“negative.” The stereotype profiles of three clusters are presented in Figure 5.3.

Harasser Stereotype Profiles
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Figure 5.3 Harasser Stereotype Profiles

In order to investigate whether the three stereotype profile groups
significantly differed from each other in terms of the harasser stereotype domains,
between groups ANOVA Post-Hoc comparisons using Scheffe were performed.
Between group effects of profile clusters were found to be significant for each
harasser stereotypes domain, serving as the dependent variable. Each post-hoc

comparison of profiles is displayed in Table 5.20.
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Table 5.20 Post-hoc Comparisons of Profile Clusters in terms of Harasser Domains

Ratings
Harasser Group
Domains comparisons Mean difference Sig

Ill-mannered

F=102.095 1-2 -1.28 .000
df =2,350 1-3 -1.37 .000
p = .000 2-3 -.091 299
Lacking control

F=151.988 1-2 -145 .000
df = 2,350 1-3 -1.33 .000
p=.000 2-3 114 .087
Dominant

F=90.889 1-2 -.827 .000
df = 2,350 1-3 031 966
p =.000 2-3 .857 .000
Ambitious

F=180.869 1-2 -.063 .837
df = 2,350 1-3 1.14 .000
p=.000 2-3 1.21 .000
Socialiy Competent

F=119.165 1-2 460 .000
df = 2,350 1-3 1.35 .000
p =.000 2-3 .887 .000
Dependabie

F=185.087 1-2 1.41 .000
df =2,350 1-3 1.72 .000
p=.000 2-3 309 .000

Accordingly, the group displaying general negative-power oriented
stereotypes and the group displaying general negative stereotypes towards harassers,
did not differ in terms of stereotypes towards a harasser as being ill-mannered or
lacking control. The two groups with ambivalent stereotypes and negative

stereotypes did not differ from each other in terms of stereotypes of a harasser being
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dominant. The groups with ambivalent stereotypes and negative-power stereotypes
of a harasser did not differ from each other in terms of a harasser being ambitious.
The three profile groups were significantly different from each other in terms of

other harasser stereotype domains.

5.4.3.2 Manager Stereotype Profiles

Likewise, cases were subjected to k-means partitioning based on the six
clusters for manager ratings. Two and three clusters were examined, and again it was
seen that three clusters revealed meaningful profiles. Each profile was named
according to its stereotype characteristics. Final cluster centers converged after 12

iterations are presented in Table 5.21.

Table 5.21 Final Cluster Centers of Three Groups of Participants on Manager

Stereotyope Clusters

Domains Clusters
Competent and Successful Dominant but
powerful (1) 2) Irrespectable (3)

Il mannered 2.65 1.44 3.58
Lacking control 2.67 1.35 3.74
Dominant 4.04 3.10 4.10
Ambitious 4.03 4,20 341
Socially competent 3.74 4.09 2.82
Dependable 3.42 4.25 2.56

Accordingly, one group of women (Group 1, N = 111) showed stereotypes
towards managers as being highly dominant, highly ambitious, socially competent,

and dependable. The stereotypes towards managers of this group of women were
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named “competent and powerful.” A second group of women (Group 2,N =160),
had stereotypes of managers as being highly ambitious, highly socially competent,
and highly dependable. Thus, this groups’ stereotype was named “successful.” The
third group of women (Group 3, N = 82) was characterized by stereotypes towards a
manager of high levels of ill-manner, high levels of lack of control, high levels of
dominance, medium level of ambitiousness, and lower levels of social competence
and dependability. Therefore, this group’ stereotype was named “dominant but

irrespectable.” The manager stereotype profiles are presented in Figure 5.4.
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Figure 5.4 Manager Stereotype Profiles

Scheffe Post-hoc comparisons were also performed to compare profile groups

in terms of manager stereotype domains. Again, all between subjects effects of

124



groups were found to be significant. As presented in Table 5.22, only groups with
stereotypes of competent-powerful, and dominant-irrespectable did not differ in
terms of stereotypes of dominancy attributed to a manager. All groups differed on

every other stereotype domain significantly.

Table 5.22 Post-hoc Comparisons of Clusters in terms of Manager Domain Ratings

Manager Group

Domains comparisons Mean difference Sig

IIl-mannered

F =758.383 1-2 1.21 .000
df =2,353 1-3 -.935 .000
p =.000 2-3 -2.14 .000
Lacking control

F =753.588 1-2 1.32 .000
df =2,353 1-3 -1.07 .000
p=.000 2-3 -2.39 .000
Dominant

F=128.998 1-2 940 .000
df = 2,353 1-3 -.622 51
p =.000 2-3 -1.00 .000
Ambitious

F=66.474 1-2 -172 024
df = 2,353 1-3 612 .000
p =.000 2-3 784 .000
Socially Competent

F=216.115 1-2 -.374 .000
df =2,353 1-3 923 .000
p=.000 2-3 1.27 .000
Dependable

F =459.882 1-2 -.833 .000
df = 2,353 1-3 .856 .000
p=.000 2-3 1.69 .000
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5.4.4 Validation of the K-Means Cluster Analysis

A straightforward way to validate the groups of profiles derived from the k-
means cluster analysis would be to reverse the analysis, and predict group
membership from the measures that were used to create the cluster of cases. Thus,
two discriminant function analyses were performed, one by using the six harasser
domains as predictors of harasser profiles group membership, then by using the six

manager domains as predictors of manager profiles group membership.

5.4.4.1 Predicting Group Membership from Harasser Domain Ratings

The harasser stereotype domain variables were “ill-mannered,” “lacking
control,” “dominant,” “ambitious,” “socially competent,” and “dependable.”
Accordingly 93% of the cases were correctly classified, with 85% for the ambivalent
stereotype group, 99% for the negative-power oriented stereotypes group, and 86%

for the negative stereotypes group.

5.4.4.2 Predicting Group Membership from Manager Domain Ratings

Although the manager domains were not computed based on the clustering of
variables for manager ratings, but were computed based on the clusters that had
appeared from the harasser ratings, the profile cluster of cases were nevertheless
subjected to discriminant function analysis to be predicted from manager stereotype
domains. It was found that 96% of the cases were correctly classified, which is even

larger than that of harasser stereotype cluster classification. Correct classification of
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cases was 94% for the competent-powerful stereotypes group, was 99% for the
successful stereotype group, and was 92% for the dominant-irrespectable stereotypes

group.

5.4.5 Comparison of Harasser Profiles in Terms of Perceived Sexual

Harassment

The three harasser stereotype profiles were thought to be significantly
different from each other in terms of perceived sexual harassment. At this stage of
the study it was expected that those with ambivalent stereotypes towards harassers
would perceive social-sexual incidents as significantly less harassing than the groups
possessing negative-power oriented stereotypes, or the group possessing negative
stereotypes towards harassers. Thus the three profile clusters of harasser stereotypes
were subjected to six separate ANCOVAs with one of the six different types of
sexual harassment factors serving as the dependent variable in each analysis.

The individual differences variables of negative affectivity, positive
affectivity, attitudes towards women’s gender roles, and self-esteem were entered as
covariates in order to control for their effects on harassment perceptions. Each
participants’ cluster membership was saved by SPSS, thus the harasser clusters
profiles variables was entered with three levels as the between factor variable.

After controlling for the individual differences variables, profile clusters
appeared to have a main effect only on perceiving physical sexual assault as
harassment (F(2, 353) = 12.371, p < .001), and on perceiving sexual bribery and
sexual coercion as harassment (F(2, 353) = 5.062, p < .01). To identify which

stereotype groups differed from each other, Post-hoc comparisons were performed.
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The results partially supported the expectations, such that the group with
ambivalent stereotypes towards harassers perceived behaviors as less sexually
harassing, when the behaviors were related to physical sexual assault or sexual
bribery and sexual coercion. Mean differences of profile comparisons are presented

in Table 5.23 for both sexual harassment perception factors.

Table 5.23 Post-hoc Comparisons of Harasser Profiles in Terms of Perceiving

Physical Sexual Assault and Sexual Bribery-Sexual Coercion as Sexual Harassment

Stereotype Profile Comparisons Mean Difference p

Physical sexual assault

Ambivalent — Negative and power oriented -497 .000
Ambivalent - Negative -.507 .000
Negative and power oriented - Negative -0.009 985

Sexual Bribery and Sexual Coercion

Ambivalent — Negative and power oriented -.366 001
Ambivalent - Negative -.291 013
Negative and power oriented - Negative 0.075 429
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CHAPTER VI

DISCUSSION

6.1 Overview

The purpose of the present study was to investigate the effects of individual
differences factors on SH perceptions and to explore harasser stereotype domains
together with manager stereotype domains. Before discussing the findings relating to
the hypothesis and explorations of the study, the factor structure of the SSIQ is
discussed in terms of perceived SH ratings and perceived disturbance ratings.
Following this, general findings related to the demographic variables and factors are
elaborated on. Discussion of the findings concerning the effects of individual
differences variables on perceptions are presented next, and finally the findings

related to the exploration of manager and harasser domains are discussed.
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6.2 The Factor Structure of the Social-Sexual Incidents Questionnaire (SSIQ)

Principal Components Analyses of the SSIQ items yielded six factors, which
were named; unwanted personal attention, verbal sexual attention, sexist hostility,
physical sexual assault, insinuation of interest, and sexual bribery-sexual coercion,
according to the order they appeared in the factor analysis. When compared with the
multiple-rater categorization of the content analysis results of items regarded as
harassment, five of the categories in the content analysis were recovered with the
types of harassment that appeared in the factor analysis. Unwanted personal
attention, verbal sexual attention, physical harassment, sexual bribery and sexual
coercion, and sexist hostility categories were conceptually recovered in the factor
analysis. Nevertheless, there appeared to be differences from the original
categorization. Harassment types appearing in the factor analysis are discussed one
by one in the following sections, by comparing them with the content analysis
categorization and also the literature.

Unwanted personal attention type of behavior'items that grouped together in
the factor analysis included an item related to the request for a romantic relationship
and an item related to looks directed at the woman, other than the items related to
showing attention to the woman and trying to get close that were included in the
content analysis categorization. Furthermore, unwanted personal attention was not
identified in the literature as a distinct sexual harassment category. Fitzgerald et al,
(1988) had identified behaviors considered as unwanted sexual attention, however as
the name implies, this category was related to sanction free sexual advances like
trying to develop a sexual or romantic relationship, and sexual assault. On the other

hand, the category of unwanted personal attention in the present study was related to
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trying to get close to the woman by the use of compliments, personal inquiries about
the woman’s life, affectionate terms in the flow of speech, and by trying to contact or
see the woman using a number of excuses. These types of behaviors had not been
identified in the studies conducted heavily in the United States, thus it seems that
they may be specific to the Turkish context. The factor of insinuation of interest also
does not correspond to the catégorizations in the literature. The items in the factors of
unwanted personal attention and insinuation of interest actually do not imply
sexuality overtly, which distinguishes them from the other categories (except sexist
hostility) and the categories in the literature.

Although at the conceptual level insinuation of interest seems similar to
unwanted personal attention, it appeared as a distinct factor with no cross-loadings
with unwanted personal attention. Results of confirmatory factor analysis also
provided support for insinuation of interest as a separate factor. As the name implies,
insinuation of interest is composed of four items, which are related to a man trying to
imply his interest to the woman in a subtle manner. Making suggestions and
implying a relationship, trying to see the woman by making various excuses, such as
working together or wanting to give the woman a lift home, or implying that the
woman is interested in him are behaviors which are not quite explicit in nature.
These behaviors could be perceived by women as a special communication style of
men conveying covert messages. Perception of such subtle behavior as a unique SH
in the Turkish context can be explained by the high-context communication style in
this culture. According to Hall and Hall, and Witkin and Berry, in high-context
cultures there is a tendency to focus on the context of an event or experience, and
derive meaning from the context in which the event or experience takes place. In

such contexts the communicator selects specific communication patterns that vary
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depending on the event. (cited in Early & Erez, 1997, p. 345). The behaviors
constituting the insinuation of interest factor reflect this kind of a context dependent
communication pattern in the Turkish culture. Hence it is not surprising to see
insinuation of interest emerging as a separate SH factor in this cultural context.

The factor of physical sexual assault appeared to be a combination of
‘physical sexual attention and sexual assault in the content analysis categorization.
This category resembles the categories of seductive behavior and sexual assault
identified by Till (1980) and later on by Fitzgerald et al. (1988). The factor named
sexual bribery and sexual coercion was recovered in the factor analysis, just as it was
defined as Till (although sexual bribery and sexual coercion were identified as
separate factors) and Fitzgerald et al.

Two factors appearing in the factor analysis, sexist hostility and verbal sexual
attention, need to be emphasized by comparing them to the literature. Fitzgerald et al.
(1988) and Till (1980) had identified the category of gender harassment, which was
later divided into two as sexist hostility and sexual hostility (Fitzgerald et al., 1999).
Both corresponded to gender harassment, with sexist hostility related to gender
discriminatory elements and sexual hostility related to telling offensive sexual stories
or jokes. The multiple rater categorization of the content analysis had distinguished
between these two types of harassment. According to the factor analysis results,
iterns related to gender discrimination loaded together and were named sexist
hostility, and items related to telling sexual jokes or stories or displaying sexual
materials visually loaded together and were named verbal sexual attention. The
distinction between these two factors, conceptually corresponding to the categories

of sexist hostility and sexual hostility which are both considered as gender
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harassment in the literature, could be seen by referring to the perceived SH means of
the factors.

When the means of perceived SH were inspected, it appeared that the factors
of physical sexual assault and sexual bribery-sexual coercion were rated as “it is
certainly sexual harassment.” Unwanted personal attention, insinuation of interest,
and verbal sexual attention were as “can be considered as sexual harassment.”
However, the factor of sexist hostility was rated as the least harassing, actually as
“cannot be considered as sexual harassment.” Although these items were derived
from the content analysis, where some interviewees had indicated that such incidents
could be considered as sexual harassment, the majority of participants thought that,
behaviors related to sexist hostility were not sexual harassment. It appeared that
participants distinguished sexist behaviors from incidents related to telling sexual
jokes or displaying sexual material. Moreover, sexist behaviors were not thought of
as gender harassment as it also was distinguished from verbal sexual attention in the
content analysis categorization.

One could argue that the reason for this departure from the literature
concerning sexist hostility could be related to the heightened awareness regarding
gender discrimination issues in the United States, where women are protected against
workplace gender discrimination under the EEOC (Aamodt, 1999). Therefore,
elements related to discriminating against women based on their sex could be
perceived as one form of workplace sexual harassment. Likewise, woman’s sexuality
being the subject of jokes, stories, cartoons, or illustrations at workplace with a
degrading style towards women, could also be perceived as harassment towards
women’s position in the society, their accountability as woman and employees at

workplace, and their honor.
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On the other hand, Turkey is currently in the process of undergoing social
change in terms of changing traditional values. That is, from being a traditional,
rural, patriarchal society, Turkey is becoming an urbanized, industrial, modern, and
egalitarian society, although this change is not equally distributed across the country.
In a study on Turkish values, conducted by Ergiider, Esmer, and Kalaycioglu in 1991
(cited in Acar, Ayata, & Varoglu, 1999) 86% of participants had indicated that it was
acceptable for both husband and wife to be employed, which shows the existence of
a general acceptance of women working outside the home. Nevertheless, with regard
to women’s roles in society overall, it appears that discriminating values are
predominant. More than half of the Turkish sample indicated that employment
priority should be given to men in times of unemployment. Moreover, 80% of
participants believed that being a housewife would provide as much satisfaction to
women as being employed. Household responsibilities are still the expected role of
women, and women’s careers are not as promising as men’s, due to such issues as
pregnancy.

As argued by Acar, Ayata, and Varoglu (1999), these findings suggest a
culture in which the priority of values was for “women at home” and that such a
culture would bring together direct or indirect discrimination at the workplace. In the
early 90s, certain occupations were known to specify quotas for the number of
women to be employed, and certain institutions did not accept applications of women
in certain occupational groups like engineering. Wasti, et al. (2000) also stated that
patriarchal relations at workplaces still provide the basis for gender discrimination in
the work life. Based on these, Wasti et al. had argued that Turkish women would

view gender harassment as part of the job or part of the culture. It could be because
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of this, that in the present study women did not view sexist hostility as sexual
harassment.

Despite sexist hostility not being perceived as sexual harassment, it was
found to be very disturbing. This implies that although not labeled as typical sexual
harassment, organizations should be made aware that the experience of sexist
incidents could lead to outcomes similar to sexual harassment consequences
identified by Fiztgerald et al. (1997), like decreases in job satisfaction, impaired
health conditions, impaired health satisfaction and psychological conditions, and in
turn work and job withdrawal.

Generally speaking, Turkish women perceived physical sexual assault, sexual
bribery, sexual coercion, and verbal sexual attention very harassing, whereas
perceived unwanted personal attention and insinuation of interest as moderately
harassing, and sexist hostility as not quite sexually harassing. Nevertheless, women
perceived all types of behavioral initiations as very disturbing. Thus, sexist hostility
is not labeled “sexual harassment,” but it could be considered a form of
“psychological harassment” directed to women. Magley, Hulin, Fitzgerald, and
DeNardo (1999) have shown that psychological, health, and work-related outcomes
for women who label a behavior as sexual harassment are not very different from the
outcomes of women who experience but do not label the behavior as harassment.
Therefore, although sexist hostility may not be labeled as sexual harassment, such

incidents must not be ignored.

135



6.3 Demographic Variables in relation to Sexual Harassment Perceptions and

Experiences

The demographic variables of the participants and organizational
characteristics were investigated in terms of their relation with sexual harassment
perceptions and experiences. With regard to the relation between the age of the
participant and SH perceptions, the findings in the literature (e.g., Fain & Anderton,
1987; Foulis & McCabe, 1997) showed inconsistent results. The present study failed
to reveal a relationship between age and perceptions. With regard to experiencing
SH, contrary to the findings in the literature stating younger women experience more
| SH (e.g., Farley, 1983; USMSPB 1981, 1988, 1995), the present study in general, did
not find any relation between age and experiencing SH. Only with regard to sexual
bribery and sexual coercion type of incidents, older participants reported
experiencing more harassment, which is in the opposite direction of what the
literature suggests.

Although no study was identified with regard to the relation between marital
status and SH perceptions, it was argued previously in the present study that women
with a spouse may label a behavior as less sexually harassing, because the behaviors
would appear to them as less likely to be experienced, and thus less threatening.
Although the correlation coefficients were negative, meaning married women tended
to perceive less SH, the relation between marital status and SH perceptions was not
found to be significant. With regard to the relation between marital status and SH
experiences, findings of the present study replicated the findings in the literature
(e.g., MacKinnon, 1979; Schneider, 1982; Tangri, Burt, & Johnson, 1982; USMSPB,

1981, 1988) as married women were found to experience less SH incidents than
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unmarried woman on every type of sexual harassment. This is consistent with the
argument of Backhouse and Cohen (1981) that the existence of a spouse discourages
the potential harasser. As a result, single women in organizations in Turkey also
appear to be more vulnerable to sexual harassment.

With regard to the education level of women the two significant negative
correlations between education level and perceptions related to the harassment types
of verbal sexual attention and sexist hostility were quite unexpected. As the level of
education decreased women tended to perceive more harassment. Especially
concerning harassment incidents related to verbal sexual attention, women with an
education level lower than a 4-year university degree significantly perceived the
behaviors as more harassing. A plausible explanation for this finding could be that
these women with lower levels of education may feel themselves more vulnerable in
the organization in terms of men trying to take advantage of them. Whereas women:
with higher education may perceive themselves as being less likely to be a target of
SH, relying on the assumption that men in the organization could not have the
courage or chance to seriously try to harass woman. Moreover, women with lower
levels of education mostly hold lower level positions, which may lead them being
potential targets of SH coming from men in relatively higher positions. These women
with lower education could be coming from a low socio economic background,
where the attitudes toward women are more conservative, which makes them more
sensitive to these type of behaviors.

Findings concerning organizational variables were not surprising, yet worth
mentioning. As the ratio of men to women in an organization increased, perceiving
unwanted personal attention type and sexual bribery and sexual coercion type of

incidents as sexual harassment also increased. Likewise, as the ratio of men to
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women in a department increased, perceiving sexual bribery and coercion type of
incidents as harassment also increased. All correlations were negative, suggesting
that as the ratio of men to women increases in a work environment, women
perceiving a social-sexual incident as sexual harassment also increases. However, not
all correlations were significant. The significant correlations are in accord with the
argument of Luthar and Pastille (2000) claiming that females in a male-dominated
culture where men are numerically high would more easily perceive a social-sexual
incident as SH, as they would attribute hostile negative intent to those behaviors.
Similarly, in the present study, as the ratio of men to women increased at the
organizational level, experiences of unwanted personal attention also increased, and
as the ratio of men to women increased at ihe departmental level, experiencing
unwanted personal attention, incidents related to verbal sexual attention, sexist
hostility, and incidents related to insinuation of interest also increased. This is
consistent with the findings of Gruber (1998) pointing that most of reported SH in
the literature comes from male dominated work places.

Finally, in the present study, women in the private sector experienced more
sexual harassment compared to those in the public sector, except for the types of

harassment related to physical sexual assault or sexual bribery and sexual coercion.
6.4 Factors Affecting Sexual Harassment Perceptions

The effects of experiencing sexual harassment and the individual differences
variables on perceiving an incident as sexual harassment were investigated separately

for each social sexual incident type. The effects of each variable are discussed next.
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6.4.1 Experiencing Sexual Harassment

A surprising finding of the present study was that experiencing sexual
harassment in general did not predict sexual harassment perceptions. Only
experiencing unwanted personal attention appeared to predict harassment perceptions
of the type, however in a negative direction. That is, those reporting experiencing
more harassment tended to perceive the behaviors as less sexually harassing. That
may be because of the nature of the incidents, as they are related to showing an
interest in the woman. Those who have experienced this type of SH, may not have
been disturbed by the interest, and thus may not have a negative image of such
behaviors. The significant negative correlation between experiencing such behavior
and disturbance ratings also seem to confirm this argument.

The findings in the literature concerning the relation between frequency and
perceptions have generally showed that as frequency of the behavior increased,
frequency of labeling the behavior as sexually harassing also increased (e.g., Ellis,
Barak, & Pinto, 1991). At first this seems to contradict the findings of the present
study. Nevertheless, the literature findings refer to the frequency of occurrence of the
same specific behavior in perceiving that behavior as harassment, rather than the
effects of the frequency of experiencing different behaviors over time, considered in
the same category. As a conclusion, the present findings suggested that exposure to
or experience of a kind of sexual harassment did not affect perceiving the same or

similar kinds of behavior as harassment.
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6.4.2 Emotional Affectivity

One hypothesis of the present study was that emotional affectivity would
affect perceiving a social-sexual incident as sexual harassment. It was thought that
although positive affectivity would not affect perceptions, it was hypothesized that
women high in negative affectivity would perceive social-sexual behaviors as more
sexually harassing. This hypothesis was formed before the harassment factors were
identified. Results indicated that, negative affectivity predicted harassment
perceptions for unwanted personal attention, verbal sexual attention, and sexist
hostility type of behaviors only, resulting in a partial support the first hypothesis.
Thus, the hypothesis found partial support, as women with higher negative affectivity
perceived such incidents as more sexually harassing than did women lower in
negative affectivity.

The reason for negative affectivity not predicting behaviors related to
physical sexual assault or sexual bribery and sexual coercion could be that those type
of behaviors are already seen as severe behaviors, therefore being high in negative
affectivity or not may not be making any difference in terms of perceiving such
severe behaviors as harassing. Those behaviors could be referred to as “severe” since
physical sexual assault violate the women'’s sense of “honour,” and sexual bribery
and sexual coercion type of behaviors are related to employment terms and
conditions (Fitzgerald et al., 1988). Likewise, Fiztgerald and Hesson-McInnis (1989)
had also found that, incidents related to sexual impositions and sexual coercion were
rated as being severe. The type of behaviors that negative affectivity had an influence
on perceptions are also directed to the woman, however the woman has more control

over them compared to the more severe forms. As a conclusion, negative affectivity
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predicts SH perceptions concerning relatively less severe (as indicated by
participants’ harassment and disturbance ratings) types of harassment, except for
behaviors related to insinuation of interest.

Although not expected, positive affectivity predicted perceiving sexist
hostility as harassment. This is an unexpected finding as the relationship between
positive affectivity and perceptions was found to be negative. This also contradicts
the finding that women with high levels of negative affectivity perceive more
harassment. Together with this finding, women with higher levels of positive

affectivity also perceiving sexist hostility as more harassing could not be explained.

6.4.3. Attitudes Towards Women’s Gender Roles

The second hypothesis of the study was that as attitudes towards women’s
gender roles were more egalitarian, social-sexual incidents would be perceived as
more harassing. This hypothesis also was partially supported, as participants’
attitudes towards women’s gender roles only predicted perceiving behaviors as
harassing, related to physical sexual assault and behaviors related to sexual bribery
and sexual coercion. Women with more egalitarian attitudes perceiving such
behaviors as more harassing is not surprising since one would expect them to have a
lower threshold of tolerance towards behaviors which imply that women do not have
the right to choose and are forced to engage in relationships they do not want.
Women with more egalitarian attitudes could interpret such behaviors as the man
viewing the woman as an object, rather than a productive employee in the

organization, and therefore show more reaction to them.
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One might also expect that egalitarian attitudes would predict perceiving
sexist behaviors as more harassing since such behaviors convey negative attitudes
toward women having an occupation. The finding that attitudes of women not
predicting such behaviors as harassing, could be because sexist type of behaviors are
not perceived as sexua{ly harassing by the study participants.

So, as a conclusion, as attitudes towards women’s gender roles become more
egalitarian, more severe social-sexual behaviors are perceived as more sexually

harassing.

6.4.4 Self-esteem

The third hypothesis of the study was that as self-esteem levels of women
increased, social-sexual behaviors would be perceived as more harassing. This
hypothesis was almost fully supported, as self-esteem predicted each social-sexual
behavior type, exéept behaviors related to sexist hostility. Thus, women with high
levels of self-esteem perceived behaviors as more sexually harassing, including
unwanted personal attention, verbal sexual attention, physical sexual assault,

insinuation of interest, and behaviors related to sexual bribery and sexual coercion.

6.4.5 A General Discussion of Individual Differences Variables Effects on

Perceptions

The hypotheses of the present study regarding individual variables’ affects on
SH perceptions were either almost fully or partially supported. Despite findings

yielding full or partial support for the hypotheses, regression analyses revealed that
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only a very small portion of variance in SH perceptions was explained by the
individual differences variables, ranging from 6% to a maximum of 10%. This may
be due to other potential factors like contextual factors or perpetuator characteristics,
having a greater impact on sexual harassment perceptions. Additionally, it may be
due to the restricted range of the individual differences variables. Especially attitudes
and self-esteem were quite restricted, with attitudes showing a range of 1.64 (out of a
possible range of 3) and self-esteem showing a range of 2.50 (out of a possible range
of 4). Negative affectivity showed positive skewness; attitudes and self-esteem
showed negative skewness, which apparently restricted the range of scores.

A potential reason for the skewness in variables may be the social desirability
effect. Emotional affectivity, attitudes towards women’s gender roles, and self-
esteem are sensitive issues, since people value others being more happy, attentive,
exited, strong, proud, determined, active etc, (which are attributes of positive
affectivity), being less unhappy, guilty, afraid, hostile, nervous, and afraid etc.
(which are attributes of negative affectivity), being high in self-esteem and value
protecting the rights of women in society. The effects of social desirability on self-
ratings of affectivity has been show by Chen, Dai, Spector, and Jex (1997).
Accordingly, negative affectivity items were viewed as less desirable, and positive
affectivity items were viewed as more desirable. Rating the affectivity items was
found to be related to item desirability, resulting in a positively skewed negative
affectivity dimension, and a negatively skewed positive affectivity dimension.
Moreover, people with high social desirability were found to rate themselves high on
positive affectivity and low on negative affectivity using the PANAS. Chen et al.
argued that items constituting negative affect in the scale such as “guilty” and

“ashamed” were not likely to be used by people in describing themselves, likewise
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people were least likely to fail to describe themselves with highly desirable, socially
approved, and valued items constituting positive affactivity in the scale, such as
“strong” and “attentive.” Moreover, in the present study since the data were collected
from the participants in their work environments, although confidentially was
assured, participants could have showed a tendency to present themselves in a

desirable manner.

6.5 Harasser and Manager Stereotype Domains and Stereotype Profiles

Women’s stereotypes towards harassers had not been investigated previously
in the sexual harassment literature. First, six stereotype domains based on adjective
ratings were identified in the present study; stereotypes of a harasser being ill-
mannered, lacking control, dominant, ambitious, socially competent and dependable.

Next, three harasser stereotype profiles were identified based on the domains
identified; the group of women who had ambivalent stercotypes towards harassers,
the group of women who had negative but also power related stereotypes towards
harassers, and finally the group of women who had stereotypes of harassers
characterized only by negative attributes. Here, the ambivalent stereotype group was
different from the other two profiles on all harasser domains, whereas the other two
groups differed from each other on stereotypes of dominancy, ambitiousness, and
social competency. That is, one group of women believed that although harassers
wefe rather negative, they were also dominant and powerful.

Besides harasser profiles, three manager stereotype profiles were identified;
the group of women who had stereotypes of managers as being competent and

powerful, the group of women who had stereotypes of managers as being successful,
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and finally the group of women who had stereotypes of managers as being dominant
but irrespectable. The group with stereotypes of dominant but irrespectable managers
differed from the others, such that those women attributed more negative
characteristics to managers than women in the other groups. The group with
stereotypes of successful managers attributed negative characteristics and also
dominancy the least compared to the other two groups.

From these harasser and manager profiles of three clusters of women, and
from the comparison of the six stereotype domains of harassers and managers of the
study sample as a whole, the shared attribute between harasser and manager
stereotypes emerges. Apparently, women tend to think of both managers and
harassers as being dominant. When the items comprising the domain of dominancy
are examined, it can be said that women have stereotypes of managers and also
harassers as being powerful, as eager to use power, as being in need for power, as
being repressive, stubborn, alert, and strong.

Research up to now has emphasized the role of power of superiors affecting
sexual harassment perceptions. Power has been suggested as a strong reason for
women rating a behavior as more harassing when it is initiated by a superior (e.g.,
Ellis, Barak, & Pinto, 1991; Pryor, 1985; Tata, 1993, USMSPB, 1988). Accordingly,
power has been linked to position power in the organization, and women tended to
perceive a social-sexual behavior as sexual harassment when they felt threatened by
the intentions (e.g., Ellis et al. 1991; Luthar & Pastille, 2000).

Nevertheless, as it has appeared in the present study, women do not only
attribute power to superiors but also to sexual harassers. Attributing power to sexual
harassers could have two explanations. One could be that women tend to think that

some people striving for and valuing power, harass women as a means of feeling and
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expressing power. The other could be that women tend to think that only people who
possess power would have the courage to sexually harass women. This argument
could find support from the preliminary study findings of the present study, in which
women tended to attribute higher positions to harassers than the targets in the
vignettes. This does not mean that women see all managers as potential harassers. On
the contrary the majority of women (indicated by the competent and powerful, and
successful profiles) tend to attribute high social competency and high dependability
to managers. Nevertheless, because of the power issue, women may expect a sexual
harassment initiation from someone who is a superior, or they may be more apt in
identifying or labeling sexual harassment when the behavior is initiated by someone
with some power over them.

Although the study sample overall showed positive attributes to managers,
one group of women tended to see them as dominant and irrespectable. That is, this
group of women had stereotypes of managers being ill-mannered and lacking
control, together with being dominant. Besides the possibility of identifying
superiors as harassers only because of the power they have, it could be that a group
of women also possess some negative expectations towards managers in general.
When stereotypes of dominancy are combined with stereotypes of being ill-
mannered and especially lacking control, this specific group of women may be
perceiving more harassment when social-sexual behaviors are initiated by superiors,
as they also attribute negative intentions. Luthar and Pastille (2000) had argued that
prior knowledge about the superior, or having heard about the incidents initiated by a
particular superior might influence subordinate’s attributions relating to superior’s
intention. In addition to this argument, one could include stereotypes towards

managers, especially those which include negative attributions, in attributing

146



intentions to the superior. A study by Craig, Kelly, and Drsicoll (2001) seems to
support the argument of the issue of power and intentions, where it was found that
participants (both males and females) used negative and dominant descriptors when
describing men who are high in likelihood to sexually harass (LSH). As a result,
either those who want to feel and exercise power, or those who are already superior,
could be incorporated into the notion of LSH created by Pryor (1987), which is
measured by self-reports of men. Apparently men high in LSH indicated high desires
for status, toughness, macho, and dominance over women. In the present study, the
question was not whether men were really high in the LSH, but it was whether
women perceive men in general, or superiors as likely to sexually harass. According
to the literature on LSH, Pryor, LaVite, and Stoller found that those who were likely
to sexually harass, actually do so, when localized social norms permit the harassing
behavior (cited in Sbrage & O’Donohue, 2000). The characteristics of the Turkish
culture forms a basis of harassing behaviors, as it is a collectivist cuture. Pryor and
Whalen argued that men could engage in sexual harassment when social norms allpw
for such behavior (cited in Luthar & Luthar, 2002). In collectivist cultures, people act
according to the norms and values of the culture, and in turn protection is offered by
the group (Hostfede, 1998). In a culture with traditional values of men being superior
to women, and women subjected to discrimination, men feel that the norms would
permit sexually harassing or sexually discriminating behavior. In the Turkish culture
men see themselves as being in charge of the sexuality of women and their sense of
honor depends on this being socially accepted. Wasti et al. (2000) also pointed out
that Turkey was classified as a patriarchal culture where there are clearly defined

asymmetrical gender roles for men and women.
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Concerning different stereotypes of women held to§vards harassers, it was
found that those who have negative-power related or negative stereotypes perceived
physical sexual assault, and sexual bribery and sexual coercion as more sexually
harassing‘ than those who show ambivalent stereotype profile, suggesting that

stereotypes held towards harassers can also affect harassment perceptions.
6.6 Limitations of the Study and Suggestions for Future Research

With regard to the individual differences factors, attitudes towards women’s
gender roles was assessed by Spence, Helmreich and Stapp’s (1973) Attitudes
Towards Women’s’ Sex Roles Scale- Short Form. This measure has been used in the
Turkish context for tﬁe first time and the internal consistency reliability coefficient of
the scale was not found to be quite promising. To assess attitudes towards women’s
gender roles, future studies could make use of a scale that is more reliable and that
has been demonstrated to be applicable to the Turkish culture.

As discussed earlier, the restricted range of measures may have resulted in
low power of the analysis, and small effect sizes. This could be because of the social
desirability effect, which may prove useful if measured and controlled in future
studies assessing sensitive attributes such as emotional affectivity, self-esteem and
attitudes towards women’s gender roles.

Apart from the individual variables affecting sexual harassment perceptions,
organizational variables affecting perceptions should also be investigated as a
separate study in Turkey. A more systematic study investigating the effects of male-
dominated environments on perceptions and harassment experiences, both regarding

the ratio of men to women, and regarding occupational types considered traditionally
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masculine would prove useful in a culture where women have not been fully
accepted in work life. Especially women from different occupations should be
reached and compared in terms of harassment perceptions and experiences.

With regard to harasser and manager stereotypes, women with different
harasser stereotype profiles were compared in terms of harassment perceptions.
However, it was not possible to compare women with different manager stereotype
profiles in terms of harassment perceptions, as the items assessing perceptions were
not referring to the initiator as a manager, except for sexual bribery and sexual
coercion type of behaviors. Futiire research could focus on perceiving social-sexual
behaviors as sexual harassment when initiated by superiors, and could investigate

whether stereotype profiles of managers predict harassment perceptions.

6.7 Implications and Importance of the Study

The present study revealed the effects of individual differences variables on
sexual harassment perceptions and hence contributed to the understanding of the
antecedents of sexual harassment perceptions. Although individual differences
variables explained a small portion of variance of harassment perceptions, they
showed the role of individual factors on perceiving a social-sexual incident as
harassment. The effects of negative affectivity on harassment perceptions was
introduced into the sexual harassment literature. Inconsistent results appearing in the
literature regarding attitudes towards women’s sex roles, and self-esteem were
clarified, by showing their effects on different types of sexual harassment.

The concept of women'’s stereotypes of harassers was also introduced into the

sexual harassment literature. The overlapping stereotype of dominancy of both
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managers and harassers emphasizes the importance of women’s perceptions of power
in relation to sexual harassment. Stereotypes towards harassers also appeared to be a
potential individual differences factor that appeared to influence harassment
perceptions.

With regard to the contributions of the present study to the Turkish context, it
provided an approximate estimate of sexual harassment experiences in Turkish
organizations. The study sample comprised of a heterogeneous workforce, thus the
findings could be generalized quite well. Sexual harassment studies in Turkey had
focused on a specific work group or sector up to now. This study investigated the
perceptions of women employed in various sectors and occupations, in a more
systematic manner and demonstrated which types of social-sexual behaviors were
perceived to be sexual harassment in the Turkish context.

Sexist behaviors not appearing to be perceived as sexually harassing was a
different finding compared to the US sexual harassment literature, which should be
taken into account when developing sexual harassment legislations in Turkey.
Nevertheless, as sexist behaviors were rated quite disturbing, which in turn could
affect psychological, health, and work-related outcomes in a negative direction, the
importance of protecting women against discrimination becomes evident. Besides the
issue of protecting women against discrimination, organizations should pay attention
to protecting women against sexist hostility by implementing organizational policies
parallel to those that could be implemented for sexual harassment cases.

The Social Sexual Incidents Questionnaire has been developed in the present
study, which revealed good psychometric properties after minor revisions. This scale
is hoped to be useful in future sexual harassment studies that will be conducted in

Turkish work settings. As it was developed based on interviews with Turkish women
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currently employed in organizations, it has captured culture specific social-sexual
incidents, and proved useful in conveying culture specific perceptions. Therefore, the
SSIQ would be a useful tool for assessing sexual harassment perceptions in a
scientific study in Turkey, or to reveal sexual experiences of employed women in

certain organizational settings.
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MULAKAT SORULARI

Bu ¢alisma herhangi bir kurumda kadin ¢alisanlarin, is ortamindaki dier ¢ahsanlarla
olan iligkilerine kars1 tutumlarim arastirmay: amaclamakﬁdlr. Tartisma sorulart iki
béliimden olusmaktadir. i1k béliimde yedi agik uclu soruya genel diisiinceleriniz ve
fikirleriniz dogrultusunda cevap vermeniz beklenmektedir. ikinci bélimde ise size
sunulacak olan jki aym olay iizerinde bir takim degerlendirmeler yapmaniz

istenecektir.
Boliim I

1. Is yerinizdeki herhangi bir galigan size kars1 ne tiir sozlii ifadelerde bulunursa

bundan rahatsiz olursunuz?

2. Is yerinizdeki herhangi bir galisan size karsi ne tiir fiziksel davranista

bulunursa rahatsiz olursunuz?

3. Is yerinizdeki bir erkek calisan size karsi ne tiir sozlii ifadelerde bulunursa

rahatsiz olursunuz?

4. I yerinde herhangi bir erkek calisan size karsi ne tiir fiziksel davramigta

bulunursa bundan rahatsizlik duyar veya uygun olmadigin diiiinirsiiniiz?
5. 1Is yerinde cinsel taciz deyince akliniza ne tiir davramslar geliyor?
6. Is yerinde cinsel tacizde bulunan birini nasil tanimlarsiniz?

Yas:
Gorev:
Medeni durumu:

Toplam ¢aligma siiresi:
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Boliim IT
Bu béliimde ise size, hayali bir kurumda iki kisi arasinda gegen hayali iki olay
sunulmaktadir. Bu iki ayr olay fizerinde bir takim degerlendirmeler yapmamz

istenmektedir.

1. Mehmet Bey ile Aylin Hanim aymi kurumda caligmaktadirlar. Mehmet Bey ne
zaman Aylin Hanim’in yamina gelse igle ilgili bir konuda konugmaya baglasa Aylin
Hanim’m ellerine, dirsegine ya da omzuna dokunmaktadir. Aylin Hanim baslarda
bunu yadirgamakla birlikte olagan karsilamaya calismis, Mehmet Bey’e karst
herhangi bir olumsuz tavir takinmamigtir. Ancak Mehmet Bey’in tekrar eden
davraniglar1 sonucu, konusurken ona sirtim dénmek, birkag adim yanindan
uzaklasmak ve yiiz ifadesini ciddilestirmek suretiyle kendini geri ¢ekmeye

caligmugtir.

= Bu olayda adi gegen Mehimet Bey’i en az 5 sifatla tamimlayiniz.

@ &) @ @ ®
® @ ® ®
Sizce;

= Mehmet Bey ile Aylin Hanim arasindaki statii iliskisi nedir?

<= Aylin Hanim’1n medeni durumu nedir?
< Bekar < EBvli < Boganmig < Dul

= Mehmet Bey’in medeni durumu nedir?
< Bekar < Bvli < Bogsanmig < Dul

= Mehmet Bey kag¢ yagindadir?
< 20-25 < 26-30 < 31-40 < 41-50 <O 51 ve iizeri

= Aylin Hanim kag¢ yasindadir?
<& 20-25 < 26-30 < 3140 O 41-50 & 51 ve iizeri
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2. Ahmet Bey ile Ayse Hanim ayni kurumda galigmaktadirlar. Ayse Hanum kimi zaman
Ahmet Bey’in profesyonellik digina tasan davraniglarindan yakinmaktadir. Ahmet
Bey sik sik Ayse Hamm’a galigma diizeninin ne kadar disiplinli olduguna, Ayse
Hanum gibi iyi niyetli bir ¢aliganin kolay bulunmadigina ve ne kadar giizel bir bayan
olduguna dair iltifatlar yagdirmaktadir. Bunun yam sira Ahmet Bey, Ayse Hanim ve
diger kadin ¢ahganlarin yaninda, erkek galisanlara yiiksek sesle miistehcen igerikli
fikralar anlatmakta, sakalar yapmaktadir. Bazen de, Ayse Hanim Ahmet Bey’i,
kendisinin ya da diger hanim arkadaglarinin gégiislerine veya bacaklarma bakarken
yakalamaktadir.

= Bu olayda ad1 gegen Ahmet Bey’i en az 5 sifatla tanimlaymniz.

@ @ ® @ ®
® @ ® ®
Sizce;

= Ahmet Bey ile Ayse Hanim arasindaki statii iliskisi nedir?

= Ayse Hanim’in medeni durumu nedir?
< Bekar <O Evli < Bosanmig < Dul

= Ahmet Bey’in medeni durumu nedir?
< Bekar <O Byl < Bosanmis < Dul

= Ahmet Bey kag yagindadir?
< 20-25 < 26-30 < 3140 < 41-50 < 51 ve tizeri

= Ayse Hanim kag yasindadir?
< 20-25 < 26-30 < 3140 < 41-50 < 51 ve lizeri
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APPENDIX D

FINAL CONTENT ANALYSES RESULTS OF DISTURBING BEHAVIORS
AND BEHAVIORS CONSIDERED AS SEXUAL HARASSMENT AT

WORKPLACE
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DISTURBING BEHAVIORS AND SEXUAL HARASSMENT AT

WORKPLACE

CONTENT ANALYSIS RESULTS ~ (N=56)

Categories N
L Is Yerinde Rahatsizhik Verici Davranislar
“Disturbing Behaviors at the Workplace”
1. Isile Ilgili
“Related to the Job”

e Emredici tarzda konusulmasi 11

e  Asagilayic, kiiglik goriir tarzda konusulmasi 7

“Sen bu isi kivirabilir misin”

“Sen uyuyor musun, gérmiiyor musun?”’

“Caligmiyor oturuyor, geziyorsun”

e Yapilan isin uygun olmayan sekilde elestirilmesi/olumsuz ifadeler 5
kullanilmasi

o Isileilgili elestirilerin arkasinda kigisel imalar tagiyan sézler 3
edilmesi

“Bu ¢ok salakga olmus” “Bu igi becerememigsin”

o Isileilgili istenen fikrin elestirilmesi/yargilanmas: 2
e Biris rica edildiginde laubali bir gekilde kargilik verilmesi 1
e Hatali yapilan isin yiiziine vurulmast 1
¢ Hatali yapilan igin bagkalarinin yaninda agiklanmasi 1

| ® Sorumlu olunmayan bir isteki aksakliktan tiirii suglanmak 1
e Kisisel problemlerin is yerinde ige yansitilmasi 1
e Kisinin isteki basansinin bagka seylere atfedilmesi 1
o Statii iligkisinin ¢ok fazla hissedilmesi 1
e Statil iligkisinin suistimal edilmesi 1
e Bilgi sahibi olunmayan bir alanda atip tutulmas: 1
¢ Is konusunda s&ylenenlerin dinlenmemesi 1
e Bayan ydneticilerin ¢ocuk azarlar gibi ¢alisanlarini azarlamas: 1
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2. Sosyal iligkiler ile ilgili
“Related to Social Relationships”

a. Sozel ifadeler

“Verbal Approaches”

e Bagirilmasy/Yiiksek ses tonu kullanilmasi/Ses tonunun yiikseltilmesi | 9
o Asaglayicv/kiiciik dilgliriicivkiigiimseyici/gurur kiric ifadeler 9
e Sifatlarla hitap edilmesi 7

“Kadin” “yavrum”, “giizelim” geklinde hitap edilmesi

“Abi”, “abla”, “yenge”, “bacim” geklinde hitap edilmesi

“Kizim”, “ki1z”, “hey”, “sst”, seklinde hitap edilmesi

e Direk isimle hitab edilmesi 7
o Kisilik zedeleyici sdzler 6
e Kiifiir olarak algilanabilecek sézler séylenmesi 6
e “Aptal” “salak” gibi sozler soylenmesi 3
e Argo kullanilmasi 3
e Gereksiz tartigma/gerginlik yaratilmasi 3
e Samimi olmayan biri tarafindan senli benli hitab edilmesi 2
e Ukalalik yapilmasi/gok bilmiglik/kendini {istiin gérme 2
¢ Kizginlik/sinirlilik ve sertlik i¢eren ifadeler kullanilmasi 2
e Arkadan konusulmasi/dedikodu yapilmasi 2
e Fiziksel goriinis ile ilgili ifadeler, iltifatlar edilmesi 2
o Ozel hayat1 sorugturur nitelikte ifadeler edilmesi/soru sorulmasi 2
o Ozel yasantiya iligkin elestiri yapilmasi/karigilmasi 2
e Karsi tarafin kendi 6zel hayatr ile ilgili ¢ok sey anlatmasi 1
e Nasil davramilacaginin, nasil giyinileceginin sdylenmesi 1
o I iliskisi ile arkadaglik iliskisinin karigtiriimasi 1
e Konusurken soziin kesilmesi 1
e Namusa karg1 laf sdylenmesi 1
¢ Diger ¢aliganlarla olan iligkilere/iletisime karigilmas: 1
“Yeni evlisin, erkeklerle niye Opiigiiyorsun?”

¢ Dalga gecilmesi, alay edilmesi, imali konugmalar 1
e Acik espriler yapilmasi 1
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b. Fiziksel Davranislar
“Physical Behaviors”

e El kol hareketleri/el gakalari 14
e Samimiyetin olmadig1 birinin ¢ok sik dokunmasi 6
e Esyalara karg: sert davraniglar sergilenmesi 4
“Masa iistii egyalarinin atilarak birakilmas:”
“Camlarin, kapilarin vurarak kapatilmasi”
“Egyaya tiikiirmek, tekmelemek”
“Konugsurken masaya yumruk vurulmas:”
¢ Yiiz mimiklerinin/ifadesinin dalgaya alma tarzinda veya sert olmas: 3
e Kaba kuvvet iceren hareketler/itme kakma 3
e Sagdan soldan gegilirken degmesi, siirtiinmesi, af dilememesi 2
e Kadinlann agagilayici bakiglari/siizmeleri 2
e Bayanlann da dokunarak gakalagmasi 1
e El sikigirken garip tutmasi 1
o Kigisel alana girilmesi 1
e (Cok yan yana ¢aligmak zorunda olmasi 1
¢ Konusurken ¢ok yakin durulmasi 1
e Egyalarin/¢aliyma masasinin karigtirilmasi 1
e Bele sanlmak 1
e Toplanti esnasinda yanda oturan kiginin sirtin1 donmesi 1
¢ Yan yana otururken belden agag: kismin temas etmesi 1
e Konusurken konugan kisiye bakilmamasi 1
¢ Yanaktan makas alinmasi 1
e Bagma dokunulmas: 1
e Sert bir tavirla el kol hareketi yapilmasi 1
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IL is yerinde bir erkek ¢ahsandan gelen rahatsizlik edici

davramslar

“Disturbing behavior coming from a man at the workplace”

Iz

1. Cinsiyet Ayrimcihig
“Sexist Hostility”

e Kiifiir olarak algilanabilecek s6zler séylenmesi 10
e Kadinlan asagilayici, ayrimei, cinsiyetci ifadeler kullaniimas: 3
“Kadmlann sag1 uzun akli kisa”, “Kadin degil mi iste...”

“Kadmin galismasi ayip, evinde otur” “Sus, sen kadinsin, ¢ok
konusma” “Kadinlifiniza m1 giiveniyorsunuz...”
e Cinsel kimlige yonelik konugmalar yapilmas: 3
o Kadinlara atfen argo konugulmasi 3
s Kadinin mesleginin degersiz goriilmesi/kabullenilmemesi 1
» Fikirlere 6nem vermek yerine cinselligin 6n plana ¢ikarilmasi 1
e I5 yerinde ulagilan konumun kadin olmanin getirdigi 1
avantajlardan kaynaklandiginin s6ylenmesi
e Erkek oldugu i¢in kendini iistiin géren bir tarzda konusulmasi 1
e Cinsiyet kullanilarak kadinin agagilanmasi 1
“Soyle o kadmna...”
o Imalarda bulunulmas: 1
“Esiniz evde, siz bu saatte burada, ne is”
e Vurulmasy/itilmesi 1
2. Sizel Cinsel lgi
“Yerbal Sexual Attention”
e “Hayatim”, “canim”, “sekerim”, “bacim” gibi samimi bir dilde 11
hitap edilmesi
¢ Laubali, yilisik bir tarzda konusulmasi 5
“Gtizel hemgire..geklinde hitap”
e Cinsel igerikli konusmalar yapilmast 3
e Bel alt1 espiri yapiimast 3
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Topluluk igerisinde argo konugulmasi 3
Cinsel igerikli agik fikralar anlatilmasi 2
“Askim”, “birtanem” gibi 6zel sozler ile hitap edilmesi 1
Kadinlarin yaninda pornodan konugulmas: 1
Laf atar tarzda konusulmasi 1
3. Fiziksel Cinsel flgi

“Physical Sexual Attention”
El kol hareketleri yapilmasi/El gakalar1 yapilmas: 14
Viicudun herhangi bir yerine olur olmaz dokunulmasi 12
Yakin fiziksel temasta bulunulmas: viicut temesinda 9
bulunulmasi
Sarilmasi 5
Sik sik omza dokunulmasi/elin omza atilmasi/omzun 5
sivazlanmasi
Kesmek anlaminda bakilmasi 4
Yan yana otururken diz dize, kol kola degmesi ve buna dikkat 3
edilmemesi
Dar bir yerden gegerken dokunmaya siiriinmeye ¢alisilmasi 3
Konugurken elleri tutmasi 3
Biraz agik bir kiyafet (dekolte, mini etek vb.) giyildiginde 2
viicuda bakilmas: “Gézleriyle soymas1”
Selamlasirken veya vedalagirken 6pmesi 2
El/omuz disinda dokunulmast 2
Rahatsiz edici bakislar atilmasi 2
Yanaktan makas alinmasi 1
Yihsik yiligik giiliinmesi 1
Koklamaya galigmasi 1
Konugurken siizmesi 1
Basina dokunulmasi 1
Bir ey verirken elini tutmaya ¢alismast 1
Konugurken sik sik dokunulmast 1
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El sikigirken uzun tutulmas:

Yan yana caligirken rahatsiz edecek sekilde sokulunmasi

Ustiin pohpohlar tarzda koruyucu bir havaya biiriinerek
dokunmasi

Sacin oksanmasi

Bacaga el atmaya ¢aligmasi

Konugmalarin, hareketlerin, yiirilyiigiin stirekli gézetlenmesi
(G&z hapsinde kalmak)

Yemek yerken stirekli izlenmek

4. Riigvet/Gozdagy Niteligindeki Yaklagimlar
“Sexual Bribery and Sexual Coercion”
(Sexual Activity tied to Threats or Favors)

No items appeared under this category.

5. Cinsel veya Romantik fligki Kurmaya Yonelik
Yaklasimlar

“Attempts to Develop a Sexual or Romantic Relationship”

(Seductive Behavior)

Agik bir gekilde hoglandigini ifade etmesi

Is yerinde konusulabilecek konuyu disarida konusmak iizere
teklifte bulunulmas:

Mesaiden sonra bulusma teklifinde bulunulmas:

Cay/kahve i¢gme teklifinde bulunulmasi

Arabastyla eve birakma teklifinde bulunmasi

Goriigmek tizere ¢esitli bahaneler yaratmasi

6. Fiziksel Zorlama
“Sexual Assault”

No items appeared under this category.
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7. Istenmeyen Kisisel ilgi

“Unwanted Personal Attention”

e Fizige ydnelik iltifatlar edilmesi/yorumlar yapilmast 7
“Bugiin ¢ok glizelsiniz,” “Ah ne giizel, bdyle giizel bir bayanla
randevum var,” “Sagin ¢ok giizel,” “Yaglandikga giizellesiyorsun”
s Kilik kiyafet ile ilgili iltifat/yorum yapilmasi 6
“Pantolonun ¢ok yakismis”
» Ozel hayat: sorugturur nitelikte ifadeler edilmesi/soru 2
sorulmasi
o Ozel hayatin sorgulanmas: 1
8. Diger
“Other”
e Hakaret edilmesi “Cok sismanlamigsin!” “Sen sadece 4
hemgsiresin!”
e Oturusa dikkat edilmemesi/Yayilmas: 4
o Senli benli hitap edilmesi 4
e Isimle hitap edilmesi 3
e Kimseyi umursamaz bir tavir sergileyerek durmast 2
e Ukala bir tarzda konugulmasi 2
e Kaba sozler séylenmesi 2
e Onur kirici ifadeler/olumsuz sifatlar kullanilmas: 2
e “Ablacim,” “yenge,” “teyze,” “kiz” seklinde hitap edilmesi 2
e S0z konusu kisiyle ilgili sorunun bir bagkasina anlatilmasi 1
e Burnunu kangtirmasi 1
e Bagka bir erkek arkadagina davrandigi gibi davranilmasi 1
e Kisiyle konusurken bagka bir objeye kars1 siddetli 1
davraniglarda bulunmas: “tiikiirmek” “tekmelemek™
e Bir erkekle samimi olundugunda digerlerinin gikiyorlar diye 1
laf cikarmasi
e Kendi cinsel bolgelerine dikkat cekmesi 1
e Gorevin hatirlatilmas: 1

184




e Sert bir tavirla el kol hareketi yapilmasi 1
e Kii¢limseyici/alayci tavirla konugulmas: (is ile ilgili) 1
e Arkadan konugmasi .1
e Sinirli bir gekilde konusulmasi 1
e Alayeci bir dille konusmasi 1
e Karsi tarafin kendi 6zel hayati ile ilgili ¢ok sey anlatmasi 1
o Isileilgili hatalarm kisilige atfedilerek soylenmesi 1
e Sinirlenildiginde kadinin {izerine yiiriinmesi 1
e Samimi olunan biri de olsa herkesin ortasinda samimiyetini 1
sergilemesi
. N
IIL Is Yerinde Cinsel Taciz Olarak Nitelendirilen Davramslar
“Behaviors Considered to be Sexual Harassment at the
Workplace”
1. Cinsiyet Ayrimcilifi
“Sexist Hostility”
e Cinsiyet aynimciligt anlami igeren ifadeler kullanilmasi 4
“Elinin hamuruyla erkek isine karisma”
e Bir kadmin anne olmasi, ¢ocuguna bakmast gerektiginin 1
sOylenmesi
e Is toplantisinda bir kadinin fikrinin dalgaya alinmas: -
e Cinsiyet ayrimu yaparak erkeklerin yiikseltilmesi, kadinlarin 1
yonetimden diglanmast
¢ Kadin- erkek aynmy/iligkileri ile ilgili yorum/saka yapilmasi 1
e Kadim bir kigi olarak degil bedenden ibaret goriircesine sdzler 1
sOylenmesi. “Su kadin da kemik gibi, ¢ok zay:if, hog degil.”
o 5 arkadasi olarak degil zevklerini tatmin edebilecegi bir kadn 1
olarak gérmesi
e Bir erkekle otururken bir bagkasinin gelip erkek arkadasa/ese 1

hitaben “Abi kizmasin” denmesi
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2. Sozel Cinsel 1lgi
“Yerbal Sexual Attention”

Cinsel igerikli espriler yapilmast/fikralar anlatilmasi 11
Bir kadinin yaninda cinsel igerikli konugmalar yapilmast 6
Kadmin giyimi kugamt ile ilgili yorumlar/espriler yapilmas1 5
“Canim”, “cicim, “kizim”, geklinde hitap edilmesi 5
“Giizelim,” “bebegim,” “agkim,” “yavrum,” “hayatim”seklinde 4
hitap edilmesi

Is yerinde sik sik kadmm odasma gelip uzun uzun alakasiz/is 4
dis1 konulardan konugulmasi

Kars: tarafin kendi 6zel hayatindan/seks hayatindan bahsetmesi 3
Kadinin arkasindan cinsellik igeren dedikodular yapilmasi 3
“Operim” “seni seviyorum seklinde konusmasi 2
Kadinin yaninda agiza alinmayacak kiifiirler edilmesi 2
Kelime oyunu yaparak cinsel igerikli sakalar yapilmasi 1
Cinsel igerikli e-maillar génderilmesi 1
Bir kadinla konugurken sohbet konusunun cinsellige gekilmesi 1
Bir erkegin esiyle/sevgilisiyle konustugu tarzda is arkadagiyla 1
konusmast

Magazin diinyasindaki kadinlara évgiiler “Biz bulamadik 1
boylesini”

Is yerindeki diger ¢aligma arkadaslarina eslerinin kotiilenmesi 1
Olayn asli yokken, iigiincii kigilere kadinin kendisine ¢ikma 1
teklifi ettiginin, yaklagmaya galigtifinin anlatilmasi

“Hadi burdan se¢ begen hangisini istiyorsan yapalim” seklinde 1

yaklagim
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3. Fiziksel Cinsel ilgi
“Physical Sexual Attention”

Viicudun bir yerine s1k sik dokunulmasi/bir yerinin oksanmast

23

Kazara/tesadiifen olmug izlenimi yaratmaya galigarak veya
bahane ile, aslinda davranisin higbir fonksiyonu yokken,

viicuda, ellere, omza, saga temas etmek

El sikisirken uzun tutmasi, omza dokunulmasi,

“Merhaba,” “Tegekkiir ederim” derken elin tutulmast

17

Biraz agik bir kiyafet (dekolte, mini etek vb.) giyildiginde

viicuda bakilmasi/odaklanmasi, kesmesi, siizmesi

17

Kigisel mesafenin korunmamasi/gok yakin durulmasi/herhangi
bir yerde otururken/dururken sikigtirilmak, kafese alir gibi

kadinin tizerine egilme

12

Siirekli kadina bakilmasy/Siiziilmesi

“Gozleriyle soymas1” “Goz hapsine almas1”

Anlamli bakiglar atilmasi

@

Bel alt1 bolgelere temas edilmesi

Siirtiinmesi, bilerek ¢arpmasi, dokunarak gegmesi

Muhabet ederken elini, kolunu gereksiz gekilde koymasi, omza

dokunmasi, el sikisirken uzun tutmasi

L R o =AY B

Sarilmasi

El kol hareketleri/el sakalart

Sirtin s1vazlanmasi

Saca dokunulmasi, oynanmasi, oksanmasi

Giyilen kiyafetlerin incelenmesi

Kadinin cinselligini 6n plana gikaran bolgelerine temas etmeye

caligma

=N NN W W

El 6pme

Dostluk gdsterisi cergevesinde fiziksel yanagsmalar

Elini tutmaya galigmak

Yanaktan makas alinmasi
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Manal1 giiliimsemeler

Kadmn viidunun belli bolgelerini gérebilmek amaciyla kadina

hareket etmesini gerektirecek igler yaptirilmas:

Bacaklara veya cinsel bolgelere bakilmasi

Egilip dogrulduk¢a bakilmasi

4. Riisvet/Gozdad Niteligindeki Yaklagimlar
“Sexual Bribery and Sexual Coercion”

(Sexual Activity tied to Threats or Favors)

Istenenleri yapmadig: takdirde igini kaybedecegine dair tehdit
etmek

Maags artig, pozisyonda yiikselmek gibi 6diiller kargihiginda

iliskiye zorlanmas1 veya imalarda bulunmas1 (peskes ¢ekme)

Bir {istiin tinvanini kullanarak altinda ¢alisan bir elemanina
yakimlagsmaya ¢aligmasi
“Patronun sekreterini sikigtirmasi”

Ust diizeydeki bir erkegin karsilik bekleyerek alt diizeydeki
kadinlari iyi konumlara getirmesi, digerlerinin hakkini gasp

etmesi

Kadin terfi etmek igin hirslibir gekilde patrona yaklastiginda

patronun bu durumu degerlendirmesi

Alt diizeydeki kadinlar beraber olma karsiliZinda terfi ettiren
erkegin bunun reklamini yapmasi
“Kadinlarimin hepsini bir yerlere getirdim, bana hayir

demeyenler iyi yerlere geldi.”

5. Cinsel veya Romantik ligki Kurmaya Yoénelik
Yaklasimlar
“Attempts to Develop a Sexual or Romantic
Relationship” (Seductive Behavior)

Istenmeyen bir iliskiye girmek iizere séylenen

sOzler/imalar/israr

12
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o Istenmeyen bir iligkiye girmek {izere yapilan davranisla 7
“Kadmligimdan faydalanmaya ¢aligmas1”
o  Sik sik mesaiden sonra digar1 ¢ikma teklifinde bulunulmasi 6
o Israrli ¢ikma teklifinde bulunulmasi 5
e Sik sik, acil olmayan durumlarda ev veya cep telefonunun 3
aranmast
¢ Hoslanilmayan kisinin yakinlagma ¢abasi 3
e Erkegin bir kadinin karsisinda kendi viicudunun baz 2
bolgelerine dikkati cekmesi
e Kadindan daha ¢ok ilgi gérmek beklentisi (yemege ¢gikma, 2
beraber oturma) ile is bahane edilerek yaklagilmasi
e Evli bir erkegin evli/bekar bir hanima ¢ikma teklif etmesi 2
e Amirin igi bahane edip sik sik gériigmek istemesi 2
e Sebepsiz yere geg saatlerde ¢aligmaya kalma zorunlulugunun 2
getirilmesi
s I5 yerinde konusulmas: gereken seylerin 6zel hayata taginmas: 2
| “Ozel bir ortama davet ederek bire bir konusmak istenmesi”
e E-mail ile taciz edilmesi 1
e Beraber i¢ki igmek icin 1srar edilmesi 1
o I5 goriismelerinin mesai bitimine konulmasi 1
e Telefon numarasmnin istenmesi 1
e Siirekli telefonla rahatsiz edilmesi 1
o Siirekli pesinde dolasilmasi 1
o Bir ortamda kadinla siirekli yalniz kalinmaya galigiimasi 1
o Isile ilgili yardim talebiyle kadinin evine gelmeyi dnermek 1
e [llgisini ifade eden yazih notlar birakilmasi 1
o Is ¢ikisi sik sik eve birakmak istemesi 1
e Sistematik olarak yakinlagmaya ¢aligilmas: 1
o Uygunsuz tekliflerde bulunulmasi 1
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6. Fiziksel Zorlama

“Sexual Assault”

e Viicudun herhangi bir yerinin elle tutulmasi/

sikilmasi/cimciklenmesi

o Opmeye ¢aligmasi

¢ Kadma yakinlagmak iizere kaba kuvvet kullanilmasi

7. istenmeyen Kigisel ilgi

“Unwanted Personnal Attention”

e Fiziksel goriiniis ile ilgili yorumlar yapilmast/iltifatlar edilmesi
“Siz ne kadar glizelsiniz bugtin!,” “Viicudunuz ¢ok giizel,”
“Kalgan giizel, bacaklarin giizel” “Ne kadar geng ve giizelsiniz!”
“Zayiflamigsin,” “Sismanlamigsin, hamile misin yoksa?” “Cok

siksiniz”

10

e Kadinn 6zel yasamina karigilmasi
“Kadmin 6zel yagamu ile ilgili (erkek arkadas, es, aile) soru
sorulmasi

“Kadinin dzel yasantisi ile ilgili yorumlar yapilmas1”

o [ltifatin &tesine gegen Svgiiler edilmesi

o Imali iltifatlar edilmesi

“Ah keske erken dogsaydim, senle evlenirdim”

“Ay senin gibisini bulamadim, bulsaydim evlenirdim.” “Ah sen
yok musun!” “Sen ¢ok iyisin, milkkemmelsin, bizim hanimda is

yok.”

e Asir kibar davranilmast
“Sik s1k 6nden kap1 agma, ¢anta tagima, kadin istemeden de olsa

cay getirme”

e Cep telefonunun karistirilmasi
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8. Diger

“Other”
s Esyalarimin kangtiriimasi 1
e Kapiy: kapatilarak konugmak istenmesi 1
s Bilgisayarda pornografik sitelere girilmesi 1
e Bacaklarini agarak oturmasi 1
o Iftira atilmasi 1
¢ Ust makanmdaki birinin “kizim” seklinde hitap etmesi 1
e Aymi yerde galigan insanlarin yakin arkadaglik kurarak tigiincii 1
kisilerin aleyhine kullanmalar1
o Is yerinde iki kisi goriisme yapilan odanin gbriisme esnasinda 1
kilitlenmesi
N
IV. Davramsin cinsel taciz olarak algilanmasina neden olan
faktorler
“Factors contributing to perceiving an incident as sexual
harassment” |
¢ Kadinin karsisindaki kisi ile arasinda fazla samimiyet yok 26
ise/iyi tanimiyorsa
o “Bu davranig/hareket gok gereksiz, nereden ¢ikt1 bu simdi” 18
diislincesi uyanmasi
e Kurulmaya ¢alisilan iligkinin/yakinligin istem dis1 olmasi 16
e Hareketlerin ardinda kadinin kétii niyet hissetmesi 15
“Temiz ve iyi niyetli olduguna inaniyorsam rahatsiz olmam”
e S0z konusu davranigta bulunan kigi kadinin igini 7
etkileyebilecek gibi
list makamdaysa/gliclii konumdaysa
e Arada yas farkinin olmasi 5
e Sinirt agtii zaman 2
e Hareketin fiziksel olmasi (bu durumda samimi isem de 2
farketmez
e Yaklasilmaya caligilan kadinin evli olusu 2

191




Yakinlagsmaya ¢alisan erkegin evli olugu

Sistematik bir gekilde yapiliyorsa

Bir tek kisiye karsi samimi davraniyor digerlerine farkli

yaklasiyorsa

Masum bir iligki isteginin ifade edilig tarz:

Erkek egemen bir grupta kiiciik bir grup kadinin yiiksek
statiiye gelmis olmas1

Davranigin profesyonellik dis1 olarak algilanmasi

Harekette bulunan kisiyle aralarindaki gegmise bagli
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APPENDIX E

INTERRATER AGREEMENT OF CLASSIFICATION OF NEGATIVE
ADJECTIVES DESCRIBING A HARASSER
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Cinsel Tacizde Bulunan bir Kigiye Atfedilen Ozellikler

Asagida kadinlann i§ yerinde cinsel tacizde bulunan bir kigiye atfettikleri 6zellikleri
belirten bir dizi sifat veya tanim bulunmaktadir. Her bir sifat veya tanimin asagida
agiklamas1 verilen 15 kategoriden hangisinin iginde degerlendirilebilecegini,

kargisindaki kutucuga kategori numarasim yazarak belirtmeniz istenmektedir.

Aras. Gor. Yonca Toker
ODTU Psikoloji Béliimii

Kategoriler

1. Cinsel Sapkinlik: Cinsellige asir1 diigkiinliik.

2. Giig Ihtiyact: Sahip oldugu giicti kullanma, bunu gbsterme ve hissetme veya giic
arayist icinde olma.

3. Erkeksilik: Erkek oldugunu vurgulamaya ¢alisma, bunu kullanma, erkekleri iistiin
gorme.

4. Smir tanimazhk: Bir kadmla iligkisi dahilinde smirlari olmama, ne zaman ne
yapacagi belli olmama.

5. Ahlaki deger yoksunlugu ve saygisizhk: Ahlaki degerlere riayet etmeme ve
karsisindaki insana saygisizca davranma.

6. Firsatqiik: Her firsat1 degerlendirmeye galigma ve firsat yaratmaya ¢aligma.

7. Gizli/Kétii amag: Bir kadinla normal bir iliski igerisindeyken daha ileri seviyede
bir iligkiye girme amac1 gbzetme, veya bu dogrultuda davraniglarda bulunma.

8. Israrcibik: Israrci olma, vazgegmeme.

9. Ciddiyetsizlik: Insanlarla iliskilerinde ciddiyetli bir tavir sergilememe.

10. Basarizhik, acizlik: Hayatinda basanisizliklar yasama, saglik, sosyal hayat, is
hayati: bakimindan sorunlari olma.

11. igrendirici 6zellikler: Iletisime girdigi insanin sinirlerini bozma, irite etme.

12. Kendini begenme: Kendini ¢ok fazla begenme, bunu gostermeye ¢aligma.

13. Ilgi ve dikkat ¢ekme ihtiyaci: Cevresindeki insanlarmn ilgisini ve dikkatini
¢ekme ihtiyacinda olma.

14. Diger: Yukaridaki 14 kategoriden birine dahil edilemeyecegini diigiindiigiiniiz

sifat veya tanimlar.
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Kategoriler

1. Cinsel Sapkinhik
2. Giig Ihtiyaci

3. Erkeksilik

4. Smir tammmazhk

5. Ahlaki deger yoksunlugu ve saygisizhik

8. Israrcihk

9. Ciddiyetsizlik

10. Basarisizhik, acizlik
11. igrendirici &zellikler

12. Kendini begenme

13. figi ve dikkat ¢ekme ihtiyaci

6. Firsat¢ihk 14. Diger

7. Gizli/Kétii amag
Sifatlar / Tanimlar 1 2 {3 |4 5 6 |7 8 {9 10 |son | %
kadmlardan hoglanan 1 3 14 114 114 {14 (14 |14 |1 14 |14 |70
réntgenci 1 5 1 1 5 5 5 1 1 1 1 60
saldirgan 3 17 12 [2 ([2 |2 [4 13 13 |2 |2 |50
akli fikri cinsellikte olan 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 100
kadmin ekmegi ile oynayan 5 14 |5 6 14 {7 5 5 5 5 5 60
statiisiinii kullanan 6 2 2 6 2 2 6 2 2 2 2 70
giic sahibi 8 [2 14 |12 |3 2 12 12 {2 |3 |2 |60
baskici 2 12 (2 |2 |2 |2 8 12 |3 12 |2 |80
kendini ispatlamaya ¢aligan 2 12 [ 2 2 13 |14 [13 |3 2 2 2 |50
ekonomik giiciine giivenen 2 (2 (1412 |14 11212 12 |2 |2 [2 |70
kadinlan kiigtik/asag1 géren 3 11 |3 3 3 3 5 3 3 3 3 80
mago 3 |3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 |3 3 100
taciz eden 5 5 1 5 1 1 6 4 1 1 1 50
erkek oldugundan kendini 3 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 3 20
iistiin gbren
toplumdaki erkek imaji 3 (2 14 |3 3 2 |3 3 3 3 170
kadinlar1 zor durumda birakan | 4 2 5 14 5 5 8 5 8 5 40
kadinlara erkeklere davrandig: | 4 9 14 {14 {14 | 4 14 [ 4 11 {5 - -

| gibi davranan
haddini bilmez 4 14 10 |4 |4 11 |4 |5 8 12 |4 |50
dengesiz 11 |5 10 14 |7 14 | 4 14 114 }4 |- -
kiistah 9 12 [10 |5 5 11 |4 |5 3 |5 5 140
¢apkin 1 6 |4 |6 1 14 [12 |3 1 4 |- -
temas aligkanhig olan 1 |7 (14 (1 jt 12 |t (4 |1 |1 |1 |60
kendini bilmeyen 14 |14 10 |5 4 11 |4 14 |14 |4 14 60
samimi olmaya calisan 6 14 | 6 7 9 14 |6 4 6 7 6 40
densiz 9 |4 10 |14 |5 11 {4 |4 18 |7 - -
disiplinsiz 10 {10 {10 |9 9 10 {10 |9 [8 |4 10 | 50
miinasebetsiz 4 4 9 14 15 5 5 9 5 1 5 40
miistehcen 1 1 1 5 1 1 11 |1 5 1 1 70
blciisiiz 4 14 14 19 |4 5 4 14 |5 1 4 |60
fazla yakin 6 |6 8 11 14 1 6 |4 [9 |9 |- -
kur yapan 14 [ 6 14 |9 9 7 14 | 7 6 |- -
sapik 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 100
ciiretkar 5 12 112 {5 |14 |4 |4 [2 14 {7 (4 |40
diirtiisel 13 |1 14 |1 1 4 13 13 1 1 | 50
saygisiz 2 12 15 5 5 5 5 S |5 |5 |5 80
anlayissiz 14 |12 5 11 | 8 14 [14 19 11 |8 - -
sulu 9 |4 |9 |5 9 9 |4 11 {9 {6 |9 [50
diisiincesiz 14 114 {9 [5 14 14 111 19 11 |5 - -
farkli amaglar pesinde 7 17 6 |6 |7 6 |7 6 (7 [4 |7 [50
doyumsuz 2 2 7 1 1 14 |1 2 1 1 1 50
sinsi 7 117 6 |6 17 |7 7 15 |17 6 {7 60
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Kategoriler

1. Cinsel Sapkinlik
2. Giig Ihtiyacs

3. Erkeksilik

4. Smir tammmazhk

5. Ahlaki deger yoksunlugu ve saygisizhk

6. Firsatcihik
7. Gizli/K6tii amac

8. Israrcilik

9. Ciddiyetsizlik

10. Bagarisizhik, acizlik

11. igrendirici 6zellikler

12. Kendini begenme

13. figi ve dikkat ¢ekme ihtiyaci
14. Diger

Sifatlar / Tamumlar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 |[sn | 9
ahlaksiz 5 |5 5 |5 15 |5 5 |5 |5 5 |5 100
gorgiisiiz 14 |5 5 11 |5 14 |5 14 111 |3 5 40
biitin kadmlari aym1 gozle | 14 | 14 | 3 14 |3 9 7 4 3 1 - -
giren
sorumsuz 9 19 10 |9 9 |9 10 |9 8 4 |9 60
seviyesiz/diizeysiz 4 4 10 |11 |4 5 4 9 9 3 4 40
bencil 12 112 |2 [5 |5 1416 j2 |5 5 |5 40
kiiltiirsiiz 14 114 |14 {14 {14 |10 |5 14 110 |3 14 | 60
duyarsiz 14 {14 |9 5 14 |10 | 6 12 |5 11 |- -
kaba 3 3 14 |14 |3 11 |5 3 |5 3 3 50
cinsiyet ayrimi yapan 3 3 3 14 13 5 14 |3 3 3 3 70
utanmaz 5 5 4 5 5 5 5 5 6 6 5 70
namussuz 14 |5 4 5 5 5 7 5 S 1 5 60
yalanci 14 |5 7 5 11 |5 11 |5 5 S 5 60
samimiyetsiz 11 {12 {7 |5 11 (14 [ 13 |11 |7 11 |11 |40
iktidar/otorite ditgkiinii 2 |2 13 12 14 {2 [2 |2 12 |2 |2 80
sahtekar 14 15 7 15 11 |5 11 |11 |5 7 15 40
yersiz 4 14 |5 14 [5 (9 j4 11 14 9 |4 40
iyi niyeti suistimal eden 7 7 14 [ 6 7 6 6 7 6 6 6 50
prensipsiz 9 9 9 9 10 | 9 5 4 6 1 9 50
firsatci 6 7 6 6 7 6 6 5 6 4 6 60
ag gozlii 6 |2 |4 |5 |4 |4 |7 |5 6 14 |4 40
kurnaz 7 16 14 16 |7 1417 12 (6 |6 |6 40
kadinlara diiskiin/zaafi olan 1 1 14 |1 1 3 1 1 1 1 1 80
arstz 14 |5 4 11 {5.1{5 |4 |5 |5 6 |5 50
riyakar 11 |5 11 15 |7 |5 11 15 17 6 |5 40
yagcl 13 15 17 14 (11 |7 1 {5 6 (6 |- -
cinsiyetiyle yaklasan 3 1 3 1 3 1 1 3 1 1 1 60
sansini deneyen 14 16 1416 |6 16 |6 16 [6 |6 |6 80
gikarct 7 6 7 6 6 6 6 6 5 6 6 70
kadinhigindan dolayt terfi 10 (7 12 {14 |7 3 5 13 3 - -

| ettifinin diistiniilmesi isteyen
uyanik 6 |6 6 |6 |6 |6 |7 14 16 |6 |6 80
kaypak 14 [5 11 |5 11 {11 11T |5 |6 10 |11 [40
saman altindan su viiriiten 7 7 7 7 7 7 6 6 7 4 |7 70
bagkalarindan yararlanmaya 6 (6 1115 |6 (6 |6 |7 |6 |6 |6 70
¢alisan
art niyetli 7 11 }7 7 7 7 6 7 7 6 (7 70
ikiyiizlii 11 11 {115 |7 [7 6 |17 |7 14 |7 40
cinsel beklentiler iginde 7 1 3 7 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 70
diiriist olmayan 14 114 {2 |5 11 |5 11 |5 5 17 |5 40
iyi niyeti kétiiye kullanan 7 7 11 |7 11 |7 6 5 5 6 |7 40
kadini kandirmak isteyen 14 |7 11 |7 7 3 7 1 7 7 |17 60
kargi cinsten mutluluk arayist | 10 |14 |14 14 |14 [3 |4 14 7 14 |50

icinde
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Kategoriler

8. Israrcilik

9. Ciddiyetsizlik

10. Basanisizhik, acizlik

11. igrendirici dzellikler

12. Kendini begenme

13. I1gi ve dikkat cekme ihtiyaci

1. Cinsel Sapkimhk

2. Giig Intiyac1

3. Erkeksilik

4. Sir tanimazlik

5. Ahlaki deger yoksunlufu ve saygisizlik

6. Firsatgilik 14. Diger

7. Gizli/Kétii amac

Sifatlar / Tanimlar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 [som [ %
kadin galigani erkekten 14 |14 |14 |1 14 |3 7 3 6 7 14 | 40
tistiin tutan

cinselligi kullanarak 1 1 4 1 9 1 2 1 5 1 1 60
caliganlann motive etmek

isteyen

giivenilmez 9 6 9 5 7 5 9 5 5 4 5 40
1srarcl 8 8 8 8 8 8 11 | 8 8 8 8 90
yapigkan 8 8 8 8 8 4 11 8 8 1 8 70
inatgl 8 8 2 8 8 8 14 |2 14 |8 8 60
laubali 4 14 19 11 |14 i1 19 11 19 9 9 |40
ciddiyetsiz 9 9 19 19 9 9 19 9 19 9 9 100
civik 4 9 9 11 19 9 1|9 9 19 8 9 170
yiizsliz 11 114 |5 i1 |8 11 |5 5 4 8 - -
sirnagik 9 4 8 8 9 13 |5 9 8 8 8 40
mesafesiz 4 4 {4 11 19 4 |5 9 9 4 14 150
zevzek 9 |9 14 111 111 J11 19 |9 10 |9 9 140
dalkavuk 9 6 11 |11 11 |11 |9 5 9 14 |11 |40
geyik 9 9 14 |11 |9 11 |9 9 9 9 9 170
isini ciddiye almayan 9 9 9 |9 9 9 9 10 |9 9 9 90
terbiyesiz 11 |5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 5 90
dalgaci 9 9 9 9 5 9 10 | 9 9 9 9 80
vurdumduymaz 12 |9 9 9 8 9 9 9 4 9 9 70
dangalak 11 {11 |14 |5 11 10 {11 |9 14 |11 |40
kot niyetli 7 7 7 7 7 7 17 5 |7 7 7 90
yavsak 9 9 9 11 111 [11 J11 |9 |4 9 9 150
glictinli kullanmayi seven 2 2 11 |2 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 80
gonill eglendirmek isteyen 5 9 11 |9 7 9 5 9 9 4 5 50
gtzll disarida 5 3 14 |5 5 6 4 14 16 4 - -
ruh sagligi bozuk/psikolojik (10 {13 |14 |10 [ 10 |14 [13 |14 |14 |10 |10 |40
sorunlari olan

Ozglivensiz 10 114 |2 10 110 |10 [13 |10 |10 |6 10 | 60
sosyal becerisi yetersiz 10 (14 |2 10 {10 {10 {13 j10 |10 10 | 60
kisiliksiz/karaktersiz 14 [14 |11 |5 10 (14 |10 |10 |5 10 {10 |40
profesyonel olmayan 14 (14 114 |14 {10 |10 |9 10 |9 2 14 |40
6zel hayatinda mutsuz 10 |14 114 |10 10 |14 |1 10 |14 ] 10 110 |50
zavalll 10 |14 |10 |10 |10 {10 |1 10 [10 |1 10 [ 70
empati kuramayan/yoksunu |14 {12 |14 |10 |10 |14 |2 10 |11 |10 {10 | 10
aptal 14 {10 114 10 (11 {11 |11 [10 {10 |3 10 { 10
nerede nasil davranacagimi | 4 5 14 (14 {11 {10 [ 4 16 {10 |10 {10 |10
bilmeyen

olgunlagsmamig 13 113 |14 {14 |10 [10 {13 {10 |13 110 |10 {10
akilsiz 9 10 |14 |10 {11 {14 {10 |10 |14 j10 [10 |50
kontrolsiiz 9 4 4 14 |11 [14 14 |4 4 1 4 50
bilingsiz 11 {14 |14 |14 j11 |10 |9 4 [14 (9 14 |50
kigilik bozuklugu olan 10 114 (14 [10 |11 [14 |1 14 {10 {10 |10 |40
faydaci 6 6 |7 6 6 6 6 6 6 6 |6 |90
yetersiz 10 {10 |14 |10 j10 |10 }3 10 {10 {10 |10 |80

197




Kategoriler

1. Cinsel Sapkinhk
2. Gii¢ Ihtiyac1

3. Erkeksilik

4. Smur tanimazlik

5. Ahlaki defer yoksunlugu ve saygisizlik

8. Israrcilik

9. Ciddiyetsizlik

10. Basansizlik, acizlik
11. igrendirici 6zellikler
12. Kendini begenme

13. ligi ve dikkat cekme ihtiyaci

6. Firsatciik 14. Diger
7. Gizli/Kétii amag
Sifatlar / Tanimlar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 |son [ 9%
basit 14 114 [14 |11 {14 |11 |12 |10 |5 5 14 |40
sevilmeyen 11 |14 [14 10 |10 |12 {13 (10 |10 |10 |10 |50
antikarizmatik 13 |14 (14 |10 |14 |13 |14 [10 |10 [10 |10 |40
basarisiz 10 |10 {10 |10 {10 |10 |10 |10 |10 {10 |10 | 100
beceriksiz 10 |10 |14 |10 j10 |10 |13 J10 |10 |10 |10 | 80
zayif 10 |14 [10 J10 J10 J10 |2 10 |10 |6 10 170
kadmin sagligini bozan 11 |1 14 |1 11 |9 14 |14 |14 |4 14 140
davranig bozuklugu olan 10 |14 114 |1 10 (14 j11 j14 10 |10 |10 |40
az gelismis 10 |14 |14 |14 (10 |10 |5 10 {14 |5 10 | 40
bilgisiz 10 (14 [14 {14 {10 [10 |14 |9 10 {10 (10 |50
| _icgoriisiiz 10 {14 (14 |1 10 (14 |1 10 |11 (10 j10 |40
kisilik catismasi olan 10 {14 [14 |1 10 |10 |13 |14 |14 [10 |10 | 40
akli dengesi bozuk 10 |14 114 |1 10 110 |1 14 |14 |10 |10 |40
korkak 14 (14 [14 |10 {10 |10 |2 10 |10 |10 j10 [60
timitsiz 10 (14 (14 |10 {10 j10 |7 14 114 110 [10 |50
ise yaramaz 10 (14 |10 {10 [10 |10 {10 (10 {10 |3 10 | 80
soruniu 10 (14 (14 [10 {10 (14 3 14 [14 (10 [10 |40
cahil 10 (14 (14 |14 (10 {10 |10 {10 |14 |3 10 |50
catlak 9 14 {14 {14 (10 |11 |9 14 |14 [14 [14 |60
saf 14 |14 |14 |14 |11 |14 |14 |14 |14 |9 14 |80
salak 11 |14 [14 |14 |11 [11 |1 10 |14 |11 |11 |40
hafif 14 |9 14 [14 |11 {11 |5 9 13 {5 - -
rahatsiz edici 11 |14 |8 5 11 |5 7 11 |11 !5 11 [40
itici i1 (2 14 {5 11 [ 11 J11 J11 |11 |6 11 |60
erkekligini  ispatlamaya | 2 2 2 3 3 3 3 3 3 1 3 60
calisan
gicik 11 (14 [14 [14 j11 |13 J11 |13 J11 |11 |11 |60
hasta 10 (14 (14 (10 {11 {14 |11 |14 }11 |11 |11 |40
asagilik 11 {14 111 110 (11 fJ11 |1 11 (11 |3 11 | 60
viikseltilmemesi gereken 10 {14 |14 |10 [14 |14 |5 14 {14 5 14 | 60
gerizekalt 11 |14 |14 (10 |11 (14 {14 |11 11 [14 |11 |40
mide bulandirici 11 (11 [14 |11 ¢11 [§1 J11 j11 J11 |1 11 | 80
pislik 11 |11 14 11 J11 |11 |11 {11 {11 {14 |11 |80
rezil 1T 11 11 Jit 11 J11 |4 11 |11 |14 |11 ;80
adi 11 |11 J1t J1i1 |11 |5 5 11 {11 |1 11 |70
yilisik 8 11 |9 11 |11 |11 |8 11 {11 |7 11 | 60
sinir bozucu 11 |14 114 |11 |11 J11 [11 {11 [11 J11 |11 |80
sikict 11 (14 (14 |14 (11 (14 [11 (11 {11 |11 {11 |60
kil 11 {11 j14 |11 11 |11 J11 J11 J11 [11 J11 |90
ukala 12 {12 | 4 11 (12 |12 |12 |12 |12 |5 12 |70
kendini begenmis 12 |12 [12 [12 j12 |12 J12 |12 |12 |2 12 ] 90
simarik 11 ;12 (13 |12 |13 |12 |5 12 112 [11 12 |50
kibirli 12 112 |12 |12 J12 |12 {12 [12 [12 |2 12 [ 90
her istedigini | 12 | 12 | 4 12 14 12 |4 2 12 |2 12 |50
yapabilecegini diigiinen
rekabetci 2 14 113 |12 |2 4 6 2 2 13 |2 40
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Kategoriler

1. Cinsel Sapkinlik
2. Giig Ihtiyaci

3. Erkeksilik

4. Simir tanimazhik

5. Ahlaki deger yoksunlugu ve saygisizik

8. Israrcilik

9, Ciddiyetsizlik
10. Basarisizhik, acizlik

11. igrendirici ézellikler

12. Kendini befenme
13. Ilgi ve dikkat ¢ekme ihyiyac

6. Firsatgihk 14. Diger
7. Gizli/Kotii amag
Sifatlar / Tanimlar 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 [son | %
ilgi cekmeyi seven/muhtac 13 113 |13 |13 |13 |13 |13 [13 |13 |2 13 {90
kadimnlarin ilgisini cekmeye | 13 |13 |2 13 |13 3 13 |13 113 |2 13 |70
calisan
kadinin gururu ile oynayan 14 11 {14 |7 2 5 3 5 3 - -
kendini 6n plana gikarmaya | 13 | 13 13 (13 |2 13 113 |13 |2 13 |70
calisan

| gosteris meraklisi 13 {13 |2 13 113 [12 {13 |13 |13 |2 13 170
popiiler olmaya ¢aligan 13 [13 |2 13 |13 {2 13 |13 113 |13 |13 |80
cinsel problemleri/ 10 |1 1 1 1 1 i 1 1 1 1 90
saplantilari olan

| orta yagh 14 114 |14 {14 |14 |14 |14 [14 |14 |10 |14 |90
bryikh 2 14 |14 [3 14 |3 3 14 |14 |14 {14 [ 60
zengin 12 {14 114 (14 |14 |14 {12 |14 |14 |8 14 |70
kadinin bagarismi 12 |3 5 14 |3 3 14 |3 3 3 3 60
cekemeyen
manyak 11 {11 114 11 10 {14 |13 |11 [14 (11 |11 |40
kadinin kalitesini dilstiren 5 14 |5 5 14 |3 5 3 14 |3 5 40
kendine gliveniyormus gibi | 13 | 13 | 2 12 114 |2 13 (12 14 |2 - -
goriinmeye ¢alisan
uyarilmast gereken 9 14 114 [14 |5 9 {5 14 114 14 14 |50
tehlikeli 1 17 14 |14 |1 14 [4 2 (4 7 - -
is adami 2 14 114 [14 [14 |3 14 12 14 [2 14 | 60
maymun igtahli 11 {9 14 {14 {14 |14 |1 11 [ 4 4 |14 |40
psikopat 11 14 114 11 |11 J14 J11 |14 |14 [11 |11 |50
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APPENDIX F

NEGATIVE AND POSITIVE ADJECTIVES USED IN DESCRIBING A
HARASSER

200



Frequency of Negatively Cannotated Adjectives used in Describing a

Social-Sexual Behavior Initiator

Categories Number of cases
Cinsel Sapkinhik “Sexual Deviance” F

taciz eden* 23
sapik 15
doyumsuz*

cinsel problemleri/saplantilari olan
kadinlara diigkiin/zaafi olan
réntgenci

temas aligkanlhig1 olan

miistehcen

cinsel beklentiler iginde

akl fikri cinsellikte olan*

cinsiyetiyle yaklagan

diirtiisel )

cinselligi kullanarak galiganlar1 motive etmek isteyen

—
(7%

— s e oma NN WL B L

F of subtotal responses

=

Giic Ihtiyac1 “Need for power”

Im

statiistinii kullanan
iktidar/otorite diigkiinii*
giiclinii kullanmay: seven*
gii¢ sahibi*

baskict*

saldirgan*®

kendini ispatlamaya galigan
rekabetci*

ekonomik gliciine giivenen

P
[«)

P e e e WD WD

F of subtotal responses

(¥

Erkeksilik “Masculinity”

ligs]

kadinlar kiigiik/agag goren*

mago

erkekligini ispatlamaya ¢aligan*

erkek oldugundan kendini iistiin géren™
cinsiyet ayﬁmx yapan*

kaba*

kadinin bagarism ¢ekemeyen+ (kadmnlarin  bagarilarini
dénemseyen) 1

[N JN S B S I O S W
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toplumdaki erkek imaji
biitlin kadmlar1 ayn1 gézle géren
kadinlara erkeklere davrandig gibi davranan

F of subtotal responses

Swnir tammazhik “Lack of limits”

haddini bilmez*
a¢ gozli*
seviyesiz/diizeysiz
kontrolstiz*
dengesiz+ (dengeli)
capkin*

kendini bilmeyen
densiz

mesafesiz
Olgtistiz+ (Olgiili)
fazla yakin

kur yapan

cliretkar

yersiz

F of subtotal responses

Ahlaki deger yoksunlugu
“No moral values and no respect”
terbiyesiz+ (terbiyeli)
saygisiz+ (saygili)
anlayigsiz*
diisiincesiz
ahlaksiz+ (ahlakl)
gorgiistiz
bencil*
duyarsiz+ (duyarh)
kiistah*
riyakar
arsiz*
miinasebetsiz*
utanmaz
namussuz
yalanci+ (diiriist)
glivenilmez+ (gtivenilir)
diirlist olmayan
sahtekar
kadinlari zor durumda birakan

lN
.

—_ o e s =, NN W oy D

l-P-
00

bt ek bt ek bd e = e B D) WD W N ]
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kadinin ekmegi ile oynayan
kadinin kalitesini diigtiren
goniil eglendirmek isteyen

F of subtotal responses

Firsatgiik “Opportunist”

firsatgr*

kurnaz*

yagct

sansini deneyen

¢ikarc

samimi olmaya ¢aligan

iyi niyeti suistimal eden

uyanik*

faydaci*

bagkalarindan yararlanmaya galisan

F of subtotal responses

Gizli/kotii amag “Intentional”
kotl niyetli+ (iyi niyetli)
art niyetli*
ikiyiizli*
farklt amaglar pesinde
sinsi
saman altindan su yiirtiten
kadim kandirmak isteyen

F of subtotal responses

Israrci “Insistent”

1srarcr®
yapigkan
inatg1*

F of subtotal responses

Ciddiyetsizlik ‘“Lack of serios manner”’

laubali*

yavsak

sorumsuz*

ciddiyetsiz+ (ciddiyetli)

= M

_ e NN NN W

R

[igs]

[SSIR . T B (i o e e N B ON OO

lgs]

b N
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crvik

ylizsiiz

strnagik

sulu

prensipsiz
zevzek

geyik

isini ciddiye almayan
dalgaci
vurdumduymaz
g6zl digarida

F of subtotal responses

Basansizlik, acizlik “Being a failure”

ruh sagligi bozuk/psikolojik sorunlari olant+ (psikolojik
yoénden saglikli)

dzgiivensiz+ (kendine giivenen)
sosyal becerisi yetersiz+ (sosyal becerilere sahip)
kisiliksiz/karaktersiz*

6zel hayatinda mutsuz+ (6zel hayatinda mutlu)
zavall

empati karamayan/yoksunu

aptal

nerede nasil davranacagini bilmeyen
olgunlagmamig

akilsiz+ (akilli)

kisilik bozuklugu olan

yetersiz

disiplinsiz+ (disiplinli)

sevilmeyen*

antikarizmatik+ (karizmatik)
bagarisiz+ (basarili)

beceriksiz+ (becerikli)

zayif+ (kuvvetli)

davranig bozuklugu olan

az gelismis

bilgisiz

icgOriistiz

" kisilik ¢atigmasi olan -

akli dengesi bozuk

korkak

timitsiz

ise yaramaz

sorunlu

cahil

bl et et e e e = DD DN W R

&

o 1

b et bk bk b ek bt b el bt e e et e a0 DD OB BN W WD W) W)W WL WY ON
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salak
hafif

F of subtotal responses

igrendirici 6zellikler “Disgusting aspects”

yilisik
rahatsiz edici
itici+ (gekici)
gicik*

hasta
asagilik
psikopat
manyak
samimiyetsiz
gerizekali
mide bulandirici
dalkavuk
kaypak
dangalak
pislik

rezil

adi

sinir bozucu
sikict

kil

F of subtotal responses

Kendini begenmis “Sefl-love, narcissus complex”

ukala+ (miitevazi)

kendini begenmis*

stmartk

kibirli

her istedigini yapabilecegini diigiinen

F of subtotal responses

Iigi ve dikkat ¢ekine ihtiyaci “Need for attention”

ilgi cekmeyi seven/muhtag*
kadiniarin ilgisini gekmeye ¢ahsan
kendini &n plana ¢ikarmaya ¢alisan
gosteris meraklis

popiiler olmaya ¢aligan

= I

[ e o T T O = S ST T U (S T O I G IR U FU R I

I-b-
(W

Iz

e B W

igs]

—t et el e D
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kendine gliveniyormug gibi gériinmeye galigan 1

loo

F of subtotal responses

Diger “Misceleneaous”

[igs|

profesyonel olmayan

kadinlardan hoglanan

kiiltiirsiiz

orta yasli

basit

bilingsiz

maymun igtahls*

kadin galisani erkekten iistiin tutan
kars cinsten mutluluk arayis: iginde
kadinligindan dolayi terfi ettiginin diisiintilmesi isteyen
kadmin gururu ile oynayan

kadinin sagligin: bozan
ylikseltilmemesi gereken

uyarilmasi gereken

catlak

btyikli

zengin

is adami

tehlikeli
saf

Pt ek el e i b e b ek e e e e e D)D) DN W W

F of subtotal responses

IUJ
(e

(*) indicates that the adjective has been used in the Manager and Harasser Stereotypes
Questionnaire.
(+) indicates that, the positive of the adjective has been used in the Manager and

Harasser Stereotypes Questionnaire.
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Frequency of Positively Canotated Adjectives used in Describing a

Social-Sexual Behavior Initiator

Positive representations

rahat*

cesur*

Ozgiiven sahibi
disa doéniik*
espritiiel*

samimi

sakact*

eglenceli*

. sicakkanli*
atilgan*
Ozgiir/bagimsiz*
dogal*

acik sozlii*

hassas*

basarili

insanlari seven
neseli

babacan

konugkan
geleneksel

sevecen

candan
maceraperest
zararsiz

insanlar iyi taniyan
is yerinin kati havasini kiran
normal bir erkek
seven bir erkek
evlenmeye niyeti olan

i el e e e e e S B N S VUS|

8

F of subtotal responses

(*) indicates that the adjective has been used in the Manager and Harasser Stereotypes

Questionnaire.
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APPENDIX G

ITEM POOL USED IN THE DEVELOPMENT OF THE

SOCIAL-SEXUAL INCIDENTS QUESTIONNAIRE
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8.

9.

ITEM POOL
1. Sexist Hostility (Cinsiyet Ayrimcilidi)
Bir erkek ¢alisanin cinsiyet ayrimcilift anlami igeren, kadinlar agagilayict
deyimler kullanmasi, yorumlar veya sakalar yapmas:.

(Ornegin; “Elinin hamuruyla erkek igine karisma” veya “Bir kadinin anne
olmas1 ve evinde oturup gocuguna bakmasi gerektiginin s6ylenmesi” g'ibi)
Bir iistiin (patron/miidiir/amir/sef) cinsiyet ayrimi yaparak erkekleri yiikseltip,
kadinlar1 yonetimden diglamas.

Bir erkek ¢alisanin, kadin galisana i yerinde ulagilan konumun agik¢a kadin
olmanin getirdigi avantajlardan kaynaklandiini sdylemesi veya ima etmesi.
Kadinin yapmakta oldugu (icra etmekte oldugu) mesleginin bir erkek caliganin
degersiz goérmesi/kabullenememesi.

(Ornegin; “Sen kimsin ki, sadece bir hemgiresin.” gibi)

Erkek ¢aligma arkadagmin kadinin is ile ilgili istenen fikrini kotii bir sekilde
elestirmesi/yargilamasi.

(Ornegin; “Bu gok salak¢a olmus” “Bu isi becerememisgsin” gibi)

Erkek ¢aligma arkadaginin kadimn i ile ilgili fikirlerini/6nerilerini
dnemsememesi.

Bagkalarinin yaninda bir kadina atfen argo ve kiifiirlii konusulmasi**
Fikirlere 6nem vermek yerine cinselligin 6n plana ¢ikarilmas:.*

Kadinin yaninda agiza alinmayacak kiifiirler edilmesi.**

10. Imalarda bulunulmas:.*

“Esiniz evde, siz bu saatte burada, ne is”
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2. Verbal Sexual Attention (Sézel Cinsel Ilgi)
11. Cinsel igerikli espriler yapilmasy/fikralar anlatiimasi.

12. Cinsel icerikli e-posta gonderilmesi.

13. Kelime oyunu yaparak cinsel igerikli sakalar yapilmasi.

14. Bir kadinin yaninda cinsel igerikli konugmalar yapilmasi veya pornodan
bahsedilmesi.

15. Kadinin arkasindan giyimi kugamu ile ilgili yorumlar/espriler yapilmasi.

16. Kars1 tarafin kendi 6zel hayatindan/cinsel hayatindan ve cinsel tercihlerinden
bahsetmesi.

17. Kadinin arkasindan cinsellik igeren dedikodular yapilmasi.

18. “Canim”, “cicim, “kizim”, “tatlim”, gibi gayn resmi hitaplarda bulunmasi.**

19. “Gilizelim”, “bebegim”, “askim”, “yavrum”, “hayatim” gibi 6zel hitaplarda
bulunmasi.*

20. Is yerinde sik sik kadinin odasina gelip uzun uzun alakasiz/is dis1 konulardan
konusulmasi.

21. Olayn asli yokken, iiglincii kigilere kadinin kendisine ¢tkma teklifi ettiginin,
yaklagsmaya ¢alisti§inin anlatiimasi.

22. Laubali, yilisik bir tarzda konusulmast.

“Giizel hemsire..geklinde hitap”

23. Bir kadinla konugulurken sohbet konusunun cinsellige g:ekilmeye calisiimasi.
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3. Physical Sexual Attention (Fiziksel Cinsel flgi)

24. Kazara/tesadiifen olmusg izlenimi yaratmaya ¢aligarak veya bahane ile, aslinda

davramgm higbir fonksiyonu yokken, viicuda, ellere, omza, saga temas etmek
“El sikigirken uzun tutmasi.”
“Merhaba”, “Tegekkiir ederim” derken elin tutulmasi.

25. Kigisel mesafenin korunmamasi/gok yakin durulmasi/herhangi bir yerde
otururken/dururken sikigtiriimak, sokulmast, kafese alir gibi kadinin iizerine
egilmesi.

26. Siirtiinmesi, bilerek ¢arpmasi, dokunarak gegmesi.

27. Muhabet ederken elini, kolunu gereksiz gekilde koymasi, omza dokunmasu.

28. Sarilmas.

29. Sa¢a dokunulmasi, oynanmasi, okganmasi.

30. Kadinin cinselligini 6n plana ¢ikaran bolgelerine (gogiisleri, bel bolgesi, kalcalar,
bacaklar) temas etmeye ¢aligilmasi.

31. Sik sik omza dokunulmasi/elin omza atilmasi/omzun sivazlanmasi,*

32. Ustiin s1k sik pohpohlar tarzda koruyucu bir havaya biiriinerek dokunmasz.*

33. Dostluk gosterisi ¢ergevesinde fiziksel yanagmalarda bulunmasi.

34. Biraz agik bir kiyafet (dekolte, mini etek vb.) giyildiginde viicuda
bakilmasi/odaklanilmasi, kesilmesi, siiziilmesi.

35. Anlaml: bakiglarla siirekli kadinin siiziilmesi

“Gozleriyle soymast” “Goz hapsine almas1”
Anlamh bakigslar atilmasi

36. Bacaklara veya cinsel bolgelere bakilmast.
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4. Sexual Bribery and Sexual Coercion / Sexual Activity Tied to Threats and

Favors (Riisvet/Gézdag: Niteligindeki Yaklasimlar

37. Ustiin (patron/miidiir/amir/sef) altinda galisan kadinla, igini kaybedecegi veya
terfi edemeyecegi gibi konularda agikga tehdit ederek veya bu yonde imalarda
bulunarak romantik iligkiye girmek istemesi.

38. Ustiin (patron/miidiir/amir/sef) altinda galigan kadinla, igini kaybedecegi veya
terfi edemeyecegi gibi konularda agikga tehdit ederek veya bu yénde imalarda
bulunarak cinsel yakinlik kurmak iétemesi.

39. Ustiin (patron/miidiir/amir/gef) romantik iligkiye girmek niyeti ile altinda galigan
kadina maas arti§1, pozisyonda yiikselmek gibi 6diiller veya ayricalikh
davranislar vaat etmesi veya bu tiir imalarda bulunmas:.

40. Ustiin (patron/miidiir/amir/sef) cinsel yakinlagmaya girmek niyeti ile altinda
¢alisan kadina maag arti§1, pozisyonda yitkselmek gibi ddiiller veya ayricalikl
davranislar vaat etmesi veya bu tiir imalarda bulunmas:.

41. Is yerinde galisan bir kadin terfi etmek igin hirsh bir sekilde bir iistiine
(patron/miidiir/amir/gef) yaklastiginda iistiin bu durumu degerlendirerek

kadinligindan yararlanmasi sonucu kadim ddiillendirmesi.

5. Attempts to Develop a Sexual or Romantic Relationship / Seductive Behavior

(Cinsel veya Romantik fliski Kurmaya Y&nelik Yaklasimlar)

42. Istenmeyen romantik bir iligkiye veya cinsel yakinlagsmaya girmek iizere 1srar
edilmesi/imalarda bulunulmas:.

43. Sik sik mesaiden sonra beraber digar1 ¢ikma teklifinde bulunulmasi.

44, Israrli ¢ikma teklifinde bulunulmasi.

45. Evli bir erkegin evli/bekar bir hanima ¢ikma teklif etmesi.
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46.
47.
48.

49.

50.

51.

52.

53.

54.

55.
56.

57.

S8.

I ile ilgili yardim talebiyle kadinin evine gelmeyi 6nermek.
Is ¢ikist sik sik eve birakmak istemesi.
Telefon numarasinin istenmesi.
Sebepsiz yere geg saatlerde ¢aligmaya kalma zorunlulugunun getirilmesi
“Is goriismelerinin mesai bitimine konulmas1”
Bir ortamda kadinla siirekli yalniz kalinmaya ¢aligilmasi.
Karg: tarafin cesareti kirilmaya galisildig: halde sik sik masaya birakilan notlar,
telefonla arama, telefonla mesajlasma veya e-posta yolu ile iletigim kurmaya,
yakinlagmaya caligilmasi.
Is yerinde konusulmasi gerekenlerin 6zel hayata taginmasi.
Ustiin isi bahane edip sik sik goriismek istemesi.
“Odama rapor getir”
Erkegin bir kadimnin karsisinda kendi viicudunun bazi bolgelerine dikkati

cekmesi/bacaklarini agarak oturmasi.

6. Sexual Assault (Fiziksel Zorlama)

Opmeye calismast

Viicudun herhangi bir yerini sikmasi, cimciklemesi.

Istenmeyen bir iliskiyé girmek, kadina yaklagmak amaciyla fiziksel kuvvet
kullanilmast.

Kadmna yakinlagmak iizere kaba kuvvet kullanilmas:.
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7. Unwanted Personal Attention (Istenmeyen Kisisel flgi)

59. Fiziksel goriiniis veya giyim kugam ile ilgili yorumlar yapilmasy/iltifatlar
edilmesi.**
“Viicudunuz ¢ok giizel”, “Kalgan glizel, bacaklarin giizel” “Ne kadar geng ve
giizelsiniz!”
“Zayiflamigsin”, “Sigmanlamigsin, hamile misin yoksa?”, “Cok siksiniz”
“Buglin ¢ok giizelsiniz”, “Sagin ¢ok giizel”, “Yaslandikea giizellesiyorsun”
60. Kadna kigisel ilgisini belli eden imali iltifatlar edilmesi.
“Ah keske erken dogsaydim, senle evlenirdim”
“Ay senin gibisini bulamadim, bulsaydim evlenirdim.” “Ah sen yok
musun!”
“Sen ¢ok iyisin, miikkemmelsin, bizim hamimda is yok.”
“Ah ne giizel, boyle giizel bir bayanla randevum var”
61. Kadinin 6zel yagamina karigilmasi, erkek arkadas, es, ailesi ile ilgili soru
sorulmasi veya yorum yapilmasi.**
62. Kadinin cinsel yagantisina karigilmasi, soru sorulmasi.

63. Kadmun cinsel yasantisi ile ilgili yorum yapilmas:.

64. Kadina kars1 agin kibar davranilmasi.

8. Other (Diger)

65. Iftira atilmasi.
66. Hakaret edilmesi.**
“Ay ¢ok sigmanlamigsin!”

67. Baska bir erkek arkadagina davrandig gibi davranilmasi.*
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68. Samimi olmayan birinin i§ yeri resmiyetinin diginda isimle veya senli benli hitap
etmesi. **

69. Kadinin kigisel esyalarinin(masa iistii egyalari, ajanda, cep telefonu vb.)
karigtirilmasi.

70. Bilgisayarda pornografik sitelere girilmesi.

Items that could be included
71. Kadinlar hakkinda kiifiirler sarfetmesi.
72. Kadinlarin kullamldig1 pornografik resimler veya hikayeler gstermeye ¢alismasi

veya anlatmasi.

* Items that appeared in “disturbing verbal remarks coming from a male employee”
and “verbal harassment” categories.
** Jterns that appeared in “disturbing verbal remarks in the workplace”, “disturbing

verbal remarks coming from a male employee” and “verbal harassment” categories.

Items 1, 6, 19, 37, 38, 39, 40, 61, 62, and 63 in the item pool are items that also

appear in the Sexual Experiences Questionnaire (Fitzgerald, et al., 1988).
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APPENDIX H

MAIN STUDY SAMPLE CHARACTERISTICS
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Demographic Characteristics of Participants

Variable N Percent Mean Sd Range
(%)
Age 339 3147 7.61 16-56
Total tenure 346 10.1 7.02 10-32
Organizational tenure 346 6.57 6.23 .10-32
Marital status 346
Single 153 442
Engaged 5 1.4
Married 161 46.5
Divorced/Widow 27 7.8
Education 346
Literate - -
Primary school 7 20
Secondary school 11 32
High school 77 223
2-year bachelors 60 17.3
Bachelors degree 126 36.4
Masters 48 139
Doctorate degree 17 4.9
Position 353
Manager/supervisor/chief 46 13.0
Subordinate 307 87.0
City 352
Ankara 310 87.8
Istanbul 28 7.9
Denizli 7 2.0
Bursa 4 1.1
fzmir 2 0.6
Mersin 1 03
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Occupational and Organizational Characteristics

Variable N Percent (%)
Is it a male occupation or not? 344 "
Yes 77 224
No 267 77.6
Current chief 347
Male 227 654
Female 120 34.6
Organization type 351
Private 118 33.6
Public 140 39.9
University 62 17.6
Research Institute 28 7.9
Other 3 0.9
Sector 343
Education 85 24.8
Health 65 19.0
Service 37 10.8
Banking 25 73
Scientific 21 59
Automautive 19 55
Transportation 16 4.7
Machine Production 15 44
Construction 9 2.6
Telecommunication 9 2.6
Textile 8 23
Ministery 7 2.0
Electronical 6 1.7
Informatics 6 1.7
Notery 3 0.8
Food 2 0.6
Finance 1 0.3
Other 13 39
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Occupational and Organizational Characteristics (Continued)

Variable N Percent (%)
Organizational sex ratio 351

Almost all employees are men 11 3.1
Men are more than women 81 23.1
Approximately equal 215 61.3
‘Women are more than men 39 11.1
Almost all employees are women 5 14
Departmental sex ratio 349

Almost all employees are men 32 9.2
Men are more than women 69 19.8
Approximately equal 116 33.2
Women are more than men 72 20.6
Almost all employees are women 60 17.2

Current Job of Participants

Job Frequency Percentage (%)
Secretary 35 9.9
Nurse 31 8.8
White-collar employee 26 7.4
Blue-collar worker 25 7.1
Teacher 22 6.2
Sales person 16 4.5
Cashier/Waiter/waitress 15 4.2
Engineer (not defined) 13 37
Environmental engineer 8 2.3
Electronical engineer 6 1.7
Industrial engineer 3 9
Construction engineer 2 6
Jeological engineer 2 6
Chemical engineer 1 3
Mechanical engineer 1 3
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Current Job of Participants (Continued)

Job Frequency Percentage (%)
Map engineer 1 3
Librarian 10 2.8
Academician 9 25
Ekonomist . 8 2.2
Psychologist 7 2.0
Bank clerck 6 1.7
Social worker 6 1.7
Computer operator 6 1.7
Pharmacist 5 14
Public relations 5 14
Human Resources 5 14
Management 5 14
Architect 5 14
Sales representative 4 1.1
Physiotherapist 4 1.1
Customer representative 3 9
Information processing 2 .6
Accountant 3 8
Doctor 3 8
Technician 3 8
Biolog 2 6
Bus Hostess 2 .6
Statistician 2 .6
Marketing 2 6
Advertising 2 .6
Rezervation officer 2 .6
Insurance 2 6
Technical artist 2 6
Manager 2 6
Journalist 2 6
Computer programmer 1 3
Lingustic 1 3
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Current Job of Participants (Continued)

Job

Frequency

Percentage (%)

Dietician

Industrial designer
Philosopher
Financial consultant
Physics

Air traffic controler
Public administration
Chemist
Pyschological consultant
Radio tv

Radiology technician
Health personnel
Technician

Tourism management
Specialist

missing

Total

1
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APPENDIX I

QUESTIONNAIRE INFORMATION FORM
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IS YERI ILISKILERINE YONELIK TUTUMLAR CALISMASI

Bu gall§ma gahigan kadinlarin is yeri iligkileri ile ilgili temel
taminda kigilerarasi iletisimde onlari r'aha;svlz eden
30rm nedenlerini aragtirmak amac:yla yil

agisindan  dnem tasimaktadir. Amshrmaya saglayacaginiz  nemli
katkilardan dolay: simdiden ¢ok tesekkiir ederim.

Telefon: ....
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APPENDIX J

MANAGER STEREOTYPES QUESTIONNAIRE
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BOLUMI

Asagida insanlan tanimlamakta kullanilan sifatlar ve terimlerden olusan bir liste
bulunmaktadur. Her bir sifatin BIR YONETICIYI ne oranda tammladigini sunulan
Olcegi kullanarak belirtiniz.

1 = Bir yoneticinin OZELLIGI HIC DEGILDIR

2 = Bir ybneticinin OZELLiGI PEK DEGILDIR

3 = Bir yoneticinin NE OZELLIGIDIiR NE OZELLIGI DEGILDIR

4 = Bir yoneticinin BIRAZ OZELLIiGIDIR

5 = Bir y6neticinin TiPiK OZELLIGIDIR

Litfen sifatlarin kargisindaki bogluga 8lgekte sizin diiglincenize uygun olan ifadenin
karsisindaki rakami yaziniz.

29. kiistah _____ 58. sevilmeyen____

1. alalh___ 30, dengeli 59. haddini bilmez ___
2. anlayigsiz____ 31. bencil ____ 60. faydaci ____
3. giig sahibi ____ 32. kararli ____ 61. ahlakli ____
4. saldirgan 33. rahat ___ 62. kigiliksiz ____
5. kendine giivenen ____ 34. ikiylizli ____ 63. sosyal becerilere sahip ____
6. duygusal 35. atilgan 64. 1srarci____
7. kurmaz____ 36. doyumsuz ____ 65. maymun igtahli
8. agksozll___ 37, olgiili ___ 66. kontrolsiiz____
9. miinasebetsiz ____ 38. diirlist____ 67. miitevazi ____
10. karizmatik ___ 39. ozel hayatindamutlu___ 68. gekici ____
11 giek 40. hushi 69. disadonitk ____
12 aktif ___ 41, saygii ____ 70. akl fikri cinsellikte olan __
13. ¢apkin _ 42. bagimsiz____ 71. terbiyeli
14. disiplinli ____ 43. kaba ____ 72. duyarsiz____
15. arsiz____ 44. ilgi gekmeyi seven ____ 73. sakac1____
16. iyiniyetli 45. basarili____ 74. firsatgr
17. giiclinii kullanmay: seven 46. cesur 75. hassas ____

—_ 47. erkekligini ispatlamaya 76. sicakkanli
18. iktidar dugktinti ____ galisan 77. ag gozlii
19. laubali ___ 48. ciddiyetli ____ 78. kadnlarin bagarilarini
20. becerikli__ 49. kendini begenmis ___ Onemseyen ____
21 baskit 50. inatg1 79. erkek oldugundan kendini
22. givenilir ___ 51. teshirci ____ listin gbren ___
23. sorumsuz ___ 52. uyanik ____ 80. bagkalarmin duygularmin
24. espritliel ___ 53. psikolojik yénden saghkli _ farkinda olan ___
25. kuvvetli___ 54. artniyeth 81. tacizeden ____

26. dogal
27. rekabetgi _____
28. kadnlan kiiglik/asag

gbren

55. deger yargilarina 8nem
veren
56. eglenceli

57. cinsiyet ayrimi yapan
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APPENDIX K

POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE AFFECTS SCHEDULE (PANAS)
by

Watson, Clark, & Tellegen (1988)
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BOLUM 2
Asagida farkli duygulan tamimlayan bir takim sézciikler verilmistir.
Gectigimiz hafta kendinizi nasil hissettiginizi diigiinerek her bir maddeyi
okuyun ve buna gore agagida verilen 5 segenekten size uygun olan cevabi her

maddenin yanina ayrilan yere uygun rakami daire icine alarak isaretleyin.

1 2 3 4 5
Hig veya Ortalama | Oldukc¢a | Cok fazla
cok az Biraz

1) Ilgili 1 2 3 4 5
2) Sikantily 1 2 3 4 5
3) Heyecanli 1 2 3 4 5
4) Mutsuz 1 2 3 4 5
5) Giiglii 1 2 3 4 5
6) Suclu 1 2 3 4 5
7) Urkmiis 1 2 3 4 5
8) Diismanca 1 2 3 4 5
9) Hevesli 1 2 3 4 5
10) Gururlu 1 2 3 4 5
11) Asabi 1 2 3 4 5
12) Tetikte 1 2 3 4 5
13) Utanmus 1 2 3 4 5
14) llham dolu 1 2 3 4 5
15) Sinirli 1 2 3 4 5
16) Kararh 1 2 3 4 5
17) Dikkatli 1 2 3 4 5
18) Tedirgin 1 2 3 4 5
19) Aktif 1 2 3 4 5
| 20) Korkmus 1 2 3 4 | 5
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APPENDIX L

ATTITUDES TOWARD WOMEN SCALE (AWS) ~ SHORT FORM
by

Spence, Helmreich, & Stapp (1973)
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BOLUM 3

Asagida yer alan maddeler degigik kisilerin “kadinlarin toplum igindeki rollerine kars: olan
tutumlarint” tanimlamaktadir. Maddelerin dogru veya yanhs cevaplan bulunmamaktadir,
ifadeler yalnizca farkli goriisler igermektedir. Liitfen her bir ifadeye ne kadar katildiginizt
(1) hi¢ katilmiyorum, (2) pek katiimiyorum, (3) biraz katiliyorum, (4) kesinlikle katiltyorum
segeneklerinden birini daire igine alarak belirtiniz.

1

katilmiyoru
m

2

Pek
katitmiyvoru
m

4

esinlikle
katilivorum

1. Bir kadinin konugmasinda yer alan kiifir ve
miistehcen ifadeler bir erkegin kullandig
benzer ifadelerden daha tiksindiricidir.

1

N

[

2. Kadinin, evin diginda aktif durumda
oldugu modern ekonomik kosullarda
erkek; bulasik yikamak ve camagir
yikamak gibi ev iglerini kadinla
paylagmahdir.

[

n

[{(7Y)

£

3. Bir kadin evlilik teklifi etmek ko;lusunda
bir erkek kadar 6zgfir olmalidir.

i—

L3N]

{w

>

»

Kadilar, kadin hakiari konusu ile
ugrasmak yerine iyi bir es ve anne
olmaya 6nem vermelidir.

[ L)

[[S]

I

&

5. Kadmlar is hayatinda ve her tiirli meslek
dalinda, erkeklerin yaninda, hakettikleri
yerlerini alabilmelidir.

I—

(LS

B

6. Bir kadin, bir erkegin gittiJi her yere
gidebilmeyi ve gene bir erkek kadar
hareket dzglirliiftine sahip olmay:
beklememelidir.

It

(15

()

1&

7. Bir kadmin lokomotif silriiclisii olmas1 ve
bir erkegin gorap sgkiigli dikmesi gok
sacmadir.

I

[N

(BN}

(X3

8. Bir toplumda entellektiiel liderlik
¢ogunlukia erkeklerin elinde olmahdir.

(=)

I

{4

258

9. Kadinlara farkli i alanlarinda giraklik
yapmak lizere erkeklerle esit firsatlar
taninmahdir,

frmt

[\S]

|

10. Beraber olduklar: erkegin kazandif
kadar kazanan kadmlar, beraber digar
stkildifinda hesabi paylasmahdar.

(12

(8]

(%3]

£

11. Bir ailedeki erkek ¢ocuklar, yiiksek
dgrenim yapma konusunda kizlardan daha
cok Gzendirilmelidir,

=

™o

(98]

4

12. Genel olarak, ¢cocuk yetistirme
konusunda, baba anneden daha ¢ok stz
hakkina sahip olmalidir.

=t

(18]

fw

2N

13. Kadnlar igin, ekonomik ve sosyal
dzgiirlik, erkeklerce ortaya konulmus ideal
digilikten cok daha degerlidir.

j—

IS

[(FV)

=~

14. ise alimlarda veya terfilerde kadmlarin
yerine erkeklerin tercih edilmesi gereken
pek cok is vardir.

et

|1

W

(23
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APPENDIX M

HARASSER STEREOTYPES QUESTIONNAIRE
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BOLUM 4

Asagida insanlar1 tanumlamakta kullanilan sifatlar ve terimlerden olugan bir liste
bulunmaktadir. Bu listeyi IS YERINDE KADIN CALISANLARA CINSEL TACIiZDE
BULUNAN BiR ERKEGI tanimlamak tizere degerlendlrmemz istenmektedir. Siralanan her
bir sifatin tacizde bulunan bir erkegi ne kadar iyi tanimladigmni agagida sunulan Slgegi

kullanarak belirtiniz.

1 = Tacizde bulunan birinin OZELLiGI HiC DEGILDIR
2 = Tacizde bulunan birinin OZELLIGi PEK DEGILDIR
3 = Tacizde bulunan birinin NE OZELLIGIDIR NE OZELLiGi DEGILDIR
4 = Tacizde bulunan birinin BIRAZ OZELLIGIDIR

5 = Tacizde bulunan birinin TIPIK OZELLIGIDIR

Litfen sifatlarin kargisindaki bosluga 8lgekte sizin diisiincenize uygun olan ifadenin

karsisindaki rakami yaziniz,

akilli

anlayigsiz ____

gii¢ sahibi _____
saldirgan
kendine giivenen _____
duygusal ____

kurnaz _____

agik sozli

© e N AL AW N e

miinasebetsiz

—
[=)

. karizmatik

o
—

. gicik
. aktif
. ¢apkmm

— e
SW N

. disiplinli

—
n

a1z __

—t
(o)}

. lyi niyetli

—
[» SN |

. iktidar diigkiinit

—
=]

. laubali

]
o

, becerikli

N
—

. baskici

N
N

. giivenilir

N
W

. sorumsuz

[N
S

. espritilel ___

. kuvvetli ____

. dogal ____

. rekabetgi ____

. kadmlar kigitk/agag1

goren

888K

. giictinil kullanmayi seven _

29.
30.
31.
32.
33.
34,
35.
36.
37.
38.
39.
40.
41.
42.
43,
44,
45.
46.
47.

48.
49.
50.
51.
52.
53.
54.
55.

kiistah ____
dengeli ____
bencil ____
kararli ____
rahat
ikiytizlid __
atilgan -
doyumsuz _____
Blgiilii ____

diirtist

6zel hayatinda mutlu

hishi

saygili ____

baginsiz ____
kaba__

ilgi cekmeyi seven ____
bagartlt ____

cesur _____

erkekligini ispatlamaya
galisan

ciddiyetli ____

kendini begenmis ____
inatgt _____

teshirci _____

uyamk

psikolojik yonden saglikl _

art niyetli ____
degier yargilarina Snem

veren
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56.
57.
58.
59.
60.
61.
62.
63.
64.
65.
66.
67.
68.
69.
70.
7.
72.
73.
74.
75.
76.
77.
78.

79.

80.

81.

eglenceli ____

cinsiyet ayrumi yapan _____
sevilmeyen ____

haddini bilmez ____
faydaci____

ahlakli
kisiliksiz____

sosyal becerilere sahip _____
israrcl

maymun igtahli ____
kontrolstiz ____

mitevazi _

gekici ____

diga dénttk __

akl fikri cinsellikte olan __
terbiyeli ____

duyarsiz _____

sakaci____

firsatg1 _____

hassas __

sicakkanli

ag gozlii ____

kadinlarin bagarilarini
Onemseyen ____

erkek oldugundan kendini
stlin gbren ____
bagkalarinin duygularinin
farkinda olan ____

taciz eden



APPENDIX N

SOCIAL-SEXUAL INCIDENTS QUESTIONNAIRE
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BOLUM 5
Ydnerge

Asagida herhangi bir is yerinde samimi bir arkadagslik iligkisi icinde olmayan bir
erkek caligan ile bir kadin galigan arasinda gegebilecek gesitli davranig Srnekleri maddeler
halinde verilmigtir. Olgek 61 maddeden olugmaktadir. Her bir maddeyi agagida gosterilen iig
bslimde degerlendlrmemz istenmektedir. Oncelikle her bir maddede ifade edilen davranigm
sizin igin “ne derece rahatsiz edici oldugunu” her sayfanin basinda sunulan 5 noktali
olgekteki agiklamalara gore, maddenin kargisinda size uygun rakami daire igine alarak
degerlendirmeniz istenmektedir. Daha sonra aym davranisi “ne derece cinsel taciz” olarak
degerlendirdiginizi, yine her sayfanm baginda sunulan 5 noktali &lgege gore
degerlendirmeniz istenmektedir. En son ise, maddede ifade edilen davranisa son iki sene
icerisinde sizin maruz kalip kalmadiginiz sorusuna Evet (E) veya Hayir (H) segeneklerinden
size uyanim daire igine alarak cevap vermeniz istenmektedir.

Olgek 1. Sizce bu davranis ne derece rahatsiz edicidir?

1 2 3 4 5
Hig rahatsiz Pek rahatsiz Rahatsiz Cok rahatsiz Asiri rahatsiz
edici degildir edici degildir edicidir edicidir edicidir

Olgek 2. Sizce bu davrams “cinsel taciz” midir?

1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle Pek cinsel taciz Cinsel taciz Cinsel Kesinlikie
cinsel taciz sayilmaz sayilabilir tacizdir cinsel tacizdir

Siz bdyle bir davranisa maruz kaldiniz mi?

Evet Hayir
E H

Ornek

“Bir erkek ¢alisanmn kadm ¢alisamn bulundugu ortamda bilgisayarda pornografik
sitelere girmesi” davranigini g¢ok rahatsiz edici buluyorsaniz 4 rakammi asagida
gosterildigi gibi daire igine alimz. Yine, aymi davranigin cinsel taciz sayilabilecegini
diisiiniiyorsaniz 3 rakamini agagida gosterildii gibi daire igine almz. Son 2 sene
igerisinde is yerinizde bir erkek caligan sizin bulundugunuz ortamda bilgisayarda
pornografik sitelere girmis ise E harfini daire igine aliniz.

Ornek
Siz buna hi¢
. . maruz
Ne del:;c? dxi'a‘l:atsm Cu;eé itra?cxz Kaldimz rm?
Davranis: edicidir: ) (E:Evet,
H:Hayir)
Bir erkek calisanin kadin
g:a.lh?amn bulundugu ortamda 11213lalsl1l2l3l4l5]| E H
bilgisayarda pornografik
sitelere girmesi.
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Olgek 1. Sizce bu davrams ne derece rahatsiz edicidir?

1 2 3 4 5
Hig rahatsiz Pek rahatsiz Rahatsiz Cok rahatsiz Asirn rahatsiz
edici degildir edici degildir edicidir edicidir edicidir
Olgek 2. Sizce bu davrams “cinsel taciz” midir?
1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle cinsel | Pek cinsel taciz Cinsel taciz Cinsel tacizdir Kesinlikle
taciz degildir sayilmaz sayilabilir cinsel tacizdir
Siz buna
Ne derece Cinsel] | higmaruz
rahatsiz taciz ka::l':'z
Davranis: edicidir? midir? (E:E‘.ret,
H:Hayir)
1. Ustiin (patron/mitdiir/amir/sef) altinda
¢aligan kadim, igini kaybedecegi veya terfi
edemeyecegi gibi konularda agik¢a tehdit 11213141511 1213 5| E H
ederek veya bu yonde imalarda bulunarak
onunla romantik iliskiye girmek istemesi.
2. Bir erkek ¢alisanin kadm ¢alisana
cinsiyet ayrimcilift anlami igeren,
kadinlan asagilayici deyimler kullanmas, Ml ey 2E S| E H
yorumiar veya sakalar yapmasi.
3. Bir erkek ¢aliganin, resmi iy iligkisi iginde
bulundugu bir kadin galigandan yiiz
gtrmedigi halde, romantik bir iliskive girmek | 1 {213 451|213 S| E H
iizere agik¢a gikma teklif etmesi veya sikca
bu yénde imalarda bulunmasi.
4, Bir erkek caliganin isi bahane ederek
kadin ¢ahgsan ile stk sik 6zel bir ortamda 11213415123 5| E H
| gorlismek istemesi. '
5. Bir erkek ¢aliganin samimiyeti olmadig1 bir
kadin ¢ahsana cinsel igerikli espriler
yapmasl, fikralar anlatmas: veya bunlari e- Lj2f3145|112)3 S| E H
posta yolu ile gbndermesi.
6. Cinsel anlamda yaklasmak amaciyla, bir
erkek ¢alisanin bir kadmn ¢calisani fiziksel 112(3[(4({5]1(2(3 S| E H
kuvvet kullanarak kavramaya ¢alismas:.
7. Bir erkek ¢aliganin kadin ¢alisma
arkadagina “el-ense” gekmek gibi bagka bir 1121314511213 S| E|H
erkek arkadasina davrandif: gibi davranmas.
8. Erkek ¢aliganin biraz acik bir kiyafet giy]
olan kadin ¢ahsanm viicuduna odaklanarak| 1 [ 2 [ 3 |4 | 5{1[2 |3 5| E{ H
bakmasi, uzun uzun siizmesi, gbzleriyle soyn
9. Is yerinde bir erkek ¢alisanin bir kadin
¢alisana, onun kendisine veya is yerindeki bir
bagka erkek ¢aligana ilgi duydugunu ima L129314(51112)3 S| E H
etmesi.
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Olgek 1. Sizce bu davrams ne derece rahatsiz edicidir?

1 2

3

4

5

Hig rahatsiz Pek rahatsiz Rahatsiz Cok rahatsiz
edici degildir edici degildir edicidir edicidir

Asir rahatsiz
edicidir

Olgek 2. Sizce bu davrams “cinsel taciz” midir?

1 2

3

4

5

Kesinlikle cinsel | Pek cinsel taciz Cinsel taciz Cinsel tacizdir

taciz degildir sayilmaz sayilabilir

Kesinlikle
cinsel tacizdir

Davranis:

Ne derece
rahatsiz
edicidir?

Siz buna

Cinsel maruz
taciz kaldiniz

midir?

m?
(E:Evet,
H:Hayir)

10. Herhangi bir erkek ¢ahsanin konusurken
kadin ¢ahsana Kkiifiir etmesi

4|5| E

H

11. Bir erkek galigma arkadaginin, kadin
¢alisanin is ile ilgili fikirlerini/Gnerilerini
dnemsememesi.

415 E

H

12. Bir erkek ¢alisanin samimi arkadaghk
iligkisi icerisinde olmadid: bir kadin ¢alisan:
is c1kisi sik sik eve birakmak istemesi.

13. Erkek ¢alisanin ig yeri resmiyetinin disinda
samimiyeti olmadiZ bir kadin ¢aligana ismi ile
veya senli benli hitap etmesi.

14. Bir erkek c¢alisanin is yerinde bir kadin
¢alisan ile konusurken sohbet konusunu
cinsellife cekmeye caliymas,

15. Kadin ¢ahganin istemi diginda olmasina
ragmen erkek g¢aliganin 6zel bir ortamda
kadn galigani Spmeye galismast,

16. Ustiin (patron/miidiir/amir/sef) sik stk
degisik bahanelerle altinda ¢aligan
kadina dokunmasi.

(Ornegin; takdir ettigini belirtir bir sekilde

omza dokunmasi veya sirt sivazlamas.)

17. Herhangi bir erkek galtsamn i yerinde bir
kadin galigana kadmlarin kullanildig
pornografik resimler, karikatiirler
gostermeye ¢aligmasi veya is yerinde
goriilebilecek ortamda bu tip materyaller
bulundurmasi.

18. Ustiin (patron/miidiir/amir/sef) altinda
cahisan kadmy, isini kaybedecegi veya
terfi edemeyecegi gibi konularda agike¢a
tehdit ederek veya bu yonde imalarda

bulunarak onunla cinsel yakmhk kurmak

istemesi.

19. Bir Uistlin (patron/miidiir/amir/sef) cinsiyet
ayrimi yaparak erkeklerin is yerindeki
pozisyonunu yiikseltip, kadinlar1
yonetimden dislamasi.
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Olgek 1. Sizce bu davranis ne derece rahatsiz edicidir?

1 2

3

4

5

Hig rahatsiz
edici degildir

Pek rahatsiz
edici degildir

Rahatsiz
edicidir

Cok rahatsiz
edicidir

Asir1 rahatsiz
edicidir

Olgek 2. Sizce bu davramis “cinsel taciz” midir?

1 2

3

4

5

Kesinlikle cinsel

taciz degildir

Pek cinsel taciz
sayilmaz

Cinsel taciz
sayilabilir

Cinsel tacizdir

Kesinlikle
cinsel tacizdir

Davrams:

Ne derece
rahatsiz
edicidir?

Cinsel
taciz
midir?

Siz buna
hi¢ maruz
kaldmiz
m1?
(E:Evet,
H:Hayir)

20.

Samimi veya resmi bir erkek is
arkadasinin, kadin ¢ahgandan yiiz
gormedigi halde, ona cinsel anlamda
yakinlasmak {izere 1srar etmesi veya
sikea imalarda bulunmasi.

S| E | H

21.

Bir erkek galiganin 6zel bir ortamda kadin
¢aligan ile sik sik yalniz kalmaya
galigmasi.

22,

Herhangi bir erkek ¢alisganin bir kadn
¢alisana onunla ilgili cinsel igerikli
sakalar yapmasi.

23.

Bir erkek ¢aligann, kazara/tesaditfen
olmus izlenimi yaratmaya galigarak veya
bir bahane ile, samimiyeti olmadig: bir
kadwn ¢aligma arkadasmn ellerine,
omzuna, beline ya da sagina temas etmesi
veya kadina sarilmasi.

(Ornegin; el sikigirken uzun tutmasi veya
muhabet ederken elini, kolunu gereksiz sekilde
koymas), omza dokunmas gibi)

24,

Bir erkek ¢alisanin kadn ¢alisamin
bulundugu ortamda bilgisayarda
pornografik sitelere girmesi.

25.

Bir erkek ¢alisann bir kadin galisanin
yaninda kelime oyunu yaparak cinsel
icerikli sakalar yapmasi.

26.

Erkek ¢alisanin i§ yerinde baskalarinin
yaninda bir kadin ¢ahsanm giyabida
kiifiirlii konusmasa.

27.

Erkek ¢aliganin kadin ¢aliganin karsisinda
veya ayni ortamda iken kendi viicudunun
bazi bolgelerine dikkati gekmesi,
bacaklarin: agarak veya elini bacaklarimimn
arastna koyarak oturmasi.

Bir erkek ¢alisanin sorulmadig halde,
kadin ¢aliyma arkadagina kendi
ozel/cinsel hayatindan veya cinsel
tercihlerinden bahsetmesi.
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Olgek 1. Sizce bu davranis ne derece rahatsiz edicidir?

1

2

3

4

5

Hig rahatsiz edici
degildir

Pek rahatsiz edici
degildir

Rahatsiz edicidir

Cok rahatsiz
edicidir

Asir rahatsiz
edicidir

Olgek 2. Sizce bu davranis “cinsel taciz” midir?

1

2

3

4

5

Kesinlikle cinsel

taciz degildir

Pek cinsel taciz
sayllmaz

Cinsel taciz
sayulabilir

Cinsel tacizdir

Kesinlikle cinsel
tacizdir

Davrams:

Ne derece
rahatsiz
edicidir?

Siz buna
hi¢ maruz
kaldmniz
m?
(E:Evet,
H:Hayir)

Cinsel
taciz
midir?

ima etmesi.

29. Erkek galiganin, kadin ¢aligana kadin
is yerinde ulagti1 konumunun kadin
olmanin getirdigi avantajlardan
kaynaklandigini agikga sdylemesi veya

415 E| H

bulunmasi.

30. Erkek ¢alisanin sik sik mesaiden
sonra bir kadin ¢aliyma arkadasina
beraber disar: ¢ikma teklifinde

31. Bir erkek ¢alisanin, samimiyeti
olmadig1 bir kadin galiganin fiziksel
goriinligil veya giyimi kugamu ile ilgili
dogrudan cinsellik icermeyen yorumlar { 1 {2 |3 | 4
yapmasi veya iltifatlar etmesi.

(Ornegin; “Bugiin gok giizelsiniz,” “Cok

stksiniz, pantalon size ne kadar yakismis™).

32. Bir erkek calisanin resmi is iligkisi
icinde bulundugu bir kadn ¢alisma
arkadagsina sik stk “canim”, “cicim”,
“flStlk”, “gilzelim”, “klZ”, “k1z1m”,
“kii¢iik hamim”, “sekerim” gibi gayr
resmi hitaplarda bulunmasi.

33. Herhangi bir erkek c¢aliganin bir kadin
¢aliganin yaninda agiza alinmayacak
kitfurler ederek konusmasi.

34. Bir erkek cahsanin, kadin ¢cahsma
arkadag tarafindan yliz gbrmedigi
halde, sik stk onun masasina ilgisini
belli eden notlar birakarak, telefonla | 1|2 |3 | 4
arayarak, telefonla mesaj atarak
veya e-posta gbndererek iletisim
kurmaya, yakinlagmaya ¢alismasi.

sokulmasi.

35. Erkek ¢aliganin kadin gahgan ile
arasindaki kisisel mesafeyi korumaya
Bzen gostermeyerek kadina gok yakin
durmasi veya herhangi bir yerde
otururken ya da dururken kadin galisant
fiziksel olarak sikigtirmasi ya da ona

36. Bir erkek ¢calisanin, samimiyeti
olmadif bir kadin cahsanilelaubali, [ 12| 3| 4
“yilisik” bir tarzda konusmasi.
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Olgek 1. Sizce bu davrams ne derece rahatsiz edicidir?

1 2

3

4

5

Hig rahatsiz edici

Pek rahatsiz edici

degildir degildir

Rahatsiz edicidir

Cok rahatsiz
edicidir

Asin rahatsiz

edicidir

Olgek 2. Sizce bu davrams “cinsel taciz” midir?

1 2

3

4

5

Kesinlikle cinsel

Pek cinsel taciz
sayilmaz

taciz degildir

Cinsel taciz
sayilabilir

Cinsel tacizdir

Kesinlikle cinsel

tacizdir

Davranis:

Ne derece rahatsiz
edicidir?

Cinsel taciz
midir?

Siz buna
hi¢ maruz
kaldinizmi
? (E:Evet,
H:Hayir)

37

. Kadn galiganin icra etmekte

oldugu meslegini bir erkek _
¢ahiganin degersiz gérmesi veya
kabullenememesi.

(Ornegin; “Sen kimsin ki, sadece bir
hemgiresin.” demesi gibi)

E| H

38

. Herhangi bir erkek ¢ahsamn

kadin ¢calisanin fiziksel
goriiniisii veya giyimi kusam1 ile
ilgili cinsellik iceren yorumlar
yapmasi veya iltifatlar etmesi.

(Ornegin; “Siz mini etek
giymelisiniz, bacakiariniz ¢ok
| giizel.” demesi gibi).

39.

Herhangi bir erkek ¢aliganin bir
kadin ¢aligamn yaninda diger
erkek caliganlara cinsel icerikli
konugsmalar yapmasi veya
pornodan bahsetmesi.

40.

Bir erkek ¢aliganin zaman
zaman kadin ¢aligana sebepsiz
yere geg saatlerde galismaya
kalma zorunlulugu getirmesi.

41.

I5 yerindeki herhangi bir erkek
galiganin, olayn asli yokken,
Uetineti kigilere bir kadin ¢aligma
arkadaginin kendisine gikma
teklifi ettigini veya yaklasmaya
calistifini anlatmast.

42.

Ustiin (patron/miidiir/amir/sef)
romantik iliskive girmek niyeti
ile altinda ¢ahsan kadina maas
artis1, pozisyonda yiikselmek
gibi ddiiller veya ayricalikh
davramslar vaat etmesi veya bu
tiir imalarda bulunmasu.

43.

Bir erkek ¢aliganin zaman zaman
anlaml bakislarla kadin ¢aligan
slizmesi, gdz hapsine almasi.

Erkek ¢alisanin, cesareti bir kez
kirildig1 halde, kadin ¢alisana
israrh gikma teklifinde
bulunmasi.
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Olgek 1. Sizce bu davranis ne derece rahatsiz edicidir?

1 2

3

4

5

Hig rahatsiz edici

Pek rahatsiz edici
degildir

degildir

Rahatsiz edicidir

Cok rahatsiz
edicidir

Asir1 rahatsiz
edicidir

Olgek 2. Sizce bu davranis “cinsel taciz” midir?

1 2

3

4

5

Kesinlikle cinsel

taciz degildir-

Pek cinsel taciz
sayillmaz

Cinsel taciz
sayilabilir

Cinsel tacizdir

Kesinlikle cinsel
tacizdir

Davrans:

Ne derece
rahatsiz
edicidir?

Cinsel taciz

Siz buna
hi¢
maruz
kaldimz
m?
(E:Evet,
H:Hayir)

midir?

45.

Bir erkek ¢aliganin kendi istegi ile
sik sik kadin ¢aliganin odasina
gelerek uzun uzun is digi alakasiz
konulardan konugmasi.

45| E|H

46.

Ustiin (patron/miidiir/amir/sef)
cinsel yakinlasmaya girmek niyeti
ile altinda ¢calisan kadina maag
artii, pozisyonda ylikselmek gibi
odiiller veya ayricalikh
davramglar vaat etmesi veya bu
tiir imalarda bulunmasi.

47.

Zaman zaman bir erkek ¢aliganin, bir
kadin ¢aligana soru sorarak veya
yorum yaparak onun cinsel
yasantisina karigmasi.

48.

Bir erkek ¢cahganin bir kadin
¢alisanin arkasindan onun giyimi
kugami ile ilgili olumsuz yorumliar
veya espriler yapmasi.

49.

Bir erkek ¢alisanin dar bir yerden
gegerken bilerek kadin ¢aligana
garpmasl, veya slirtiinerek gegmesi.

50.

Bir erkek ¢aliganin, kadin ¢ahgana
kisisel ilgisini belli eden imah
iltifatlar etmesi.

(Ornegin; “Ah keske erken dogsaydmm,
seninle evlenirdim” demesi gibi).

51.

Bir erkek ¢aligma arkadaginin sik sik
bir kadin ¢aligana “agkim”,
“bebegim”, “hayatim”, tatlim”,
“yavrum” gibi Gzel hitaplarda
bulunmasi.

52.

Bir erkek ¢cahisanin kadin ¢ahsanin
kigisel esyalarim (canta, masa listii
esyalar, ajanda, cep telefonu vb.)
karigtirmasi.

53.

Bir erkek ¢aligsanmn bir kadin
galisanin arkasindan cinsellik igeren
dedikodular yapmasi.
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Olgek 1. Sizce bu davramsg ne derece rahatsiz edicidir?

1 2 3 4 5
Hig rahatsiz edici | Pek rahatsiz edici | Rahatsiz edicidir Cok rahatsiz Agsir1 rahatsiz
degildir degildir edicidir edicidir
Olgek 2. Sizce bu davram “cinsel taciz” midir?
1 2 3 4 5
Kesinlikle cinsel Pek cinsel taciz Cinsel taciz Cinsel tacizdir | Kesinlikle cinsel
taciz depildir sayilmaz sayilabilir ~ tacizdir
Siz buna
. hi¢ maruz
Ne derece rahatsiz Cm§el k‘:‘lldmlz
. e taciz
Davranig: edicidir? midir¥ mi?
(E:Evet,
H:Hayir)
54. Bir erkek ¢caliyma arkadasinm,
kadin ¢ahiganin i ile ilgili
fikirlerini kotti bir sekilde 11213(4151112|3/4|5| E | H
elestirmesi/asagilamasi.
55. Is yerindeki bir erkek calisanin bir
kez cesareti kirildig1 halde, bir is
tizerinde beraber caligmateklifiile | 1 | 2 |34 |5 |1[2]3|4|5| E H
zaman zaman kadin galiganin
evine gelmeyi dnermesi.
56. Is yerinde bir erkek ¢aliganin bir
kadin ¢calisana hakaret etmesi. 112)3]4)5(1)2/3/4/5) E H
57. Erkek ¢alisanin kadin ¢aliganin
bacakiarina veya cinsel bolgelerine | 1 | 2 |3 |4 [ 5 |1[2]|3]4]5| E H
bakmasi.
58. Bir erkek ¢ahganin dostluk
gosterisi gergevesinde sik sik
samimiyeti olmadif1 bir kadin 112 |3(4|5(1;2]|3|4|5]| E H
¢alisanin omzuna dekunmasi
veya sivazlamasi.
59. Zaman zaman bir erkek ¢aliganin
kadin ¢aligma arkadagina erkek
arkadasi, esi ve/veyaailesiileilgili | 1 | 2 {3 |4 {5 |1[2|3|4}|5] E H
soru sorarak veya yorum yaparak
6zel yasamina karigmasi,
60. Terfi etmek icin hirsh davranan
bir kadin ¢aligana, tistiin
(patron/miidiir/amir/sef) 1l213lals!l1l{2]3lals!| & H
ayricalikli davranmasi ve
kargilifinda cinsel bir beklenti
icine girmesi.
61. Bir erkek galiganin, istenmedigi
halde kadin galisanin boyun,
gb6gls, bel, kalga veya bacaklar 1{213(4[5]11213[4|5]| E H
gibi cinsel bélgelerini
oksamaya/dokunmaya yeltenmesi.
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APPENDIX O

SELF-ESTEEM SCALE
by

Rosenberg (1965)
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BOLUM 6

Asagidaki ifadelere ne kadar katildiginiz1 yan tarafta sunulan 6lgegi kullanarak

belirtiniz. Size uygun olan rakami daire i¢ine aliniz.

g g
ol Bl LBl B |Ef
S ) s8] 8] 8 | &8s
| ~ B &8 = -l g =
g1 #| 2| & |72
1. Kendimi en az difer insanlar 1 2 3 4 s
kadar degerli buluyorum.
2. Bazi olu.x.n!.u . ozelliklerim 1 2 3 4 5
oldugunu diisiiniiyorum.
3. Genelde kendimi bagarisiz bir i 2 3 4 5
kisi olarak gérme egilimindeyim.
4. Ben de diger insanlarin
bir¢ogunun yapabildigi kadar 1 2 3 4 5
bir seyler yapabilirim
5. Kendimde gurur duyacak fazla bir sey 1 2 3 4 5
bulamiyorum.
6. Kendime karyt olumlu bir
tutum icindeyim. 1 - . 4 S
7. Genel olarak kendimden memnunum. 1 2 3 4 5
8. Kendime karsi daha fazla sayg: 1 2 3 4 5
duyabilmeyi isterdim.
9. Bazen kesinlikle kendimin bir ige 1 2 3 4 5
yaramadigini diigtiniiyorum.
10.Bazen hi¢ de yeterli bir insan 1 2 3 4 5
olmadigim diigiiniiyorum.
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APPENDIX P

DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS
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BOLUM 7
Son olarak liitfen agagidaki bilgileri doldurunuz.

# Yasimz:

# Medeni durumunuz: O Evli [0 Bekar [ Bosanmig/Dul [ Diger: (Agiklayiniz)

# Egitim durumunuz:

O Okuma-yazma biliyorum [ On lisans mezunuyum

[ Ilkokul mezunuyum {17 4 senelik bir lisans programi mezunuyum
03 Orta okul mezunuyum [ Yiiksek lisans mezunuyum
O Lise mezunuyum [0 Doktora yaptim

# Mesleginiz:

# $u anda bu mesleZinizi mi yapmaktasmiz? Evet Hayir

# Mesleginiz, cogunlukla erkeklerin yapmakta olduBu bir meslek midir? []Evet [ Hayrr

# Toplam kag senedir ¢caligmaktasiniz?

# Su anda bulundufunuz kurumda kag senedir ¢calismaktasiniz?

# $u an ¢alismakta oldufunuz kurumdaki géreviniz/pozisyonunuz nedir?

# Su anki amiriniz: [ Erkek [0 Kadin

# Calismakta oldugunuz karum: O Ozel sektér [ Devlet dairesi [ Diger: (Agiklaymiz) o

e

# Kurumunuzun bagh bulundugu sektér:

I Otomotiv OMakina ve parga imalatt 00 Ingaat [0 Hizmet
O Enerji O Petro-Kimya/ilag O Elektronik
O iletisim/Telekomiinikasyon [ Enformatik/Biligim [ Tekstil
[J Finans [T Saglik [ Egitim
[0 Bankacilik 0O Ulagim ve tagimacilik O Diger: (Agiklaymniz)
# Kurumunuzdaki ¢ahsanlarin: # Sizin calistifimz birimdeki ¢ahsanlarin:
[0 Neredeyse hepsi erkek [J Neredeyse hepsi erkek
[0 Erkekler kadinlardan daha fazla 0 Erkekler kadinlardan daha fazla
O Agag1 yukari esit sayida erkek ve kadin var [ Asagi yukar egit sayida erkek ve kadin var
0O Kadinlar erkeklerden daha fazla O Kadmlar erkeklerden daha fazla
U Neredeyse hepsi kadin [1 Neredeyse hepsi kadin

Katilimimiz, sallladilliniz dellerli katkilar ve ézellikle de sabriniz igin cok

tellekiir ederiz ©
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APPENDIX R

MEANS AND STANDARD DEVIATIONS OF PERCEIVED SEXUAL
HARASSMENT, PERCEIVED DISTURBANCE RATINGS, AND

PERCENTAGE OF EXPERIENCE OF EACH ITEM
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Means and Standars Deviations of Disturbance and Perceived Sexual
Harassment Ratings of each Item

Percentages of Experiencing each Incident

Behavior

Disturbance

Perceived
Sexual
Harassment

Experience of
Incident

M

sd

M

sd

Yes (%)

1. Ustiin (patron/miidiir/amir/sef)
altinda galisan kadimni, igini
kaybedecegi veya terfi edemeyecegi
gibi konularda agikga tehdit ederek
veya bu yonde imalarda bulunarak
onunla romantik iligkiye girmek
isteresi.

4.78

.50

4.61

75

4.3

2. Bir erkek ¢alisanin kadin ¢alisana
cinsiyet ayrimctlig1 anlamui igeren,
kadinlart agagilayici deyimler
kullanmasi, yorumlar veya sakalar
yapmasi.

4.25

.87

3.01

1.13

18

3. Bir erkek galiganin, resmi is iligkisi
i¢inde bulundugu bir kadin ¢alisandan
yiiz gérmedigi halde, romantik bir
iliskiye girmek tizere agik¢a ¢ikma
teklif etmesi veya sikga bu yénde
imalarda bulunmasi.

4.19

.96

3.56

1.26

17.7

4. Bir erkek ¢aliganin isi bahane ederek
kadin galisan ile sik sik 6zel bir
ortamda goriismek istemesi.

4.07

97

3.70

1.14

10.3

5. Bir erkek galiganin samimiyeti
olmadig: bir kadin ¢aligana cinsel
igerikli espriler yapmasi, fikralar
anlatmas1 veya bunlari1 e-posta yolu ile
gdndermesi.

4.33

.81

3.94

1.00

8.9

6. Cinsel anlamda yaklagmak
amaciyla, bir erkek ¢aliganin bir kadin
caligani fiziksel kuvvet kullanarak
kavramaya ¢aligmasi.

4.79

.61

4.76

65

7. Bir erkek galisanin kadin galigma
arkadasina “el-ense” ¢ekmek gibi
bagka bir erkek arkadagina davrandigi
gibi davranmas..

3.95

98

3.17

1.14

83

8. Erkek galisanin biraz agik bir kiyafet
giymis olan kadin ¢aliganin viicuduna
odaklanarak bakmasi, uzun uzun siizme
gozleriyle soymasi.

4

4.49

.81

4.26

95

76.9

9. Is yerinde bir erkek ¢alisanin bir
kadin galigana, onun kendisine veya is
yerindeki bir bagka erkek caligana ilgi
duydugunu ima etmesi.

3.64

1.07

2.86

1.13

13.3

10. Herhangi bir erkek ¢alisanin
konugurken kadin galigana kiifiir
etmesi

4.50

19

1.15

75
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11.Bir erkek ¢aligma arkadaginin, kadin
calisanin is ile ilgili fikirlerini/
Snerilerini nemsememesi.

3.88

1.07

1.65

.96

24.5

12.Bir erkek ¢aliganin samimi arkadaglik
iligkisi igerisinde olmadig bir kadn
calisan i§ ¢ikig1 sik stk eve birakmak
isternesi.

3.53

1.02

293

1.07

104

13.Erkek ¢alisanin i yeri resmiyetinin
diginda samimiyeti olmadi: bir kadin
¢alisana ismi ile veya senli benli hitap
etmesi.

3.04

1.03

1.96

98

43.5

14.Bir erkek ¢aligann ig yerinde bir
kadin galigan ile konugsurken sohbet
konusunu cinsellife ¢ekmeye
calismasi,

3.97

.88

3.43

99

22.6

15.Kadin galiganin istemi diginda
olmasina ragmen erkek ¢aliganin dzel
bir ortamda kadin ¢aligan1 Spmeye
caligmasi.

4.80

52

4.76

S7

29

16.Ustiin (patron/miidiir/amir/sef) stk stk
degisik bahanelerle altinda ¢alisan
kadina dokunmasi.

(Ornegin; takdir ettigini belirtir sekilde

omza dokunmasi veya sirt stvazlamast.)

3.90

1.09

3.55

1.18

233

17.Herhangi bir erkek galiganin ig
yerinde bir kadin ¢alisana kadinlarin
kullamldig1 pornografik resimler,
karikatiirler gstermeye ¢alismasi
veya i§ yerinde gériilebilecek
ortamda bu tip materyaller
bulundurmast.

4.53

75

4.10

.94

5.5

18.Ustiin (patron/miidiir/amir/gef)
altinda ¢aligan kadini, igini
kaybedecegi veya terfi edemeyecegi
gibi konularda agikca tehdit ederek
veya bu yénde imalarda bulunarak
onunla cinsel yakinlik kurmak
isternesi.

491

33

4.86

47

19.Bir iistiin (patron/miidiir/amir/gef)
cinsiyet ayrimi yaparak erkeklerin ig
yerindeki pozisyonunu yiikseltip,
kadinlart yonetimden diglamast.

4.44

91

2.31

1.27

9.2

20.Samimi veya resmi bir erkek is
arkadasinin, kadin ¢alisandan yiiz
gérmedigi halde, ona cinsel anlamda
yakinlasmak {izere 1srar etmesi veya
stkca imalarda bulunmasi.

4,70

.62

4.53

77

6.6

21.Bir erkek ¢alisanin 6zel bir ortamda
kadin galigan ile sik sik yalniz
kalmaya galigmasi,

4.06

92

3.67

1.05

9.4
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22.Herhangi bir erkek galiganin bir
kadn galigana onunla ilgili cinsel
icerikli sakalar yapmasi.

4.45

76

3.96

.95

75

23.Bir erkek ¢aliganin, kazara/tesadiifen

olmuy izlenimi yaratmaya galigarak -

veya bir bahane ile, samimiyeti
olmadig bir kadin galigma
arkadasinin ellerine, omzuna, beline
ya da sagina temas etmesi veya
kadina sarilmast.
(Ornegin; el sikisirken uzun tutmast
veya muhabet ederken elini, kolunu
gereksiz sekilde koymast, omza
dokunmas: gibi)

4.24

.84

3.84

1.00

274

24.Bir erkek ¢alisanin kadin ¢aliganin
bulundugu ortamda bilgisayarda
pornografik sitelere girmesi.

447

a5

3.84

1.06

5.1

25.Bir erkek ¢aliganin bir kadin
¢alisanin yaninda kelime oyunu
yaparak cinsel igerikli sakalar
yapmasl.

4.23

87

3.69

1.02

17.6

26.Erkek ¢alisanin ig yerinde
bagkalariun yaninda bir kadin
calisanin gryabinda kiifiirlii
konugmasi.

4.39

.83

2.68

1.12

17.1

27.Erkek ¢alisanin kadin galiganin
karsisinda veya ayni ortamda iken
kendi viicudunun bazi bélgelerine
dikkati cekmesi, bacaklarini agarak
veya elini bacaklarinin arasina
koyarak oturmasi.

443

.82

3.82

1.09

19.1

28.Bir erkek g¢aliganin sorulmadigi
halde, kadin galigma arkadasina
kendi 6zel/cinsel hayatindan veya
cinsel tercihlerinden bahsetmesi.

4.37

.83

3.77

1.09

10

29.Erkek calisanin, kadin ¢aligana
kadmnin is yerinde ulastigt
konumunun kadn olmanimn getirdigi
avantajlardan kaynaklandigini agikga
sbylemesi veya ima etmesi.

4.13

96

2.76

1.22

7.2

30.Erkek galisanin stk sik mesaiden
sonra bir kadin ¢aligma arkadagina
beraber disari ¢tkma teklifinde
bulunmasi.

3.69

1.08

3.04

1.13

16.7
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31.Bir erkek ¢aliganin, samimiyeti
olmadig: bir kadin galiganmn
fiziksel goriiniisii veya giyimi
kusamu ile ilgili dogrudan cinsellik
icermeyen yorumlar yapmasi veya
iltifatlar etmesi.

(Ornegin; “Bugiin gok giizelsiniz”

veya “Cok siksiniz, pantalon size ne

kadar da yakismis™).

2.36

1.08

2.03 99

62.1

32.Bir erkek g¢aliganin resmi ig iligkisi
icinde bulundugu bir kadin ¢alisma
arkadagina stk sik “canim”,
“cicim”, “fistik”, “giizelim”, “kiz”,
“kizim”, “kii¢iik hanim”,
“sekerim” gibi gayr1 resmi
hitaplarda bulunmasi.

3.61

1.06

2.82 1.13

36.1

33.Herhangi bir erkek ¢alisanmn bir
kadin ¢alisanin yaninda agiza
almmayacak kiifiirler ederek
konusmasi.

442

83

2.58 1.18

18.6

34.Bir erkek ¢alisanin, kadin ¢aligma
arkadag! tarafindan yiiz gérmedigi
halde, sik sik onun masasina
ilgisini belli eden notlar birakarak,
telefonla arayarak, telefonla mesaj
atarak veya e-posta gondererek
iletisim kurmaya, yakinlagmaya
¢aligmasi.

4.28

.83

3.49 1.17

35.Erkek galiganin kadin galigan ile
arasindaki kigisel mesafeyi
korumaya 6zen gostermeyerek
kadina ¢ok yakin durmasi veya
herhangi bir yerde otururken ya da
dururken kadin ¢aligan: fiziksel
olarak sikistirmasi ya da ona
sokulmasi.

4.56

J1

4.26 .87

11.8

36.Bir erkek ¢alisanin, samimiyeti
olmadig1 bir kadin galigan ile
laubali, “y1ligik” bir tarzda
konusmasi.

4.30

82

3.25 1.10

19.8

37 Kadin galiganin icra etmekte
oldugu meslegini bir erkek
calisanin degersiz gérmesi veya
kabullenememesi.

(Ornegin; “Sen kimsin ki, sadece bir

hemsiresin.” demesi gibi)

4.13

.96

2.08 1.13

15
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38. Herhangi bir erkek ¢alisanin kadin
¢alisamin fiziksel goriintisti veya
giyimi kusamu ile ilgili cinsellik iceren
yorumlar yapmasi veya iltifatlar etmesi.

(Ornegin; “Siz mini etek giymelisiniz,

bacaklarimz ¢ok giizel.” demesi gibi).

3.69 | 1.08

3.61

99

15.9

39.Herhangi bir erkek galisanin bir kadin
¢aliganuin yaninda diger erkek
calisanlara cinsel igerikli konugmalar
yapmasi veya pornodan bahsetmesi.

2.36 | 1.08

3.60

1.02

11.5

40.Bir erkek ¢aliganin zaman zaman
kadin ¢alisana sebepsiz yere gec
saatlerde ¢aligmaya kalma zorunlulugu
getirmesi.

3.61 | 1.06

3.43

1.04

4.6

41.I5 yerindeki herhangi bir erkek
calisann, olayn asli yokken, {igiincii
kigilere bir kadin galigma arkadaginin
kendisine ¢ikma teklifi ettigini veya
yaklasmaya ¢aligtifini anlatmasi.

442 | .83

3.18

1.23

5.5

42.Ustiin (patron/mudiir/amir/sef)
romantik iligkiye girmek niyeti ile
altinda ¢aligan kadina maas artisi,
pozisyonda yiikselmek gibi &diiller
veya ayricahikli davraniglar vaat
etmesi veya bu tiir imalarda
bulunmasi.

428 | .83

4.20

1.00

2.6

43.Bir erkek caliganin zaman zaman
anlaml bakiglarla kadin galisani
stizmesi, g6z hapsine almasi.

456 | .71

3.75

.96

22.2

44 Erkek galisanin, cesareti bir kez
kinldig halde, kadin ¢aligana israrh
¢ikma teklifinde bulunmasi.

430 | .82

3.42

1.18

134

45.Bir erkek ¢alisanin kendi istegi ile sik
stk kadin galisanin odasina gelerek
uzun uzun is dis1 alakasiz konulardan
konugmasi.

413 | 96

3.00

1.20

20.5

46.Ustiin (patron/miidiir/amir/gef) cinsel
yakinlasmaya girmek niyeti ile altmnda
¢alisan kadina maas arti§1, pozisyonda
yiikselmek gibi odiiller veya
ayricalikli davraniglar vaat etmesi
veya bu tiir imalarda bulunmast.

469 { .62

448

.81

47.Zaman zaman bir erkek ¢aliganin, bir
kadin ¢aligana soru sorarak veya
yorum yaparak onun cinsel yasantisina
karigmasi.

442 | .89

3.75

1.03

6.8

48.Bir erkek ¢alisanin bir kadin galiganin
arkasindan onun giyimi kugami ile
ilgili olumsuz yorumlar veya espriler
yapmasl.

406 | .95

2.70

1.11

14
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49.Bir erkek ¢alisanin dar bir yerden
gegerken bilerek kadin galisana
carpmasi, veya siirtiinerek gecmesi.

4.56

.69

4.23

.85

12.1

50.Bir erkek ¢aliganimn, kadin ¢alisana
kisisel ilgisini belli eden imali iltifatlar
etmesi.(“Ah keske erken dogsaydim,
seninle evlenirdim” demesi gibi).

3.64

1.13

3.10

1.16

24.4

51.Bir erkek ¢alisma arkadaginin sik sik
bir kadmn ¢aligana “agkim”, “bebegim”,
“hayatim”, tathm”, “yavrum” gibi 6zel
hitaplarda bulunmasi.

4.19

95

3.63

1.14

12.6

52.Bir erkek galiganin kadin galisanin
kisisel egyalarin (¢anta, masa distii
egyalarl, ajanda, cep telefonu vb.)
karigtirmast.

4.38

.87

2.63

1.19

9.6

53.Bir erkek galiganin bir kadin ¢alisanin
arkasindan cinsellik igeren
dedikodular yapmasi.

4.56

70

3.65

1.06

5.8

54.Bir erkek ¢aligma arkadaginin, kadin
calisanin is ile ilgili fikirlerini kotii bir
gekilde elestirmesi/agagilamasi.

4.24

.89

2.02

1.03

10.2

55.15 yerindeki bir erkek ¢alisanin bir kez
cesareti kirildigi halde, bir is {izerinde
beraber galigma teklifi ile zaman
zaman kadin ¢aliganin evine gelmeyi
Onermesi.

4.34

.85

3.68

1.05

1.8

56.15 yerinde bir erkek galiganin bir kadin
calisana hakaret etmesi.

448

79

2.07

1.05

8.6

57.Erkek ¢aliganin kadin galisanin
bacaklarina veya cinsel bolgelerine
bakmast.

4.78

54

4.44

79

15.7

58.Bir erkek galisanin dostluk gosterisi
gergevesinde sik stk samimiyeti
olmadigi bir kadin ¢aliganin omzuna
dokunmasi veya sivazlamasi.

4.09

94

348

1.05

23

59.Zaman zaman bir erkek ¢aliganin
kadin ¢aligma arkadagina erkek
arkadas, esi ve/veya ailesi ile ilgili
soru sorarak veya yorum yaparak 6zel
yasamina karigmasi.

3.84

1.03

2.55

1.05

26.1

60.Terfi etmek i¢in hirsh davranan bir
kadin galigana, tistiin
(patron/miidiir/amir/gef) ayricalikh
davranmasi ve karsihiinda cinsel bir
beklenti icine girmesi.

4.67

62

442

.84

0.6

61.Bir erkek galisann, istenmedigi halde
kadin ¢aliganin boyun, gogiis, bel,
kalga veya bacaklar gibi cinsel
bolgelerini oksamaya/dokunmaya
yeltenmesi.

4.95

.26

491

31

2.3
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APPENDIX S

HIERARCHICAL CLUSTER DENDOGRAM OF ADJECTIVES

RATED FOR HARASSERS
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HIERARCHICAL CLUSTER ANALYSIS
OF
HARASSER RATINGS

Dendrogram using Ward Method

Rescaled Distance Cluster Combine

CASE 0 5 10 15 20 25
Label Num +----- +———— F————- tmm———— fmm———— +
Dirilist 38 -

Saygila 41 -+

Oleiild 37 -+

Dengeli 30 -+

Ciddiyetli 48 -+

Defer yargi Onem veren 55 -+

Psikolojik yonden sadlikli 53 -+t

Ahlakli 61 -+ I

Iyi niyetli 16 -+ I

Glvenilir 22 -+ I

Terbiyeli 71 -4 A—m——

0zel hayatinda mutlu 39 -+ I I
Duygusal 6 -+ T T
Hassas 75 -+ I I
Mitevazi 67 ~+—+ I

Kadin basarilarini Snemseyen 78 -+ tm—m——— +
Bagkalarinin duygu.farkinda 80 -+ I I
Sakact 73 -+ I I
Sicakkanli 76 -—+—+ I I
Karizmatik 10 -+ I I I
Espritiiel 24 -+ I I I
Edlenceli 56 -+ H————t I
Cekici 68 -+ I I
Sosyal becerilere sahip 63 -+ I I
Akillz 1 -+ I I
Kendine glivenen 5 -—4—+ I
Aktif 12 -+ o
Basarila 45 -+ I
Disiplinli 14 ~+ I
Becerikli 20 -+ I
Dogal 26 ~+ I
Cesur 46 ~+ I
Disa d&nik 69 ~+ I
Agik sozll 8 ~——— I
Rekabetgi 27 ~+ I I
Hirsla 40 ~+ I I
Kararlyi 3 -+ I I
Atilgan 35 -+ tommm +
Rahat 33 ~+ I

Bagimsiz 42 -+ I

Gli¢ sahibi 3 -+—+ I

Ruvvetli 25 -+ II

Kurnaz 7 -+ ket

Uyanik 52 -+t
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Dendrogram using Ward Method (Continued)

Rescaled Distance Cluster Combine

CASE 0 5 10 15 20 25
Label Num +----- F———— Fe——— R tommm——— +
Capkin 13 -+ I I
Glclnl kullanmayi seven 17 -+ I I
Iktidar diiskiini 18 - I
Baskici 21 -+ I
Inatc¢1 50 -+ I
Akl: fikri cinsellikte olan 70 -+ I
Taciz eden 81 -+ I
Haddini bilmez 59 —+—+ I
Maymun istahla 65 -+ I I
Rontrolstliz 66 -+ I I
Firsatcga 74 -+ I I
A¢ gdzli 77 -+ +-+ I
Erkek ol.kendi lstiin gdren 79 -+ IT I
Laubali 19 -+ I I I
Erkekligini ispat. galisan 47 -+ I T I
Kistah 29 -+ I I I
Doyumsuz 36 ~+—+ T I
Teshirci 51 -+ I I
Ikiytzla 34 -+ e +
Kendini befenmis 49 -+ I

Ilgi cekmeyli seven 44 -+ I

Kisiliksiz 62 -+ I

Israrci 64 -+-+ I

Bencil 31 -+ I I

Art niyetli 54 -+ I I

Sevilmeyen 58 -+ I I

Faydaci 60 -+ 4+

Miinasebetsiz 9 -+ T

Gicik 11 —+—+

Arsiz 15 -+ I

Cinsiyet ayrimi yapan 57 -+ I

Duyarsiz 72 —t+—+

Anlayigsiz 2 -+ I

Kadini kiiglik/asadi gdren 28 -+ I

Kaba 43 -+ I

Saldirgan 4 -—+-+

Sorumsuz 23 -+

254



APPENDIX T

HIERARCHICAL CLUSTER DENDOGRAM OF ADJECTIVES

RATED FOR MANAGERS
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HIERARCHICAL CLUSTER ANALYSIS
OF
MANAGER RATINGS

Dendrogram using Ward Method
Rescaled Distance Cluster Combine

Rescaled Distance Cluster Combine

CASE 0 5 10 15 20 25
Label Num +-———- R R B LT +
Kadini kiiciik/asagr géren 28 -+
Kistah 29 -+
Art niyetli 54 -+
Sevilmeyen 58 -+
Cinsiyet ayrimi yapan 57 -+
Ikiytizli 34 -+
Kaba 43 -
Haddini bilmez 59 -+
Kisiliksiz 62 -+
Duyarsaiz 72 -+
Sorumsuz 23 -+
Erkekligini ispat. galisan 47 -+
Kendini begenmis 49 -+
Erkek ol.kendi ilistiin géren 79 -+
Ilgi ¢ekmeyi seven 44 -+
Laubali 19 -+
Teshirci 51 —+
Arsiz 15 -+
GCapkin 13 -+
Minasebetsiz 9 -+
Gicik 11 —+-+
Anlayissiz 2 -+ I
Saldirgan 4 -+ I
Akl: fikri cinsellikte olan 70 -+ I
Taciz eden 81 -+ I
Maymun istahla 65 -+ I
Ac gdzli 77 -+ I
Kontrolsiiz 66 — b +
Firsatgi 74 -+ I I
Bencil 31 -+ I I
Doyumsuz 36 -+ I I
Iktidar diskind 18 -+ I I
Baskici 21 —t=+ I
Glcliinid kullanmayi seven 17 -+ I I
Inatca 50 -+ I I
Israrci 64 -+ I I
Faydaci 60 -+ I I
Kurnaz 7 -+ I I
Uyanik 52 —+—+ I
Rekabetgi 27 -+ I
Hirsli 40 -+ I
Psikolojik yénden sagliklz 53 -+ I
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Dendrogram using Ward Method (Continued)

CASE
Label

Ahlakla

Terbiyeli

DefJer yargi Snem veren
Glivenilir

Diirilst

Olciilu

Saygili

Dengeli

Baskalarinin duygu.farkinda
Iyi niyetli

Dogal

Agik sdzlu

Duygusal

Hassas

Sicakkanli

Mitevazi

Ozel hayatinda mutlu
Kadin basarilarinl Snemseyen
Basarili

Cesur

Ciddiyetli

Kendine glivenen
Kararla

Akillz

Aktif

Disiplinli

Becerikli

Atalgan

Gli¢ sahibi

Kuvvetli

Rahat

Badimsiz

Edlenceli

Sakaca

Espritiiel

Sosyal becerilere sahip
Disa doniik

Karizmatik

Cekici

61
71
55
22
38
37
41
30
80
16
26

75
76
67
39
78
45
46
48

32

12
14
20
35

25
33
42
56
73
24
63
69
10
68
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Rescaled Distance Cluster Combine
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